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PREFACE 

This Estimate analyzes· those asc>eets of Soviet foreign and security 
policy that have significant cOnseQuences for US national security. As 
~ch. it is not intended as a comprehensive review of Soviet global 
involvement and regional policies. Rather, it seeks to explore the 
perceptions and likely assessments of the Soviet leadership with respect 
to Soviet-American interaction both in specific regions and in the 
bilateral realm. It also describes the means and instrumentalities by v · 

which Moscow has sought to implement its ·policies. 

A specific purpose of the Estimate is to integrate recent work done 
within the Intelligence Community in an effort to develop a more 
comprehensive assessment of Soviet policies over the next three to five 
years. In particular, it offers judgments oat the implications for Soviet 
policy . options of the impending Soviet political succession, the conse­
quences of declining economic performance, and the impact of increas-

ingly heavy defense expenditures. 

__...,. • . .... 
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KEY JUDGMENTS 

The Soviet challenge-to US security interests is rooted in Moscow's 
conception of its relationship with the United States as fundamentally 
adversary. This concept. based on ideological antagonism and geopoliti­
cal rivalry, governS Soviet behavior and also shapes Soviet perceptions of 
US policies toward Moscow. Its most dramatic manifestation is growing 
Soviet military power and capab~lities which form the cutting edge of 
Moscow's persistent efforts to extend its global presence and influence at 
the expense of the United States and the West. ' 

Although Soviet leaders regard military power as the USSR's 
principal currency as an international actor, they also view the East­
West relationship as a more encompassing struggle involving political, 
economic, social, and ideological factors-a totality which the Soviets 
characterize as .. the correlation of forces.'' Soviet leaders profess 
confidence that this correlation is .. changing in favor of sociali$m" and 
Soviet policy, in tum. has sought to further this transition through the 
exploitation of a variety of means including military and economic aid, 
the use of proxies, covert activities, and the political alignment of the 
USSR with regimes or revolutionary movements opposed to US policies. 

The Soviets believe that they enjoy some strategic advantages over 
the United States and view their current overall position as supporting 

.~ -· ~ r·. the . conduct of an assertive foreign policy and the expansion of Soviet 
· itifluence abroad. However, they do not believe that they currently 
enjoy decisive strategic advantages over the United States and do not­
wish a major confrontation. They have an abiding respect for US 
military capabilities and are· confronted themselves with the dilemmas 
of declining . economic performance and the increasing burden of 
defense spending for the economy as a whole. They are unlikely to 
initiate military hostilities in an area of crucial importance to the 
United States like the Persian Gulf. However, they will seize opportuni­
ties offered by instability in the -Third World to enhance their 
geopolitical...i.A£lu.ence and also to divert US attention from areas of 
direct US-Soviet interaction, ~ven in situations where the USSR has little 
prospect of making significant gains for itself. Moreover, they may 
increasingly expect that the burden of avoiding potential confrontation, 
particularly in areas contiguous to the USSR, should shift to the United 
States. The Soviets' perception of their own opportunitieS is reinforced 
by a sense of US frustrations and geopolitical vulnerabilities, partie--
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.j ularly in the Third World. where US regional equities appear to 
Moscow to be increasingly threatened iw political radicalism and 
economic nationalism. 

The advent of a new US administration, ooenly critical of the 
premises of detente and avowedly intent on increasing US military 
might, has not changed this basic perception but has raised Soviet 
concerns about a reinvigor:ated US effort to counteract Soviet expansion­
ism and exploit underlying Soviet economic and geopolitical vulnerabil­
ities. However, the Soviets view Washington's ability to heighten the 
ecanomic and military costs. of the East-West competition to Moscow as 
subject to comoeting US domestic economic priorities and to reluctance 
on the part of US allies to incur the costs of increased defense 
expenditures, deferred economic opportunities, or increased tensions 
with Moscow. West Eurooean unease over a perceived lack of US 
c~mmitment to arms control and US ~llies' resistance toward US-' 
restrictive policies on East-West economic relations are viewed by the 
Soviets as presenting opDQrtunities to provoke divisions between the 
United States and its principal allies. 

In their current efforts to exploit these perceived divisions, the 
Soviets have been esoecially active in the clandestine realm. They have 
been engaged in a range of .. active measures,'' including the dis­
semination of forged documents intended to embarrass the United 
States and the covert financing of activities by some elements of the 
.. peace movemenC in Western Europe-particularly those groups 
either closely associated with indigenous Communist parties or anti;. 
American in orientation. 

The balance of strategic intercontinental nuclear forces is a critical 
index for Moscow's assessment of relative militm power between the 

··. ·.,.:·' .' 
·· ·· · un·ited States and the USSR. The Soviets believe that in the present US-

Soviet strategic relationship each side possesses sufficient capabilities to_ 
devastate the · other after absorbing an attack. Soviet leaders state that 
nuclear war with the United States would be a catastrophe that must be 
a voided if possible and that they do not regard such a conflict as 
inevitable. Nevertheless, they regard nuclear war as a continuing 
possibility and have not accepted mutual vulnerability as a desirable or 
permanent basis for the US-Soviet stra~egic relationship. Although 
willing to negotiate restraints on force imi>rovements and deployments 
when it s.gyes their interests, they prefer possession of superior 
capabilities to fight and wid" a nuclear war with the United States, and 
have been working to improve their chances of prevailing should such a 
conflict occur. A tenet in their strategic thinking appears to be that the 

2/ 
S~T 
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better prepared the USSH. is to fight in various contingencies. the more 
likely it is that potential enemies will be deterred from initiating attacks 
on the Soviet Union and its allies, and will be hesitant to counter Soviet 
political and military actions. ·. 

The sustained ex~nsion and modernization of Soviet general 
purpose forces-b9th conve~tional and theater nuclear-highlight the 
broader as~>ects of Moscow·s··military challenge to the United States and 
its allies. The persistent Soviet effort to upgrade these forces demon­
strates Moscow's intention of dominating the regional military balances 
in Central Europe and along the Sino-Soviet frontier. Moreover, 
Mosc..ow's military salient in Afghanistan and the Soviet military 
presence in Ethiopia and South Yemen underscore the ~ulnerability o_f_ 
pro-Western Arab regimes to potential Soviet military action and the 
implicit threat to Western oil supplies. 

In many respects, the Third World is seen by Moscow as the 
Achilles heel of the West, where the radicalization of postcolonial elites 
and the anti-US orientation of many ··nonaligned" states have created 
tempting opportunities for the USSR to insinuate itself through offers of 
military and technical assistance. The USSR has developed only limited 
forces for operations beyond the Eurasian periphery, but modest 
improvements in Soviet airlift and amphibious capabilities enhance 
Soviet options for dealing with Third World contingencies in the future. 
In addition, the Soviets have been willing on occasion to use naval 
deployments to signify their political support for client~ and friendly 
regimes, or to demonstrate Soviet interest in a regional conflict. The 

·>.::r<: .· Sovie·t·s also hope to capitalize on opportunities to gain access to facilities 
for naval aircraft and ships. 

Moscow·s presence in the Third World is furthered by means or 
arms sales and military advisers. Arms sales do not necessarily translate 
directly into political leverage but they are a keystone of Soviet entree 
into the Third World and an important source of hard currency income 
to Moscow. The _apparatus for administering arms sales and military 
training programs is highly centralized and, by drawing on existing 
large stockpiles, the Soviets possess an impressive capability to respond_ 
rapidly to the needs of clients or friendly regimes. 

-~··- -. ~ -

Another significant treno in Soviet Third World involvement is the 
continuing use of Cuban and East European proxies and other interme­
diaries together with covert Soviet involvement in supporting insurgent 
groups ;md the military adventures of client or den<>ndent regimes. For 
the Sovids. tltc proxy relationshin minimi:£es the level of direct Sqviet 
involvement whil<> achieving Soviet aims and nroiccting the idcolo~ical-
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i image of "socialist solidarity" with the recipient regimes. Covert Soviet 
military support for clients allows Moscow the defense of "plausible 
denial"· of Soviet involvement, as in Moscow's support for Cuban 
activities in Central America. Along with these efforts the Soviets also 
are involved with allied or friendly governments or entities-notably 
Libya, certain Palestinian -grouDS. South Yemen, Syria, and Cuba­
which in turn directly or indirectly' aid the subversive or terrorist 
activities of a b~oad specfrum of violent revolutionaries. 

Increasing fo-reign debt obligations and hard currency shortages 
could affect the level of Moscow's .commitment to client regimes in the 
Third World. Even under present conC:litions, the hard currency crunch 
probably will make the Soviets reluctant to provide other clients with 
economic aid as extensive as that provided to Cuba or Vietnam. Soviet 
military assistahce, however, probably will:.not be seriously affected and_ 
arms sales are unlikely to be affected. The ~et result is that Moscow will 
be more dependent on military aid as an entree of influence ·in the 
Third World. 

The Soviets, nevertheless, re<»6Ilize that even in areas where they 
have substantial political or military investments, they remain vulnera­
ble to US and Western economic and diplomatic leverage, and that 
their ability to project military DOwer into the Third World-with the 
important exception of the immediate periphery of the USSR-remains 
inferior to that of the United States. They have suffered dramatic 
failures in the past-as in their expulsion from Egypt in 1972-and they 
view current US initiatives, such as the attempt to br~~er political 
settlements in southern Africa and the . Middle East, as threatening to 
erode Soviet influence. Regional hostilities, moreover, often present the 

·· ·-r( '. Soviets . with difficult policy choices. 

Over the next three to five years. Soviet policies will be motivated­
by a desire to build upon the Soviet Union's status as a global 
superpower. Soviet policies, however, will also be determined by 
leadership anxieties about an uncertain-and potentially more hostile­
international environment, the consequences of an ongoing political 
succession, and declining economic growth. The Soviets view as a 
serious problem the prospect of a mutual arms buildup with the United 
States which threatens to tax Soviet economic. resources during a period.· 
of domestici'folitical uncertainty. On the other hand, the heightened 
military challenge that the United States poses to the USSR, specifically 
in terms of strategic nuclear programs planned for the latter half of the 
1980s, is an ominous development from the Soviet perspective. But, in 
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Moscow's assessment, US plans could be curtailed as a result of domestic 
political and international factors affecting US policymakers. 

It is doubtful, however, that Soviet leaders perceive a ''window of 
opDQrtunity'' stemming from an . overweenin'g confidence in present 
Soviet nuclear forces relati~e to future prvspects. From the perspective 
of the Soviet leade~hip, there will remain imDQrtant deterrents to major 
military actions that directly' threaten vital US national interests. These 
include the dangers of a direct conflict with the United States that could 
escalate to global proDQrtions, doubts about the reliability of some of 
their East European allies, and an awareness of the greater Western 
capacity to support an expanded defense effort. These concerns do not 
preclude action abroad, but they act as conttraints on military ~ctions in_ 
which the risk of a direct US-Soviet confrontation is clear. 

Strategic nuclear arms negotiations are likely to remain a central 
Soviet priority even in a DOSt-Brezhnev regime. Moscow will continue to 
see the strategic nuclear arms control process is a means of restraining 
US military programs, moderating US DOiitical attitudes, and reducing 
the possibility of a US technological breakthrouch that might jeopardize 
Moscow's strategic nuclear.status. But any US decision to go beyond the 
putative SALT restrictions would induce a similar move by the Soviets. 
Some Soviet options, however, are reversible-such as an eventual 
failure to dismantle older missile submarines and land-based missiles as 
new ones are deployed. The Soviets might therefore undertake such 
measures either as a means to pressure the United States to refrain from 

.. -.. : '. certain \veaDQns deployments or to induce Washington to resume the 
·. ·•· . ··strategic arms dialogue within the general framework of previous 

strategic arms agreements.-

Oespite declining economic growth, we have seen no evidence of a 
reduction in Soviet defense spending. Indeed, on the basiS of observed 
military activity-the number of weapon systems in production, weap­
on development programs, and trends in capital expansion in the 
defense industries-we expect that Soviet defense spending will con­
tinue to grow at about its historical rate of 4 percent a year at leas~. 
through 1985. Such continued growth in defense spending could well 
lead to decUn~- in living standards. Per capita consumption probably 
would continue to grow marginally for the next few years, but by mid­
decade would almost certainly be in decline. 

Although absolute cuts in defense spending are highly unlikely, 
declining economic growth will further intensify competition for 
resources, compelling Soviet leaders to weigh the effect of constant-

.· 
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I increases in defense spending on the overall development of the 
economy. 

The Soviets believe that, without strong West European support, 
the United States would have little leverage . to affect future Soviet 
economic choices .. Although the Soviets would prefer to expand trade 
with the United States, particula~ly to achieve access to US credits and 
technology, they assess u~ attitudes tcward such expansion as embody­
ing unacceptable political linkages. Past experience undoubtedly has 
contributed to tniS assessment. and expanded trade with Western 
Europe · is probably seen by M~w as an acceptable substitute. The 
Soviets are likely to look increasingly to Western Europe and Japan as 
sources of trade and technology, dependent upon the willingness of 
Western bankers and governments to extend long-term credits to 
Moscow. In addition, the Sovi~ts view security and trade divergences_ 
between the United States and other· NATO members as major 
opportunities to undermine NATO's cohesion as a military alliance and 
to negate the possibility that the United States might involve its NATO 
allies in support of a more extended Western defense role beyond 
Europe. 

The specific foreign policy options of a successor leadership will be 
conditioned not only by the level of East-West tensions but by the 
prevailing consensus within the new leadership. Fairly radical policy 
adjustments cannot be excluded as new leaders review existing policies. 
A new leadership, for instance, may attemDt ''breakthrough·· policies 
toward Western Europe or China. designed primarily to undercut the 
US geopolitical posture. Moscow's principal assets in these instances 
would be the unique ability to offer greater intercourse between East 

; ,,.r', · and West Germany in Eurot>e and, with China, to offer significant 
'~ncessions on contentious military and border issues. 

On the negative side, Moscow is probably concerned about the­
potential for renewed social and political turbulence in Eastern Europe. 
The economic conditions that engendered the political crisis in Poland 
in 1980 ani · present to varying but significant degrees in the other 
Warsaw Pact states. Increasing foceign debt obligations, diminishing 
hard currency reserves, and deteriorat~ng economic performance 
throughout Eastern ·Europe will worsen these conditions. Soviet policy­
makers as a consequence will be confronted with the dilemma of 
weighing the .. incr~ing bttrden of economic subsidization of the East 
European economies against a political reluctance to accept greater 
economic reform. The result could be a recurring pattern of Soviet 
repress~on and intervention. 
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The Soviets are probably also pessimistic about the prospects for a 
significant moderation of US-Soviet tensions over the next several years. 
particularly in light of planned US weapons programs and the likeli­
hood of a prolonged redefin~tion of the terms of .. the strategic arms 
dialogue. But, even in the event or"an improved climate of US-Soviet re­
lations, the fundamentally . antagonistic nature of US-Soviet interaction 
will persist because of conflicting political and international goals. 
Limited accommodations in the areas of arms control or other bilateral 
issues are possible, but a more encompassing accord on bilateral 
relations or geopolitical behavior is precluded by fundamentally diver­
gent attitudes toward what constitutes desirable political or social 
chan~e in the inlernational order. Moreo~er, factors that go beyond 
tangible or measurable indexes-such as ioeologicll conviction and a -
lingering sense of insecurity and of hostile encirclement-as well as a 
contrasting cOnfidence and sense of achievement in the USSR's emer­
gence as global superpower, collectively will tend to reinforce Moscow's 
commitment to sustain the global tlimensions of Soviet policy. 

Despite uncertainties, the Soviets probably anticipate that they will 
be able to take advantage of trends in international politics, particularly 
in the Third World, to create opportunities for the enhancement of 
Moscow's geopolitical statu.re. The persistence of regional rivalries, eco­
nomic disorder. and the political undercurrents of anti-Americanism are 
viewed by Moscow as developments that will pose continuing dilemmas 
for US policy and, conversely, relatively low-risk opportuni~ies for Soviet 
exploitation of regional instabilities. Active Soviet efforts to exploit such 

. . instabilities are particularly likely in those areas-such as southern Africa, 
.:- ..:.:!

1
>the ·Middle East, and~ Central America-where US policy is closely 

identified with regionally isolated or politically unpopular regimes. A 
basic Soviet objective, consequently, will be to frustrate US diplomatic­
and political attempts to resolve regional disputes in the Third World. In 
Third World regimes that experience successful economic growth, howev­
er, the Soviets will be poorly equipped to offset the economic benefits to 
such regimes of closer association with the indu.strialized West. 

As the Soviet leadership moves further into a period of political 
succession, Soviet poli.cies will become less predictable. The potential .. 
confluence of..greater Soviet military power, increased reg!t.:~nal instabil­
ities, more assertive US poli~les. and the potential for expanded US 
military capabilities in the late 1980s· could make a successor Soviet 
leadership increasingly willing to exploit opportunities in what it 
perceives as low-cost. low-risk areas. This attitude. in turn~ could 
increase the possibilities of miscalculatiou aud unpremeditated US­
Soviet confrontations, most likely in the Third World. 



DE~LASSIFIED Authority NND 943054 

' ) : 

DISCUSSION \ 

.. _ .. 

I. The Nature of US-Soviet Relations 

A. Current Trends 1 

l. After several years of progressive deterioration, 
the US-Soviet relationship appears to have reached a 
new juncture. The decline in bilateral relations has its 
roots not only in a conflict of interests and policies but 
in a coioflict of perceptions and assumptions. ~rom the 
US perspective, moreover, the critical clement in the 
changing fortunes of the relationship with Moscow has 
been the persistent effort by the Soviet Union to 
increase its global power and influence. This effort has 
been based largely on a sustained military buildup, 
su~plemented by the use of proxy forces in the Third 
World. It has involved attempts to enhance Soviet 
lnf!-Jence by arms sales and support for leftist revolu­
tion'UY movements; diplomatic and clandestine efforts 
to discredit US regional policies; and the di~ect reli­
ance on military force to resolve political dilemmas 
closer to home, as demonstrated by Moscow's invasion 
of Afghanistan and its complicity in the military 
crackdown in Poland. 

2.. The evolving pattern of Soviet policies suggests 
not only-.:rr\~reased SO~iet confidence in the overall 
global powe~ pcisition . of the USSR relative to the 
United States-a confidence expresSed in Soviet par­
lance as -the changing correlation of forces in favor of 
socialism"-but also a Soviet perception of continuing 
opportunities to exploit and to foster regional tensions 
and instabilities to the detriment of the United States. 
At the same time, Soviet international behavior re­
flects.. in part, Moscow's determination to resist and to 
counteract what it sees as a renascent US . effort to 
contain, if not to reverse, Soviet military and political 
gains of the past decade .. 

~-.... 
3. Moscow's emergence as a global superpow~r has 

been based principally on the persistent investment in 
and expansion of Soviet military forces. In the critical 
re3.lm of strategic nuclear forces. the Soviets nrob:~bly 

1 This Estim;ll<: a=sscs Soviet policies over tlo<: ned thre<: tn fiv., 

years. 

now credit themselves with aggregate nuclear cat):lbil­
ities at least equal to those of the United States and, in 
some respects, such as the ability to threaten hardened 
land-based missile silos of the other side, with superior­
ity. Soviet theater nuclear forces also have been 
improved significantly-highlighted by the deploy­
ment o£ the MIRVed SS-20 and the Backfire bomber. 
Coupled with the expansion of Sqviet intercontinental 
forces.~· the Soviets have thw ae<:entuated regional 
theater nuclear asymmetries opposite China and West­
ern Europe. The Soviets In turn have sought to exploit 
resurgent West European concerns about a -decou­
pling- of the US strategic nuclear deterrent from the 
defense of Western Europe. 

4.. In the conventional realm, too, the Soviets have 
significantly upgradd their forces and equipment 
opposite NATO and China and, as a consequence of 
their invasion of Afghanistan, have raised a new threat 
to the security of US and Western interests in the 
Persian Cui£ and Southwest Asia. In addition, the 
Soviets have continued to modernize their naval and 
airborne forces. and have ·extended the reach of their 
general purpose forces. 

5. The momentum of Moscow's military effort and 
its extended involvement in the Third World have also 
been accompanied, for most of the past decade, by a 
perception of the United States as constrained from 
direct military intervention in the Third World not 
only by the trauma of Vietnam but by an inability to 
reach a domestic political consensus on foreign policy 
in general and East-West rel:ltions in particular. In­
deed, the Third World his been seen by Moscow as 
the Achilles heel of the West. where political and 
economic instability seemed endemic a~d where the 
radicalization of t'ostcolonial elites and the emergence 
of "national liberation.. movements have created 
tempting opportunities for the USSR to insinuate ~tselr 
through offers of military :~nd technical :~id. 

6. The Soviets believe th:lt they enjoy some str:~tegic 
adv:mtagcs over the United States :~nd view their 
current overall position as supporting the conduct of · · 
an assertive foreign policy and the cxp:~nslon of Soviet 

~T 
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influence ,:~broad. However, they do not believe that 
they currently enjoy decisive strategic advantages over 
the United States and do not wish a major confronta- · 
tion. They have an abiding respect for US miiitary 
capabilities and are confronted themselves with the 
cliJemmas of declining economic performance and the 
Increasing burden of defense spending for the econo­
my as a whole They are unlikely to initiate militarY 
hostilities in an area of crucial imoortance to the 
United States like the Persian Gulf. However, they will 
sciz.e opportunities offered by inst;bility in the. Third 
World to enhance their geopolitical inOuence and also. 
to divert US attention from areas of direct US-Soviet · 
interaction, even in situations where the USSR lu.s 
little prospect of making significant gains for itself. 
Moreover, they may increasingly expect that the 
burden of' avoiding potential confrontation, oarti- ' 
cularly in areas contiguous to the USSR. should shift to 
the United States. The Soviets' perception of their own 
opportunities is reinforced by a sense of US frustra­
tions and geopolitical vulnerabilities, particululy in 
the Third World. where US regional equities appear to 
Moscow to be increasingly threatened by political 
radicalism and economic nationalism. 

1. Since early in the Carter administration, Soviet 
analysts have been increasingly preoccu'?ied with 
what they saw as growing divisions within the US 
administration and the US body politic at large over 
the conduct of policy toward the USSR. The failure of 
the Vienna summit in 1979 to lead to a reversal of 
what Moscow saw as the more ominous trends in US 
policy-exemplified by what it regarded as a fabri­
cated coo[fontation over the Soviet brigade in Cuba­
led th~ ':.$ci~·iets- ·to .~nclude that the ''antidetente .. 
forces had achieved dominance in. US policy circles.. 
Thus. the stagnation of SALT II. the evolving US­
Chinese rapprochement. US attempts to reinvigorate 
NATO, and Washington's eCforts to enhance its mili­
tary and political presence in the Persian Gulf and 
elsewhere. have all been see~ by Moscow as part of a 
more prC'lound shift in US oolicy aimed at countering 
Soviet influence and power. The advent of a new US 
administration, openly critical of the premises of 
detente and avowedly intent on increaSing US military 
mighi, has further heightened Soviet concerns about 

~ ~. - . 
the potential COnseQuences of increased. US~Soviet 

tensions.. 

8. Soviet military ext>enditures over the last two 
decades demonstrate remarkable uow·ard momentum. 

.. 

The Soviets have many we.aoon programs in develoo­
ment that were conceived .and planned independently 
of US we.aoon decisions to supoort their overall objec­
tives.. Nevertheless, the Soviets do resoond to and 
attempt to counter specific US weapon development 
programs, often well in advance o£ the realization o£ 
those programs. The magnitude o£ US efforts to 

. reverse the trend in altering the military dirl\ension or 
the US-Soviet relationship, however, is still a critical 
variable from the Soviet perspective The extent to 
which planned US programs are actually implemented 
will be an important £actor for Moscow in detennining 
its own future moves. 

9. In conjunction with US plans to deploy a new 
generation of nuclear missiles in Western Europe­
some:.of which will be capable of strilcing_deep into the 
EuroDe.an USSR with a minimum of warning time­
US strategic weaoons developments are seen as at­
tempts to create a credible US .. first strike" threat 
against Soviet military targets. Moreover, new US 
strategic programs-the MX. the Trident/0-.S SLBM, 
and air- and sea-launched cruise missiles-ar~ seen by 
the Soviets not only as attempts to exploit existing 
Soviet deficiencies in low-level air defense and anti­
submarine warfare but as developments that might 
offset what Moscow regards as those elements of the 
strategic equation favoring the USSR. The United 
States is also seen as moving to enhance the global 
mobility and Oexibility of its general purpose forces­
a development which the Chief of the Soviet General 
Staf( Marshal ()g.arkov, has labeled as evidence of a 
US intention to achieve a global conventional war 
capability, based on an ability to control"geographical 
escalation"' of any future conflict with the USSR. Such 
Soviet statements, notwithstanding theis:..self-evident 
propaganda intent, highlight Soviet concerns about the 
direction of US military programs, and the corre­
sponding t>erception that US military options will be 
enhanced during the mid-to-late 1980s. 

10. Moscow's concerns about what it perceives as a 
more assertive trend in US policy are accentuated by a 
sense· of i$-S own vulnerabilities. stemming both from 
the comr;>eting priorities of Soviet foreign policy and 
from the increasing economic costs of Moscow's 
empire: 

-Continuing resistance to the Soviet occupation of 
Afghanistan, together with a general pattern of 
regional instability throughout Southwest Asia, 
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h:u ki&htened historical concerns in the ussn 
about the stability of its southern frontiers­
while _ tying down a force of approJtimately 
100,000 Soviet troops waging a slow but -steady 
war of attrition in defense of the Soviet-installed 

·-regime in Kabul. ._ ._ 

- ~ crisis in Poland and the increased depend­
ence of the East European regimes on trade and 
credits from the West have once again highlight­
ed for Moscow the specter of political ferment 
and ideological revisionism throughout Eastern 
Europe. 

-In addition. conUnuing Sino-Soviet animosity, 
which has resulted in the deployment of roughly 
hall a million Soviet troops along the frontier, has 
reinforced Moscow's sense of encirclement by 
hostile forces. 

11. 11-.e Soviets- also recognize that even in areas 
wber~ they have sub!tantial political and military 
investments their continued access is not guaranteed. 
l1le most dramatic example of a Soviet failure in this 
regard wu the upulsion o£ Soviet military advisers 
from Eat>t in 1972, due to Moscow's inability or 
unwillingness to satisfy the broader political and eco­
nomic needs of its erstwhile ally. Similarly. the Soviets 
see current US efforts to broker a peace settlement in 
the Middle .East and to achieve a negotiated settlement 
in Namibia as potentially leading to the erosion of 
Soviet influence in both of these areas. 

. -. .:1 :-:·: . . . -
12. ~{oscow's eConomic outlook is a further compli-

cating {.actor for Soviet leaders, and a particular reason 
for concern about a reinvigorated US arms effort. 
From tk accession to power of the cun-ent leadership 
in the mid-1960s until the mid-1970s, the Soviet 
economy achieved relatively high rates of growth, 
averaging almost 4 percent a ~ear .in spite of perennial 
Droblerru in agriculture, and resulting in a significantly 
increased but still relatively low stand:ud of living for 
the Soviet consumer. At the same time, de!fense spend­
ing was sustained at an average annual-growth rate of 
about 4 percent, consuming a..Swidy constant 12 I{> 13 
percent of Soviet GNP between 1971 and 1980. In 
effect, therefore, the regime was able "to achieve its 
goals of incr~ing the production of both guns and 
butter. During the latter half of the 1970s. however, 
industrial growth bet;an to slow as labor ;ami canital 
productivity fell. This. coupled with tlm"t:' successive 
b:l(l harvests. h:ts restricted GNP ~rowth tu 1<'5s tla:tn 2 

percent annually since 1979. Soviet cconum ic prob­
lems will continue to mount in the face of slowing 
growth of labor and aDital inputs. less accessible and 
hence mO{_e costly energy and raw material supplies, 
and potentU.I energy shortfalls. In the 1980s, slower · 
economic grc.w\!a will present the Soviet leadership 
with increasingly tough and politiolly painful choices 
in resource allocation and economic ~nagemenl 
Annual increments to GNP, furthermore, will be too 
small simultaneowly to meet mounting investment 
requirements, to maintain growth in defense spending 
at the rates of the past, and to raise the standard of 
living. 

13. \he Soviets have been relying otf East-Wes"l 
trade and tech~logY transfer to provide ~rtial relief 
from the tightening squeeze that military programs 
place on economic resources. Legal and illegal acquisi­
tions of military-related technology have saved the 
Soviets time and resources in designing and producing 
new we:ti)Ons and military support systems, and West­
ern goods have eased the burden of defense spending 
by alleviating strains in the civilian economy. More­
over, through trade the Soviets have been obtaining 
goods and technology to enhance expansion of civilian 
economic output and thus give the economy more 
breathing room. 

14. While the Sovid need for Western goods and 
technology is rising, however, Moscow's hard currency 
earnings are likely to decline: 

-Not only will the volume of oil exports gradually 
fall, but soft oil markets ma}' well keep real oil 
prices from increasing for several years. 

-Gas exports will grow substantially if the pipeline 
to Western Europe is built, but will at best only 
offset decr~es in oil export earnings. 

- Hard currency earnings from arms. s.ales are 
unlikely to increase much, because Third World 
clients will be less able to p:ty. 

-Earnings from gold s.ales arc aHected by fluctua­
tions in the world price. while many other 
exi)Orts suffer from production problems ur an 
inability to compete in Wt-slcrn markets. 

15. nlc:ak nrosnccts for hard curreuq: earnings 
mean that any :ttlcmpt to ;Khin'c a suhstanti:1l in· 
crease in imports would quiddy pu~l. up l.:trd <:urwn- · 
cy debt Usin~ cre<lit to 111;1intain tl•t· t·urrt·nt ll'vd of 
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impor~ ,vbuld reQuire a doubling of th~ Soviet debt bv 
1985, res'~lting in a doubling of the debt service ratio 
to 30 percent-a level which would cause concern in 
Western financial markets. The Soviets havt: histuri· 
ally been concerned about their debt service ratio 
and creditworthiness and they could ameliorate their 
credit crunch somewhat through ·gold sales., barter 
trade, or some diversion of oil exports fro~ Eastern 
Europe to Western markets.. 

B. Soviet Perceptions of US Vufnerobilities ·ond 
Weaknesses 

16. The Soviets nevertheless view Washington's 
• a.bility to raise the economic and military costs of the 

East-West comr;>etition for Moscow as being subject to 
competing US domestic economic priorities and. to 
reluctance on the part of US allies to incur the costs of 
Increased defense expenditures, deferred economic 
opportunities. or increased tensions with Moscow. 
Soviet press commentary has focused heavily on the 
-peace movement'' in Western Europe (which has 
been encouraged by the Soviet Union both or;>enly and 
covertly) and more recently on the nuclear freeze 
movement in the United States itself, professing to see 
these phenomena as increasing the pressures on Wash­
ington to resume the strategic arms dialogue and to 
restrain planned weapons programs.• In addition, some 
Soviet analysts have argued privately that economic 
and politial problems will force a curtailment of the 
more threatening dimensions of the US arms effort. 

17. Growing unease within Western Europe over 
the perceived lack of US commitment to arms control 
and US:Jijies' n;:sistahce toward US restrictive policies 
on ~t-we:st·,.economic relations are viewed by the 
Soviets as presenting opportunities to provoke divisions 
between the United States and its principal allies. In 
particular, the failure thus far of US efforts to dissuade 
its West Euror;>ean allies from participation in the 
Yamal gas pipeline project, has encouraged the Soviets 
in their assumption that, notwithstanding the salience 
of the INF question in Soviet-West European rela­
tions, US-WeSt European differences an be exploited 
to Soviet advantage. In like manner, the pipeline deal 
h~s probably encouraged Soviet hopes that US eco­
nomic sanctions will remalnla·rgely ineffectiv¢so long 

• For details on Soviet efforts to manipulate the peace movement 
in Western Europe see SNIE 2/20-82. The Petlec Moucment in 
Western f.ur<>pc. 25 May t982. pages 10 and II. 

;\S Western Europe· and Japan remain available sources 
of Western technoiQ\!\' and imlu~trial~:()()(h. 

18. Whil<- auxious not to j._'(JIMI'di7.~ the IJrospcds 
for either a resuscitation of :1 US-Sovid strat~ic arms 
agreement or £or a further erosion in US-West Euro­
l)ean relations, the Soviets have also sought to demon­
strate their ddc:rmination to continue to be recognized 

· :u a COCQu:al sur;>erpower by the United States, and to 
comr;>ete politically and militarily \Vith an :assertive 
United Statf'S. Top Soviet le:a.ders. including President 
Brezhnev and Defense Minister Ustinov, have pro­
claimed t~ the USSR will match any US military 
buildup. Such remarks. notwithstanding their propa­
ganda value, are meant as serious statements of Soviet 
intent Moreover. these statements have be<:ome in­
cr~ingly acrimonious-\Vith more explicit references 
to the opportunit¥ costs of increased def~nse spending 
for the Soviet economy as a whole. They suggest. in 
turn. that Moscow Is anxious about the decisions that it 
feels eomr;>elted to make to counter projected US 
programs. 

19. Soviet attempts to imtuove the atmospherics of 
its relations with 13eUinc. highlighted by President 
Brezhnev's call in March 1982 for an end to a decade 
of hostility. is also. part of Moscow's counterstrategy. 
Although the Soviets probably have little expectation 
of an immediate breakthrough in Sino-Soviet relations, 
their intention at this stage is to exacerbate US-Chinese 
frictions and to preempt what the Soviets regard as an 
effort by Washington to reinforce the US military 
presence in East and Northeast Asia, centered around 
Japanese rearmament and greater Sino-US military 
cooperation-a threat that Moscow has labeled the 
'"Washington-Beijing-Tokyo axis." 

20. In many respects., however, the.Ihird World 
looms as the testing ground for Soviet efforts to blunt 
what Moscow sees as resurgent US global activism. The 
Soviets continue to support the expansionist ambitions 
of regimes such as Libya and Vietnam. and to arm and 
fund insurgent movements such as SWAPO and the 
Palestine Liberation Organization. The Soviets also 
have. sought to ingratiate themselves with the anti­
American regime in Iran, and the invasion of Afghani­
stan raises the possibility of further Soviet military 
action to secure regional advantages elsewhere in 
Southwest Asia. 

21. Another troublesome indication of the direction 
of Soviet policies is the pattern of Soviet activities in 

: 

.· 
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Central America. Here. the Soviets have deepened 
their political and military supDQrt £or the self-styled 
Marxist regime in Nicaragua. and are continuing to 
underwrite Cuban-supDQrted insurgents in El Salva­
dor. The Soviets have increased the levels or their 
military deliv~ries to Cuba itself. indudi~ the re-. 
newed shipment of advanced aircraft. wruch have 
raised questions about the Soviet interpretati~.n.of the 
1962 us-Soviet understanding prohibiting the intro­
duction of certain types of offensive weaponry there. 
Furthermore. the Soviets appear to have ra£sed delib­
erately the specter of Soviet medium-range missile 
deployments to Cuba. in the form of President· Brezh­
nev·s pronouncement that the USSR wo~ld put the 
United States in an "analogous DQSition" if NATO 
proceeded to implement its plans to upgrade Its 
theater nuclear arsenal Although Brezhnev·s state­
ment was most probably Intended more to stir up US 
anxieties than to signal Moscow's intention of under­
taking such a move. it was nevertheless a deliberate 
escalation of verbal tensions between the superpowers. 

22. While many of these actions are. in essence. an 
extension of previous trends in Soviet policv. they also 
reflect Moscow·s determination to contest ·a·reinvigo­
rated US global strategy by exploiting what it per­
ceives as US regional vulnerabilities and, more Impor­
tantly. by challenging US interests even in areas of 
direct US security concern. 

II. The~ N9ture of the Soviet Challenge 
•.··~ · ·· · . 

A. The S·~vief"Mititory Buildup 

23. ·Moscow's military buildup under Brezhnev has 
emohasized the enhancement of key elements of 
Soviet military power-such as the expansion of Soviet 
ground forces and continued heavy emphasis on land­
based ICBMs. In addition. Soviet develooments have 
included continued deployment o£ the Backfire bomb­
er ·and significant improven1ent of Soviet intermedi­
ate-range nuclear systems. highlighted .by the deoloy­
ment of almost 350 MIRVed SS-20 mobile missiles. 
supolemented by the intr~tion of new ~eneratior.s 
of tactical ballistic missiles. Th~ Soviets have abh been 
engaged in a sustained effort to enhance the mobility. 
firepower. and flexibility of their general purDOse 
forces for use in either nuclear or nonnuclear contin­
gencies in Europe and along the Sino-Soviet frontier. 
Further. these developments have somewhat. im­
oroved the Soviets" caDabilities for projecting their 

military forces into more dist::tnt r~ions. This is 
~rticubrly evident in the exp::tnded capabilities o£ the 
Soviet Navy and the incremental moderniz.ation o£ 
Soviet airlift and airborne forces. Although the Soviets 
have not 'develoDed forces specifically for overseas 
operations. they are dearly inter~ed in dC\·eloping 
the capability to project forces on a modest scale into 
the Third World, both to deter US military action 
against Soviet proxies and clients. and to assure the 
favorable resolution of regional confli~ 

figure 1 
Soviet'Ship-Oays in Distant Waters, 
by Region, 1974-81 
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24. Strategic Nu;lear Forces.• The balance of 
strategi; nu~lear forces is a critical index for Moscow·s 
assessment of relative military power between the 
United States and the USSR. In i981 the USSR further 
improved the striking power :~.nd survivability of its 
stra.tegic intercontinental and intermediate-range nu­
clear offensive ·forces, made progress in overcoming 
some of the weaknesses of its strategic defenses. an<! 
lm~.,.,ed its suooorting command, control.~~ com­

munications systems. 
- -

25. The Soviets believe that in the oreSeilt US-
Soviet strategic relationship each side oossesses .strate­
gic nuclear capabilities that could devastate the other 
after absorbing an attack. Soviet leaders state that 
nuclear war with the United States would be a catas­
troohe that must be avoided if possible and that they 
do not regard such a conflict as inevitable. Neverthe­
less. they view nuclear war as a continuing possibility 
and have not acccoted mutual vulnera.bility as a 
desira.ble or pemu.nent basis for the US-Soviet strate­
gic relationship. They have been willing to negotiate 
restraints on force improvements and deoloyments, 
when it serves their interests. They prefer possession of 
superior capabilities to fight and win a nuclear war 
with the United States, and have been working to 
improve their chances of prevailing should such a 
conflict occur. A tenet in their strategic thinking 
aooears to be that the better prepared the USSR is to 
fight in various contingencies, the more lilcely it is that 
potential enemies will be deterred from initiating 
attacks on the Soviet Union and its allies and will be 
hesitant. to counter Soviet political and military 

j 

action.s..:·~i~.'.: 

26. The ~viets have pursued a . vigorous weapon 
development program. They have: 

-Extensive research and development programs in 
advanced technologies such as directed energy 
weapons and nonaccoustical antisubmarine war­
fare techniques. 

-Several new or modified land-~ ICBM pro-
grams, including a mobile syste in advanced 
stages of preflight developmen 

- A new strategic bomtre1' dw entering th4ilight. 
test stage. 

• For a dd.2iled discussion see NIE 11-3/8-81. Scold Capabilicfu 
for Scrateglc Nudear C<mflict. 1981-91. Volume II. 23 March 1982.. 

-Produced a new class of ballistic missile subma­
rine, the Tvohoon, which will enhance the c::~pa­
bility and survivability of the Soviet sea-based 

strategic force. 

- Been modernizing their existing antiballistic mis­
sile (ABM) system around Moscow since mid-

1979. 

Together with edsting ootions.. such as increasing the 
number oE warheads on heavv ICBMs. the Soviets 
orobably believe that they are well positioned to 
comoete strategically with the United States in a non­
SALT environment. at least over the next three to five 
y~rs. 

27. The Soviets nonetheless have hedged against the 
inherent uncertainties o£ the strategic arms competi­
tion t6~ouih participation in an arms conTrol aialogue 
with the United States. They have remained within 
the Umits lmposcd by SALT I (ABM Treaty and 

.Interim. Agreement) and most of the provisions o£ the 
unrati£iccl SALT II Treaty, booing to induce similar 
restraint on the part o£ Washington. The Soviets have 
not increased their .strategic delivery vehicles beyond 
the number extant when SALT II was signed, but 
neither have they reduced to the aggregate force levels 
called for in SALT ll Thev v:alue the strategic arms 
dialogue because: 

- It is a forum for attempting to limit more 
threatening US systems while preserving areas of 
Soviet strategic ad~~tage. 

- It imooses a measure of stability and predict­
ability on an otherwise unregulated strategic 
arms competition. 

- It accords to the Soviet Union the symbolic 
stature and prestige of a coequal superpower 
along with the United States. 

-The very existence of the strategic arms dialogue 
is viewed as a contributing factor to an atmo­
sphere in the United States that is critical of new 
US strategic weapons programs and generally less 
SUOO!lrtive·of increased defense s~nding. 

In addition. the Soviets probably hooe to use the 
bilateral dialogue on strategic arrns to exploit diver­
gent security concerns of the United States and its 
principal allies. 

-~ srET 

.· 
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fi~;urt• 2 
New Soviet Stratc~:ic Bomber (Blackjack A} 

ac Ramenskoye Flight Test Center, USSR 
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28. Ceneral Purvose ForceJ. The sustained ex· 
pansion :and .modernization of Soviet general purpose 
Forces...:.::_~th · eoriventional and theater nuclear-high­
light the broader aspects of Mosco,~oi"s military chal­
lenge to the United States and its allies. In the 
conventional area, the Soviets have, since 1965, ex- . 
panded their already large ground and tactical air 
forces and introduced moder.n S\'Sterns, some of them 
equal to or superior to those of NATO. The War~w 
Pacfs military potential, however, is affected b}· its 
political cohesion. Pact Derformance on the field of 
battle would be heavily influenced by the attitudes 
and effectiveness of the non-Soviet armies, which have 
been assigned major roles m"'bcith combat and s~pport, 
yet are less modern than those o£ the USSR. More 
important, the solidarit\' and enthusiasm that they 
would exhibit in combat against NATO. under some 
scenarios, are problema.tic. 

29. The Soviets also maintain large forces opposite 
China. Since the late 1960s. the number of {:round 

MC;"'> 

. 
force divisions along the Sino-Soviet border has dou· 
bled and total ground force manpower has more than 
tripled to approximately 425,000 men. 

30. The persistent Soviet effort to upgnde general 
purpose forces demonstrates Moscow's intention of 
dominating the critical regional military balances in 
central Europe and along the Sino-Soviet frontier 
through a combination o£ Quantitative and qualitative 
fo~ce improvements. The effort to improve the overall 
command, control, and combat capabilities o£ Soviet 
forces also appears to be aimed at increasing Moscow's 
ability to exercise effective control over them in a 
potential conClict with NATO escalating from conven­
tional to theater nuclear warfare. In addition, the 
Soviets have sought to develop a command structure 
that would allow them to conduc;:t multitheater o[)era­
tions and to minimize the n~ for a drawdown of 
forces or a si~nificant degradation of logistic support in·· 
one thc:ttcr to support comL3t ooer .. tionsln another. 

: 
I~ 
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Figure 3' 
Typhoon Nucleu-Powered 
Ballistic Missile Submarine 
at Severodvinsk Shipyard, USSR 
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31. The breadth of Soviet general purpose force 
activities also testifies to the complexity of the geopo­
litical threat environment as seen from Moscow, which 
is acCentuated by historical Soviet concerns about a 
two-theater war in Europe and the Far East. These 
concerns in tum reflect a recognition that simulta­
neous operations against N~ TO and major ot>erations 
against China would present formid~ble logistic prob­
lems, and that·transr;>ort~.~ems would be severe­
ly strained to sustain forces. in both thea.ted: Severe 
problems would also be encountered if the Soviets 
were engaged in simultaneous military ODerations in 
Europe and the Mid~le East. 

B. FOC"ce Pro;e<tion, Proxies, and Military 

Activities in the Third WOfld 

32. The USSR has develooed limited forces for 
military operations beyond the Eurasian oeriphery. 
The Soviets maintain a sizable permanent naval pres­
ence in the Mediterranean and the lndan O<:ean, and 
regularlt deploy small naval groups to West African 

· waters a.nd the South OUna Sq. They~ have access to 
air and naval facilities in aD of these areas. as weU as in 
Cuba. The only Soviet ground force unit outside of the 
Warsaw Pact. Mongolia., and Afghanistan is the Soviet 
brigade in Cuba. On the other han<L the Soviets have 
demonstrated an Improved capability to transpart and 
sustain, in the absence of effective local oppOSition. 
proxy Intervention forces in Angola and Ethiopia. 
Similarly, the Sovie\S ·have been willing on occasion to 
use ~val deployments to signify their ~tical suppart -
for clients and friendly regimes. or to demonstrate 
Soviet Interest ln a regional conflict. (See chart on 
irends ln Soviet Out~£-Area Naval Deployments 
Since 197 4.. 1 The Soviets also hope to capitalize upan 
OPPOrtunities to gain access to facilities for naval 
aircraft and ships. 

33. The Soviets also realize direct military advan­
tages from their presence in the Third World. They 
maintain a large intelligence-gathering capability in 
Cuba directed against the United States. including a 
major SICINT facility and regular patrols by Soviet 
reconnaissance aircra.ft along the US coast. The Soviets 
also conduct regular a'~ reconnai!sance and naval 
patrols from host bases in South Yemen, Ethiopia. 
Vietnam, and Angola. Over the past two years, the 
Soviets have also made use of port facilities in Aden 
and sh~re facilities at Ethiopia's Dahlak Island in the 
Red Sea t~ help sustain their naval presence in the 
Indian Ocean. 

34. Arms sales and associated training and advisory 
packages are a major instrument of Soviet policy in the 
Third World.. (See apt>ended table on ··Soviet Arms 
Sales t~ Third World Countries.·/ While such aid does 
not necessarily translate directly into political lever­
age, it .~ually is the keystone of .Soviet relations with . 
the LOCs and with revolutionary and insurgent gr('·.·~ 
like SWAPO and the PLO. The apparatus for adminis­
tering these programs is highly centralized and in 
specific cases can be very responsive. Deliveries can be 
accelerated by drawing on stockpiles or even pulling 
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Figure 4 
Soviet Naval Support Facility 
al Oahlak Island, Ethiopia, 17 May 1981 
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arms from active Soviet units. Training and mainte­
nance are virtually always tied to arms sales, and 
currently there are more than 16,000 Soviet military 
advisers and technicians throughout the Third World. 
(See appended table on .. Soviet .Military Technicians 
in Selected Third World Countries, 1981. ") 

35. Soviet arms deliveries to the Third World con· 
tinue a pattern that begall....i,p .. l973 when arms sales 
became an important source of hard currency ~or the 
Soviets. The post-1973 gains reCiect a larger volume of 
weapons sold and an SO-percent rise in ruble prices for 
military hardware. Aside from political considerations. 
Soviet weapons. even· at the higher prices now 
charged. have I>Cen accepted bccauS<.: Mose<Jw is will· 
ing ;111d aiJie to deliver quickly large qu:111lities of 

modern military hardware. Despite Soviet interest in 
garnering hard currency from arms sales, Moscow 
remains willing, in cases where it perceives political 
advantage, to make maior concessions, such as ex· 
tended repayment periods and payment in soft cur· 
rency. This, combined with their apparent responsive­
ness, allows the Soviets to continue to depict arms 
transfers and training as manifestatio~s of solidarity 
with the Third World. 

36. Another trend in Soviet Third World involve· 
ment is the continuing use of proxies and other 
intcrmedi.uies. together with covert Soviet involve· 
mcnt in supporting insurgent groups and in aiding the 
military ventures. of client or depcndei1t regimes.·: 
While the Soviets and their allies arc ioinity involved 
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figure 5. 
Soviet Merchant Ship Akademik Millionshchikov 
at Tripoli and the Tanks II Delivere-d 
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ln several Third World states. the proxy relationship 
applies most directly to joint ventures in Angola and 
Ethiopia. In both of these countries, the So'<iets supply 
most of the weapons. materiel, and logistic support for 
Cuban combat forces. The Soviets transported the 
Cuban intervention forces into Angola and Ethiopia, 
and Moscow itself maintains over 1,000 military advis­
~rs in each of these states. For the Soviets, the proxy 
relationship minimizes the level of direct Soviet in­
volveai~tti' \irhile-achieving Soviet aims and projecting 
the image ~f -.:sociahst solidarity .. .with the recipient 

regimes. The Soviets have transshipped weapons to 
Nicaragua via Cuba and have also been involved in 
covert military support for revolutionary activities in 

Central America and elsewhere. A small contingent of 
Soviet military technicians . is also known to have 
serviced Libyan military equipment in Chad following 
the Libyan intervention in that country in late 1980. 
Along with these efforts, the Soviets are involved with 
allied or friendly govern~n-~ or entities-notably 
Libya, certain Palestinian groups, South Yemed;·Syria, 
and Cuba-that in turn directly or indirec"tly aid the 
subversive or terrorist activities of a broad spectrum of 
violent revolutionaries . 

. · 

. , . . . -_..._ .. -. • ~· -. 

. . 

c_ "Active Measures" and Diplomacy 

37. There is a strong linkage between Soviet diplo­
matic activities and a broad range of pseudo-official 
and covert activities that the Soviets themselves refec 
to as "active measures. .. Overall coordination of these 
measures is the responsibility of the International 
Department of the CPSU Central Committee. Soviet 
intelligence personnel are the principal executors of 
Soviet .. active measures,'' although we believe that on 
occasion · other official and quasi-official representa­
tives abroad are i~volved in such activities. We cur­
rently estimate that approximately one-third of Soviet 
diplomatic personnel abroad are staff officers of the 
Committee for State Security (KGB) or ·the Main 
Intelligence Directorate of the Soviet General Staff 
(GRU). 

38. "Active measures .. are in large part designed to 
complement Soviet diplomatic overtures and initia­
tives. The common thread that runs through all -ac­
tive mt-..:isures .. is 2. high degree of manipulation and 
misrepresentation. either to disguise Soviet involve­
ment or to conceal the real purpose behin-:1 an activity 
in which a Soviet citizen is overtly involved. Such 
activities range from the anti-neutron-bomb campaign 
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to foq:.~_·ries sn·liu.: lo cmharr;u.~ tl.<: US and W<-:;h:ru 
.:ovcrnment~; from the manipulation of front gruups 
such as the: World P<.":lce Council to tltc: operation of 
c~ndestine radio stations such :J.S the N:~.tion:~l Vok-c· of 

Iran. 

39. We believe that the USSK's use o£ prdP:J.ganda 
and covert action to adv:~.nce its foreign policY gQ:J.Is in 
the international :~.rena has increased in recent · yeus. 
The $oyiets see thc:ir relations with the United States as 
having entered a new ph:J..Se~ven before the invasion 
of Afghanistan and the advent of the present adminis· 
tr:~.tion. In :~.rulyzing the incre:J.Sed use of propa~;anda 
and "active measures," we must also take into account 
the importance Moscow attributes to the '"ideological 

·struggle" in world politics. This struggle is waged not 
only through propaganda, but also with pSychologiC2.1 
warfare and subversion, including the full range of 
'"active measures.·· 

Ill. Regional Policies 

A. Europe 

40. Over the ned three to five years_ Soviet polic~· 
toward Western Europe will assign high priority to 
stopping NATO moderniution and maintaining access 
to technology and credits. while attempting to sh:J.re>en 
differences between the United States and its alliance 
partners. The Sovi~ts view securit~· and trade diver­
gences between the United States and other NATO 
members.:.·,.~~$ · .. . m:tio; . opportunities to undermine 
NATO's coh~ion as a military alliance and to negate 
the possibility that the United .States might involve its 
NATO Allies in support of a more extended Western 
defense role beyond Europe. Through adroit diploma­
cy, covert action. and intense propagand:l, the So'"·iets 
hope, in effect, to immobilize NATO's ability to reach 
a consensus on defense policy issues and to encourage 
neutralist and pacifist sentiment throughout Western 
Europe. 

4 I. Military power serves as the foundation of 
~" #·~ ·. ·-

Soviet ;;olicy i•• Europe, both East and West~· The . 
threat of military intervention was the criticallcv~r of 
Soviet influence throughout the crisi.o; in Poland. and it 
was the decisive factor in impelling the Polish rcginie 
toward the imt>Osition of martial bw in D«-t>mber 
1981. Similarly, th<' changing dynamks of the Eotst­
West military IJalau<.-c iu Euwpc-most notably Mos­
cow "s cxtensiv<· deployments of tlw SS-2.0 intermcdi-

-· 

:ltc- ra u.:<· llallist ic 111 i~~j(, ·-lt:t vc a(-c~ulua teJ lite re­

current dcb:ltc- within NATO over the respective 
requirements of Alliance arms control and defense 
strat<.-gics., 

· "2.. NATO's planned deployments of a new genera­
tion of intermediate-range nuclear missiles in response 
to Moscow's buildup is the most important issue for 
the future of Soviet poliey toward Western Europe_ 
Moscow's massive anti-NATO modernization cam­
~ign renccts both concern about the military conse­
quences o£ NATO's p~nned deployments and a recog­
nition that the implementation · of NATO's decision 
would;.~ a convincing reaffirmation o£ US politie2.l 
and mllitary leadership within the Atlann't Alliance. 

43. Moscow's effort to bloclc NATO's plans has been 
waged primarily in the diplomatic and propaganda 
realms. OiplomatiC2.11Y. they have sought to engage 
West Euroe>e:~n governments in a dialogue on trade 
and regional security issues. while emphasizing that 
future ties to the East will be jeopardized i£ NATO's 
modernization decision is implemented. In addition 
the Soviets have conducted an extensive covert action 
campaign aimed at manipulating public opinion in 
those countries-such :J.S the Netherlands-which are 
seen as mo.o;t vulnerable to domestic pressures to brealc 
ranks with NATO's decision. 

44. The Soviets recognize that West Germany is the 
key to NATO's prospective deployments. and they 
have been particularly active in seeking to influence 
the domestic debate there. The initial Soviet offer to 
reduce the level of Soviet intermediate-range missile 
and bomber deployments. should NATO TOrgo deploy­
ments of its own, was made by President Brezhnev in 
:1 speech in East fkrlin in October 1979. This offer was 
:~.ccompanied by a Orezhnev announcement that the 
USSR would "unilaterally" reduce its military man­
power in East Germany by 2.0,000 men. Soviet activi­
ties have also included intensive political lobbying in 
long-established informal channels to the West Ger­
man Chancellery and to senior leaders of the ruling 
Social Democntic Part\•. At the same time, Mo~cow 
appears to be funding the antinuclear activities of the 
West German C.ommunist Party through E:tst German 
intermediaries. Furthermore. a number of foq;ed let­
ters and documents concerning NATO affairs. in­
kndcd to ~mharrass hoth lklnn and Washin~ton. have 
been floated in \Vest German t)ress cirdcs. apparently 
h)· Soviet a~<'nls. 
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... 
figure ·6 .1 . 
Soviet President Brez.hnev :and West German 
Chancellor Schmidt During State Visit 
to Bonn, November 1981 

Uncl:assiried .. ,_ ,.., 
o45. In their effort to discredit the United States and 

NATO, the Soviets will continue to exoloit antinuclear 
and neutralist sentiment throughout Western Europe. 
Thev also see US actions or pronouncements on the 
neutron bomb and limited nuclear targeting ODtions a.s 
further ODDOrtunities to inflame suspicions in some 
segments of West European Dublics that the United 
States is seeking to limit any nuclear conflict to Europe. 

46. The Soviets view trade with Western Europe as 
having intrinsic economic imDQrtance and as a means 
of increasing the distance between the United States 
and its Drincipal allies. Western Europe accounted for 
more than 65 percent of total Soviet hard currency 
trade in~t!i81. ~n addition, since the mid-1970s, Mos­
cow has relied heavily on European commerce to 
undercut US-initiated Western trade restrictions 
against it and to enhance its influence in Western 
Eurot>e at US expense. The Soviets have used West 
Euroe>ean interests in expanding East-West commerce 
to substantially add to frictions between Europe and 
the United States over US economic sanctions related · 
to Afghanistan and Poland. Moscow believes that 
strengthened economic ties with Weste~n Europe will 
further limit US ability to obtain unified Western 
restraints on important !Z~ and technology. More­
over, Moscow almost certainly ex~ts that a hrgei 
West European stake in trade with the East will aid its 
efforts to increase US-West Euroe>ean differences over 
noneconomic issues. 

.47. The Soviets view the planned natural gas pipe­
line from Siberia to Western Europe as the cornerstone 
of East-West trade in the 1980s and as a major test of 
US and Soviet influence in Europe. • The project 
represents a badly needed source of revenue and an 
OPDOrtunity to move Western Europe away from the 
United States.. The Soviets see the West Cerman and 
~rench aireements to purchase gas a.s a major step 
toward reducing US ability to r. .. ;:.~ct East-West trade. 
Moscow probably expects that substantially increased 
gas deliveries-possibly along with other long-term 
deals such as a Siberian coal gasification proiect-will 
increase the West European reluctance to join in 
possible future US sanctions and exacerbate US-West 
European diHerences. The Soviets probably also calcu­
late that .their greater role in most West European 
economies will enhance .their DQtential to influence 

; ' -West European decisions on nontrade issues.. 

48. Soviet trade with Western Europe will remain a 
major source of goods and technology increasingly 
imDOrtant to a strained Soviet economy and to the 
costly military programs that it supports. lmDOrts of 
civilian goods ~nd technology-such as large-diameter 
(.)ipe and machine tools-have reduced industrial sut)­
ply bottlenecks and increased efficiency in impartant 
industries. giving the economy more breathing room. 
As the economy's performance continues to worsen, 
and a.s Western weapans capabilities advance. Moscow 
will continue to assign top priority to trade with 
Europe in acquiring foreign goods and technology in 
selected areas. such as advanced microelectronics and 
machine tools. 

49. The USSR's growing economic involvement 
with Western Europe-highlighted by the gas r.>ipeline 
project-will enhance its patential to influence West 
European decisionmaking. The West European de­
pendence on Soviet gas may reach 25 percent of total 
gas requirements bv 1990, including 20 to 50 percent 
in those countries actually buying the gas.. This would, 
however, constitute only 3 percent of total West 

•11w: ·~bn pipeline could dclioter u much as 465,000 barrels 
a day (b/d) oil equivalent to Western Europe. 1hoSe deliveries. plus 
existing cu CJ:DOrts o£ rouchly 425.000 b/d. will c:am roushly $10 
billion annUally in the c:arly 1990s., when Western credits have been 
repaid. Those credits will £inancc imparts ~£ aiX)roximatdv $7 
billion in pie>e and equipment.. mostly from Western Europe. West 
Germany and France have sisncd contracts to purchase cas. and 
ltalv, the Netherlands, Belgium. and Austria arc negotiating. . 

c~ sy,Lr 
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Europe:1n energy consucnptiou. Ahltoul(h the Europe­
ans believe th.lt they c-.111 minimize til<: imp:act of a 
Soviet g:lS cutoH, Moscow prob:ablv could c:1use some 
economic disruption in sdcctcd indttStries :and regions 
by the late 1980s bv h:alting g:u deliveries :at cert:ain 
times. such as winter or :a period of m:aior ~nomic 
crowth. The Soviets prob:ably would not bluntly 
threaten a g:as cutoCf, but they could feign techniC:ll 
dir£iculties in gas deliveries to remind the Europeans 
of their vulnerability. The USSR will Drobablv also 
derive some influence through its imPortance as :a 
market (or lcey West European industries plagued by 
unemployment, such as West German steel 

50. But Moscow's role as a raw materi~ls supplier 
and job provider will not give it unlimited leverage. 
Although individual countries' dependence on Soviet 
cas will be high, the pipeline system will not permit 
Moscow to interrupt gas deliveries - to one country 
without affecting same or all of the others. Moreover, 
the Soviets themselves will be highly dependent on 
Western Europe for hard currency earnings and for 
some goods and technology. Cas cutoffs would risk a 
West European turn to alternative supplie~-an irre­
placeable loss of revenue. The Soviets will also remain 
dependent on Western Europe for much of the large­
diameter pipe essential to growth of domestic g:as 
production, the key to their own energy pl:anning 
through the 1990s. Such constraints on Soviet use of 
economic leverage could increase :lS the ussn concen­
trates . ~n . building. up its economic relations with ._ .... ...,.,._ .. . 
Western Euro~. · 

· 51. The Soviets must also be concerned about coun­
tercurrents hindering :att:ainment of their European 
policies: 

-The military crackdown in Poland tempor:arily 
reduced the intensity ·or the antinude:ar move­
ment in Western Europe :and h:u resulted in 
greater West Euro()e:ln reluctance to extend new 
credits to E:astern Europe :and the. Soviet Union. 

- In the wake of marti:al law iu Poland ;~lso. the 
Conference on Sec\aritY;~no C"..ooperation jn Eu­
rope :and its hum:an rights provisions in p:1rticular 
have proved to l>e a politic-o~! emharrassment for 
the Soviet Union and its alii<~-

- The Soviets still antx~ar to he ~(JII~(~fll(."([ tlaat the 
United State:~ may he ahlt· fo :mstaiu tl1<~ fr:1gile 
NATO conS<'IISIIS in bvur of at·lual INF det.~loy-

mcnls l.v tlw t\lli;trt<.·c. rtolwitl..\t;n ading Soviet 
efforts in the ou~o i nt: US-Soviet n<.~oti;1tious to 
fon:st:all if not .1vcrt Nt\ TO depln~·ments. 

-The' Soviets h.lve l>een surprised bv the US 
endorsement of the West Eurot>ean-favored 
-zero option.- whereby NATO would forgo INF 
deployments if the Soviets dism:antled their e~ist­
ing INF missiles. Soviet cbims of :an existing INF 
babnce have been tre:~.ted with profound skepti­
cism bv the ·west European press and by West 
European governments. 

52.. FuiiiNF deployment by NATO would be likely 
to provoke a Soviet countermove, ostensibly designed 
to pu:.t US territory in what Soviet f'residt:nt Brezhnev 
has called -an analogous position." While the image of 
Soviet missile deployments in Cuba is immediately 
conjured up by such a threat, the Soviet leaders would 
realize that any effort to reverse the outcome of the 
1962 Cuban missile crisis would run an e~tremely high 
risk of a direct US-Soviet confrontation. Moreover, the 
Soviets have other military options short of the deploy­
ment of nuclear weapons in Cuba that would at least 
Dartially offset NATO's deployments without running 
the risk of a direct ~nfrontation with Washington. 
Such moves could include the deployment of Soviet 
long-range sea-launched cruise missiles. an increase in 
the number of Soviet ICBM or SU~M launchers, or an 
increase in the number of w:~rhe:~ds ~>er missile on 
Soviet lCBMs. Short o£ .. analogous .. measures. the 
Soviets could deploy more SS-20s or shorter range 
Soviet missile and aircraft systems opposite Western 
Europe. 

53. Conversely, :1 total erosion of NATO's consensus 
on INF deployments would be regarded by Moscow as 
a critical US defeat. While the Soviets would not 
respond by offering new concessions, they would 
probably maintain the appear:~nee of existing morato­
riums while redoubling their eHorts to enlist West 
Europe.1n support for Soviet positions on the Confer­
ence on Disarmament in Eurot.Je (COE). on MBFR, or 
on region:al nude:ar-frec zones. The So~iets would be 
likely to redouble their prop:tganda and .. peace" 
c:ampaign, hoping to provoke r urther dissension in 
NATO and to l)rompt :111 ··:~gonizing reappraisal" in 
Washington . over tlae US mmmitment to Western 
Europe's ddt•ctSC. 

54. Should the Soviets bil to ;~lh:r sil,!nific:uttlv- · 
NATO's pmition on the: INF issue prTor to actual 
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deployment they may seek to focus more directly on 
n~otiating limits on the scope of future deployments 
bv NATO. For examole. the S<,viets might be willing 
to accept limits on their existing intermediate-range 
nuclear force, possibly including the SS-20, in return 
(or a reduction in the scope of NATO's planned 
deployments. ln so doing, however. they are not likely 
to accept a numerical equality that totall~ ignores 
Frenclt and British nuclear systems. ln the near tenn · 
the Soviets are most likely to continue to push hard for 
an agreement -in principle- that- an INF balance 

CJtists, while carefully assessing the politial commit­
ment of Washington's NATO allies to actual imple­
mentation of NATO's modernization plans. 

8. East and Northeast Asia 

55. So~iet policy throughout the Far East is prim'ar­
ily the product of continued Sin~Soviet hostility but·is 
further defined by Moscow's related objectives of 
impeding Sin~US relations, countering US military 
activities in the Western Pacific. and inhibiting greater 
integration of Japan into US defense strategy in North­
east Asia. In pursuit of their interests. the Soviets 
continue to invest heavily in ext)3nding their military 
presence in the Far East. Recently. the Soviets have 
intensified their political and diplomatic a~ivities to 
CJtploit what they see as persistent frictions in US­
Chinese relations over Taiwan and potential diver­
gences between the United States and Japan stemming 
from trade problems, disagreements over economic 
sanctions against the USSR, and Japanese reluctance to 
accelerate defense spending_ 

56. M~w·s .milifary activities in the region have 
centered arb.urid a -;najor buildup of Soviet ground 
forces., princip.ally along the Sin~SO~et frontier. The 
deployment of a coastal division and air defense units 
to the islands immediately north of Jaoan signals 
MOscow's determination to maintain control over these 
-northern territories." The Soviets have also modestly 
expanded and modernized their Pacific Fl~t and 
since late 1979 they have increased deployments of 
ships and aircraft to the Indian Ocean and established 
a new naval presence in Southeast Asian waters and 
Vietnam. In addition, about a third of the Soviet SS-20 
force is capable of striking Cl~ina, J~pan, and othel' · 
Far Eastern targets. 

51. The Soviets view China's improved relations 
with both the United States and Japan as a serious 

.· 

security problem, raising the pos.sibility that tlse USSR 
migM'!Iiave to fight all three countries in a conflict in 
the F~r £35t. More immediately, the USSR f~rs this 
trilateral rapprochement portends active US and Jaoa­
nese aid in the modernization of Chinese armed 

forces. 

58. The Korean situation. especially the unpredict­
able behavicr of !Cim It-song is also a complicating 
factor in Soviet far Eastern policy. Because renewed 
fighting between North and South could become the 
caulyst of a broader conflict involving the United 
States and the USSR, the Soviets would perceive a 
rapid cessation of major hostilities between the two 
Koreas to be in Moscow "s best interests. The Soviets 
pr~bably would provide some materiel support to the 
North, but would conclude that the risks ,attending 

' , 
direct combat support would far outweignthe possible 
benefits unless the North were in danger o£ total 
collapse. 

59. A re~ewal of fighting between China and Viet­
~m would lead to increased Soviet sut>port of Viet­
nam. We would expect the Soviet reaction to be 
similar to that after the Chinese attack in 1979: an 
initial propaganda campaign and a substantial increase 
in materiel aid to Hanoi, which could be tied to 
incr~ use of Vietnamese military facilities. If the 
conflict were going badly for Vietnam, limited Soviet 
military action against China would be possible. 

60. The Soviet Far Eastern position is further com­
plicated by Moscow's limited diplo~atic and political 
flexibility vis-a-vis its princip.al antagonists. The Sovi­
ets do not even have diplomatic relations with South 
Korea. Territorial dist>utes with both China and ]ap.an 
are a major obstacle to any dramatic imt'{ovement in 
Soviet relations with either country. Moreover, the 
Sin~Soviet border dispute and Soviet occupation of 
Japan's .. northern territories" are intimately linked: 
for Moscow to concede on one would implicitly open 
the issue of the other. Finally, Moscow's regional 
military buildup, together with the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan and Moscow's support for the VietnameSe 

· invasion of Kampuchea, has further aggravated rela­
tions with China, Jat>3n, and the ASEAN countries. 

61. The Soviets h3ve nevertheless sought to mute 
the political imp.act of their invasion of Afghanistan 
and to exploit US differences with Jap3n and China by 
a series of recent diplomatic initi3tives. In early 1982, 

-· 
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; 
Presiden"t Brezhnev and Soviet Premier Tikhonov 
e2lled for 'a broadening of the dialogue on disputed 
issues with both China and Japan. Brezhnev, in partic­
ub.r, prooosed a regional di~logue on military c:Onfi­
dence building measures. Soviet pro(;)aganda has 
sought to supplement these initiatives by emphasizing 
Moscow's desire for a moderation of tensions and the 
expansion of trade. Soviet overtures. however. ~re 
unlikely to make significant headway. In fact, these 
efforts have been hindered in some_ASEAN sta~es by 
recent exposures of KGB operations. 

62. We see little likelihood that the Soviet leader­
ship will reverse the momentum of Moscow's military 
effort in the Far East Indeed. Soviet concerns with 
Sino-American ties and with the· potential upgrading 

Figure 8 
Soviet Motorized Rifle Unit in Ar~hanistan, 
December 1979 
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of Japan's Self-Defense Force have prooobly already 
been factored into Soviet defense planning. Only a 
radical change in Chinese :tttitudes would be likely to 
produce incentives for Moscow seriously to pursue a 
reconciliation of differences with China. 

c_ South ond.Sovthwest Asia 

w. Moscow's decision to invade Afghanistan was in 
many resoect.s a watershed in US-Soviet reb.tions. The 
Soviets presumably anticioated a temporary setbad: in 
bilateral relationshii)S. but were dearly surprised by 
the intensity of the US reaction. particularly the grain 
embargo. The Soviets also appear to have miscalculat­
ed the military cost o( their intervention, expecting 
neither the accelerated decline of the Afghan Army 

, -.... 
i .• 

--

. ' 

~ 
,. 

, ' 

. ~ 

---. ... ~:. 
£::"': 

- . -•. · .• J •' --

!~~~~~~llllililllilllllllllllliilliilliiill~~~~~~~~ii~~i·-i·~·~·~·~~ 
. ·· ·::. .. ·.- . ... 

":· 

Confidential 
c::.m·oRtv 1 

''n r.u , ' 



DECLASSIFIED Authority NND 943054 

I 

nor the protradcd war of allriti<Jn a~.:ain5t a dcl<:r­
mined resistan<.:l" force . 

64. Moscow's in:ability lo consolidate the Soviet 
position in Afghanistan has led to changes in opera­
tional methods and .a mcdest increase in troo·o levels. 
Since November 1981 the Soviets hav~ en~~ed in a 
limited augmentation of their forces there. bringing 
the total Soviet force level to some 100.000. The 
Soviets apt>ear reluctant to deploy the considerably 
larger force needed to bring a Quick end to the 
resistance and to seal off insurgent movements from . 

Iran and Pakistan. 

' 65. The Soviets have sought to alleviate their mili-
tary problems within Afghanistan by trying to end 
Pakistan's role in aiding the insurgents. The effort has 
involved both pressure and blandishment The main 
blandishments have been continued Soviet economic 
aid to Pakistan and the promise of Afghanistan's 
recognition of Pakistan's version of their disputed 
border. The pressures have involved diplomatic over­
tures as well as increased SUPDOrt {or some of President 
Zia's domestic:: opDQnents. There have been ipfreQuent 
raids against Afghan insurgent D<>Sitions in Pakistan by 
the Soviets and Afghans. While the most likely course 
of Soviet action will remain diplomatic pressure, fur­
ther increased aid to Zia 's domestic opponents is :a 
Soviet option. We cannot rule out a limited interven­
tion into northwestern Pakistan to destroy insurgent 
bases. ~.W : .a,n)· increase in Soviet milit:ary activity in 
this ar~;could. complicate Soviet rebtions with India. 

66. The maintenance of good relations with India 
remains one of Moscow's primary goals in South Asia. 
Moscow will continue to oHer sophisticated weaDQns 
to India :at concession:ao· rat<.-s in an effort to prevent a 
warming of relations between New Delhi and the 
West. :and the USSR is lil:eh· to remain India's largest 
foreign weaDQns supplier. NC"vertheless. in recent . 
months India has concluded :a n•aior :arms de:al with 

_.... ._ ..... 

d1c Frr.n<.:h. :and k1s l;tl«·u tadi<-:•1 ~kps In impro'·~ 

rebti<Hl<o with P:al:ist:w. Cltit&;l. ami lll<' United States. 
The March l982 visit u£ Soviet Ddcnse Minister 
Ustinov to,New Delhi f:aik"tl to hind~ tlac French de:1l ·. 
· 67. The over.all volatility uf the region will continue 
to create opportunities and ,Jilcmmas (or Moscow. The 
Soviets h:ave been seeking to improve their relations 
with Iran while sustainin~t lr.aqi dependence on Soviet 
arms supplies. Soviet options will be strongly influ­
enced by events within Iran. and Ir.anian actions 
within the Persi:an Cui£ region. The Soviets dearly 
look to a post-Khomeini regime for more significant 
opDQrtunities to improve their position in Iran. but 
they ~lso appreciate ..that political evolutien in Iran is 
highly unpredictable. 

68. So long as the situation in lr.an remains relative­
ly stable, Moscow almost certainly will adhere to the 
course it has followed since the revolution: seeking to 
improv~ economic and miliury ties, hoping to forge 
an :arms sale relationship with Tehr.an. and encourag· 
ing the Khomeini regime's anti-US orientation. Mos­
cow will seek the best PQSSible relations with Tehran 
and will advise the Tudeh (Cammunist) Party to do 
the same, subordinatiilg Soviet use of -active me2-
sures .. in order to avoid dam;aging relations with the 
regime and risking severe repr~ion o( Tudeh. At the 
same time, Moscow will ~k tu strengthen the position 
of Tudeh. ' 

69. Should the DQiitic:al situ:ation in Iran deteriorate 
dramatically, producing internal chaos and possible 
fragmentation. the Soviets proh.ablv would undertake 
large-scale assistance to leftist :and pro-So.iet Iranian 
elements. seeking to m:anipubte events to their advan­
tage. Prolonged chaos or civil w:ar with :attendant 
disruption in the Soviet-Iranian b<>rdc:r are:as could 
lead MOS<.-ow to opt for limited military intervention. 
at least in those :areas. Likewise. a US military incur­
sion into lr:an or the thn~t of su<"h ;a move could evoke 
a Soviet military rcsponS(.~ or pr(~mptive intervention. 

: . S;;.ET 
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Figure 9 
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D. The Middle Easl 

70. The Middle E.:ut remains the most volatile art·~ 
of U$-Soviet regional interaction .with the greatest 
potential for a direct confrontation between ~ioscow 
and Washington. Notwithstanding US success in bro­
keri~ the Camp David agreement. Soviet entree into 
the region is ensured by the polarization o£t~.Ar:ab 
states over the Camp David process itself. continued 
US military support £or Tel Aviv. the persistence o£ 
the Palestinian problem, and recurrent hostilities be­
tween Israel and its Arab neighbors. Despite Moscow's 
extensive military and political commitments to 
Egypt's re~ional rivals, Libya and Syria. the Soviets 
will continue to seek imoroved relations with Egypt 
because of its geostrategic position and historical role 
ln the Arab world. 

71. Ultimatdy Moscow's in£luence throughout the 
Middle East is heavily dependent on its ties to the 
radical Arab regimes of Syria. Libva. and South Yemen. 
lo addition to the Palestine Liberation Organization. 
These relationshiPS in tum are sustained primarih· by 
the Soviet arms umbilical and advisory preser:tce. 

72.. Moscow's ability to supply arms and military 
advisers to clients. however. contrasts sharply with the 
limitations of Soviet diplomatic options throughout the 
Middle East. Moscow's primary concern is that the 
United States might still be able to engineer a Middle 
East settlement that would effectively exclude or 

FigureiO: ; · . . -·· . 
Soviet President Brezhnev and Libyan 
Chief or State Qadhafi in Moscow, 
April 1981 

: 

isol:~tc the Soviet Union in the region. notwithstanding 
the lsradi action in Lebanon. This concern is based on 
the recognition that only Washington ~ the diplo­
matic cr~ibility and inrluenoe to negotiate simulta­
.neously ,.;ith I.Siael and the principal Ar:lb parties 
toward any potential peace arrangement. Other seri­
ous Soviet liabilities are the paucity of Soviet economic 
aid and the region's economic links to the West, the 
dependence on military assistance to sustain Soviet 
iri£luence in the region. and the ideological antipathy 
of Islam towa'rd Communism. 

73. To preserve Soviet diplomatic equities in the 
regioa. President Brezhnev in early 1981 outlined the 
Soviet Middle East peace plan. centered around a 
broad international conference of all interested par­
ties. including the United States and the USSR. The 
Soviet plan has not been well received. however. even 
by Moscow's closest supporters-such as Syria and the 
PLO-principally because it explicitly recognizes 
Israel"s right to exist. More active Soviet ef£orts have 
been directed at forcing a broader coalition among 
radical anti-US Arab regimes. The Soviets played an 
indirect and behind-the-scenes role in the formation of 
the tripartite security pact among Libya. Ethiopia, 
and South Yemen. signed in August 1981. althou~ 
Soviet hopes for a broader alliance including Syria. the 
PLO; and Algeria have not been realized. The Soviets 
are nevertheless encoura'ged by the deepening hostility 
between Iran and the pro-:Westem Arab states o£ the 
Persian Cui£. As a consequence, the Soviets may seek 
to encourage evolving ties between Iran, Libya, and 
Syria as a means of countering US influence with 
moderate Arab and Gulf states. and I>OS'iblv improv­
ing lrani:m-Soviet relations as well 

14. Recent Soviet policy in· the Middle East has also 
been characterized by Moscow's attempt to woo states 
such :as Jordan and Saudi Arabia. The Soviets have 
sought to provoke distrust between these ret;imes and 
Washington. attempting in particular to capitalize on 
£rust ration in Amman and Riyadh ov~r the lack o£ 
progress on the Palestinian issue :and their sense o£ 
vulnerability to Israeli military action. The Soviets 
have concluded :an important sale o£ mobile air de­
fense equipment to Jordan-their first ever to that 
couutry-£ollowing :a US refus:al to supply such weap­
ons. The Soviets have continued their private lobhyinl( 
for the establishment or cliplomatk relations with_· 
S:u·adi Arabia. Kuwait, a limited Suvicl :trms dicnt. h:a~ 
hc·en enlisted in this lobh\•ing effort. 
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75. Thd Israeli invasion of Lebanon has compli­
cated Soviet policy in the region. Over the long run, 
the Soviets may benefit from increased cooperation 
between radical and moderate Arabs, increased Syrian 
dependence on the USSR. and a possible weakening of 
EcYPtian political links to the Uni~ed States. In the 
near term. however. the Lebanese crisis bas led to a 
political and military setback for maior Soviet clientS. 
Soviet diplomatic isolation from the key· ·develop­
ments. and Arab accusations of Soodet perfidy. Svrian 
inability successfully to utilize Soviet military ·equip­
ment could lead some Third World states to Question 
the effectiveness of Soviet arms and training programs. 
Above aU. the Soviets are faced with the prospect of 
US force deployment to monitor any political settle­
ment while Moscow remairu on the sideUnes. 

' 76. The Soviets will continue to politick hard 
apinst US diplomatic initiatives that exclude Moscow 
or any moderation of Arab-Israeli teruions that threat· 
ens to diminish Soviet influence in the Middle East. 
The Soviets dearly do not wish to encourage Arab­
Israeli hOstilities that might precipitate a US-Soviet 
crisis. On the other hand. Moscow sees a continued 
pola.rizatioa of political opinion within the Arab camp 
over the dispute with Israel and US peace initiatives as 
the best means of ensuring the dependenoe.of radical 
Arab regimes oo Soviet arms and diplomatic support. 
The task of Soviet policy, therefore. is to frustrate US 
efforts to mOderate the Arab-Israeli dispute without 
provoking another Middle East conflict. The inherent 
difficulty in this pursuit increases the dangers of 
miscalculation with respect to Moscow's ability to 
constr;ti.A..-its Arab cli~ts militarily. In like manner. it 
incr~ the ~ibitity of an unwanted regional con­
flict escalating into a US-Soviet confrontation. 

E. Africa 

77. Moscow's growing African involvement reflects· 
both opportunism and the ·longer term objective of 
channeling the political currents of postcolonial na­
tionalism in an anti-Western direction. More immedi­
ate Soviet goals in Africa are served by the enhance­
ment of Moscow·s strategic military · presence in the 
form of air and naval deplof!!lents oH West Africa 
and in the Indian Ocean.·-· ,- . . .. ~- · 

78. A5 in the case of its Middle East involvement, 
Moscow·s influence in Africa is in large part depend­
ent on arms sales and military aid. Politically, the 

Soviets benefit bv supporting black n::tionalist libera­
tion movements and bv exploiting opposition to South 
Africa. The principal weakness of Soviet policy in 
Africa remains its relat ive lack of diplomatic or eco­
nomic flexibil ity in contrast to the United States and 
the West. Soviet involvement in Africa is character­
ized by the de~ndence of Moscow's principal clients, 
·Angola and Ethiopia, on the direct presence of Soviet, 
Cuban. and East European military personnel to 
sustain the regimes of those countries against internal 
armed opposition. Without Soviet and Soviet proxy 

Figure ll 
Prtmla Cartoon Shows (sradi F-lSs 
Dropping "Made in USA" Bombs 
on Lebanon 

Arpeocu a .,..ocac••• Jl"••"• - ao~ucoA pcJya•t&Y •N<tD•••· 
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Caption read5: - Aure55ion in lebanon -direct ruult or American· 
Israeli stratecic cooperation.· 
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suDport. fite regimes would either fall or their pro­
Soviet ctUracter_would be substantially changed. 

79. Soviet policy in the Horn of Africa has traded 
on the EthioDian-Somali conflict and the Mengistu 
regime's need for Soviet military aid to moet ethnic 
insurgendes. The Soviets have weloomed Ethiopian 
efforts to undermine Somalia and Sudan as oounters to 
the i~ u~ aulitary presence in t~ region. 
While the Soviets may see renewed fighting along the 
Ethiopian-Somali border as pushing Somalia closer to 
the United States, they have nonetheless publicly sided 
with Ethiopia, claiming that the conflict reflects inter­
nal Somali opposition to the Siad regime and its dose 
ties to the United States. 

80. Southern Africa is the principal focw of Us­
Soviet interaction, centered around the problem of 
Namibian independence and the conflict between the . 
R~public of South Africa and the .. Frontline" black 
African states. The Soviets remain deeply susPicious of 
the us- and Western-SPOnsored lrtitiative to foster the 
emergence of an independent Namibia within the 
oontext of a broader regional settlement In particular, 
Moscow is firmly oppased to linking any settlement in 
Namibia with the withdrawal of Cuban forces from 
Angola. a step which Moscow believes equid result 
eventually in the emergence of a pro-Western govern­
ment in Angola. 

81. The noticeable increase in Soviet propaganda 
alleging U$-.South African .. collusion" and -shared 
objectives" is aimed at diminishing Washington's dit>­
lomatic credibility as an objective broker in Namibia. 
Soviet~ ·proD&g~nda ·nnking the United States to the 
abortive e<)~p· in 5evcheDes. as weU as to the South 
African-backed insurgencies in Angola and Mozam­
bique, serves to reinforce the image of US-South 
African C:ollaboration. 

82. Moscow had made its most serious disinforma­
tion efforts on i»ues that directly impinge on key 
actors in the Namibia talks. · For example, a disinfor­
mation operation alleging · US training of Angolan 
resistance forces in Zaire was clearly ·intended to raise 

. doubts in Luanda about US trustworthiness and to 
reemDhasize Angola's de~denee on Soviet .military 
assistance. Soviet-inspired disinformation · also may 
have contributed to the periodic strains in. US-Zambi­
an relations; Moscow probably hopes that Zambian 
fears of alleged US involvement in subversion will 

translate into :a greater skept icism of US negotiation 
efforts in Namibia. 

83. Having clearly expressed their reservations 
about the US and Western initiative and their position 
on the Cuban troop issue, the Soviets will closely 
mortitor how the Frontline States. particularly Angola, 

. and SW APO proceed from here. Even if the Soviets 
find the evolving settlement tolerable, they will never­
thdess seek to fud tensions and suspicions to ensure 
that the final accord is reached in an atmosphere of 
antagonism and distrust rather than reconciliation. 
The Soviets would hope that, in such an environment, 
the Namibian Government would turn to the USSR for 
support 

84. If the present . US initiative collapses, or is 
indefinitely dr:agged out, the Soviet$ wiU be quick to 
remind . the blaclc Africans that their warnings and 
suspicions were Justified. US .. hypocrisy" and .. collu­
sion .. with South Africa will be highlighted in maJor 
propaganda campaigns aimed at further discrediting 
US intentions In the Third World. Moscow may push 
for United Nations sanctions, hoping to force the 
United States into the difficult position of voting for or 
against South Africa. 

85. A successful settlement would enhance the 
Urtited States' and the West's standing in black Africa. 
As long as South Africa remains under minority white 
rule. however. Moscow will have an issue to exploit 
Given black African expectations that the West-and 
in particular the United States-has the leverage to 
force change in South Africa, Moscow will be able to 
continue to cite US collusion with Pretoria. Moreover, 
the failure of a Namibian settlement either to lead to 
regional economic and political development, or to 
end Pretoria's aggressive behavior in the region. would· 
provide the Soviets with a new ODPOrtunity to reassert 
their influence. 

F. Central and South America ' 

86. Soviet activity and interest in Latin America 
have.increased significantly in the past few years, and 
in the aftermath of the battle for the Falklands the 
Sovieu and their Cuban allies will be probing for new 
opportu~ities. Since 1979, Moscow has moved more 

• For a more detailed auessment of Soviet policy toward this 
region see SNIE ll/80~2. ~~ Polldes Gnd Aefiotllu In 
L4Hn Amcrlc4 Gnd tM Olrlbbun.Iuly 1982. 
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figure 13 
Nicaraguan Leader Daniel Ortc~a 
in Moscow, May 1982 

Unclassified 

aggre:sSi~Y. to exploit opportunities presented by pres­
sures for re~ol~tiona'i-,, change in ~ntral America and 
the Caribbean and by the willingness of Latin Ameri­
can states to deal with the USSR and its allies. The 
Soviet Union has helped to· consolidate revolutionary 
regimes in Nicaragua :~nd Grenada. has provided 
aid-mainly through pro:~:ies.and other third parties­
to revolutionaries elsewhere in Latin America, and has 
intensified its efforts to develop favorable politiC:ll and 
economic ties with such countries :as Argentina, fir:lZil, 
and Mexico. 

_._..... '·- . 

87. Cuba plays a centr:tl role i11 Sovit"l r~atioru 
with Latin America not only :as a dependent client 
serving Moscow's intcrcsts hut also :•~ an independent 
actor influencing Sovid pulieit~ :md ta<·tics. Fidel 
Castro's vigorous support of Ni<·:tra~uan n~volutionar­
ies, for exampl<". w:~.s oii~iuallr :• ( :uha11 inil iativ•·. :tnd 
the Sandinista victory l•acl :t mark('(( impad on S<wid 
:~ttitud<"s and pctlici.-s. Soviet l•·:ut.-r~ c:u1w to ~h:trt' 

Castro·s :~sse:ssmcllt that the prosp..-ds fur the success of 
revolutionary forces in C'.entral Am<:rica were brighter 
tlun they h3d earlier calculated. Morc..-over. the Soviets 
appear to,:wumc th.at direct military intervention by 
the United States in support of thre:atened govern­
ments would only engender a br03der tide of anti­
Americanism and revolutionary ferment throughout 
Latin America as a whole. Also, the Soviets may doubt 
that Washington would be able to sustain a domestic 
consensus in favor of nlilitary intervention in Central 
America. 

Ba Nevertheless. the Soviets probably believe that 
further Soviet and Cuban support o£ revolutionary 
activity in Central Amt:rica could pretipitate US 
military action against Cufn-an event the Soviets 
dearly wish to avoid. Thus. Soviet policy In Central 
America is to promote the fortunes of the revolution­
ary left while avoiding a more extensive or direct 
commitment that might precipitate a US military 
countermove. This element of flexibility in Soviet 
policy is reflected in the nature o£ Moscow's response 
to the Reag.an administntion 's heightened commit­
ment to stability in El Salvador. 

89. While encounged about the prospects for the 
revolutionary left in Central America. the Soviets do 
not wish to ieooardize evolving economic and political 
ties more broadly thr~IJchout Latin America by a 
more assertive or opportunistic involvement in the 
region. In Argentina. Brazil, and Peru. Moscow's 
policy has aimed largely at cultivating positive state­
to-state relations. This approach has emphasized trade 
exp:msi~n and readiness to sell military hardware: 

- Brazil is becoming an important SOviet trading 
partner. 

-The Soviets have a substantial arms supply rela­
tionship with Peru. 

-Argentina is a major exporter of gr:tin and beef to 
the USSR and, in the w:tke of the Falkland 
Islands dispute, could conc:eiv:tblv become an 
importer of Soviet arms. 

90. The Soviets furth:;.:- ;eco:;nize th:tt, with the 
irn()Orl:lnt exception of Cuba, Latin Ameria rem:tins 
relatively peripher:~l to Soviet geostr:~tegic concerns. 
Moscow, there£ore, can aHord to be patient :tnd 
temporize in its sunpcut for the radic-:1l left. Even in 
Nic:~ragua. where M.,scuw dcarh· wi~h<-s to <"IICOura~tr' 
the ''socialist transformatio11 .. of th<: current regime. 
tlw Soviet~ h:~vc h<~t·n cardnl nut to IJC<.-.-;;11<: involved 
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Figure 14 
Soviet Diplomatic Relations m Latin America and the Caribbean 
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in :m entangling commitment. The Soviets lt:~vc n;­

tended both economic and milit:~ry aid to Nicaragua 
but appear to be wary of assuming a greater economic 
burden in the near term. 

91. To support · Latin American revolutionarY 
movements while distancing the USSR f ram what 
would be seen as especially provocative acts. the 
Soviets are relying extensively on the use of ~roxies 
and other third parties. Within the region. Cuba has 
recently been joined by Nicaragua in playing this 
instrumental role. Nicaragua maintains training camDS 
for Latin American insurgents and acts as a funnel for 
transporting externally rupplied arms into El Salvador, 
Guatemala, and~to a lesser extent...!...Honduras. Arms 
and other support are shipped from or through a 
number of countries. Other actors encouraged by 
Moscow include most prominently the PLO, but Ub­
ya. Vietnam. and several East European countries 
have also participated. Latin Americans are sent for 
paramilitary and political training to sites in Cuba, the 
Middle East, Libya, Eastern Europe. as well as the 
USSR. 

IV. Policy Op!ions and Policy Dilemma~ 

A. The Strategic Outlook 

92. The policy environment for the Soviet leader­
shi&t over the next thr.-e to five years will be deter-·= 
mined primarily by the interplay between an ongoing 
political' .$~~ion. C9ntinuing slowdown in economic 
growth:··;~d ~n . uncertain-and potentially more hos­
tile-international environment. Declining economic 
crowth will further intensify competition for resources 
and will. pose increasingly acute DOiicy dilemmas for 
the Soviet leadership. Policy divergences over a combi­
nation of economic and international issues could 
entail significant consequen-ces for the conduct of 
Soviet foreign policy. Nevertheless, no Soviet leader is 

. likely to open himself to the charge of undercutti~g 
national security needs as defined by the military 
establishment, through advocating :tbsoiute cuts in the 
defense budget during an interregnl!~ Furthe;more, 
Soviet leaders of the 1980s ;i'ir ~confronted with the 
problems of restructuring a dialogue with their princi­
!;Xll adversary against a background of a mutual arms 
buildup. the threat of technological surprise. and a 

. distrust on both sides engendered Lv the colla11SC uf 
the attempt at limited political acconunodation durin~ 
the previous decade. 

.-

93. The Soviets view as a serious 11rohlcm the 
('lrOSt>eet of a long~tcrm mutual arms buildup which 
threatens to tax Soviet economic resources 'during a 
period of domestic political uncertainty. The height­
ened milit~ry ch'illenge tlu.t the United States poses to 
the uss~ sDeciCicaUy in terms of strategic Ol..~~r 
Procrams planned for the latter hal£ or the 1980s. is an 
ominous development for the Soviets. B~t. in Moscow's 
view. the realization of US plans will be strongly 
dependent on domestic political and international 
factors affecting US policymaking. In any event. the 
accumulated military assets of Moscow's military in· 
vestments over the past . two decades are a source of 
Soviet ~nfidence. 

' ' 
94.. It is doubtful. however, that Soviet leaders 

i>erceive a .. window of OPDOrtunity" based on any 
o~erweening confidence in present Soviet strategic 
nuclear forces relative to future prospects. From the 
perspective of the present and probable future Soviet 
leadership, there will remain important deterrents to 
major military actions. These include the dangers of a 
direct conflict with the United States that could 
escalate to global proportions. concern about the reli­
ability of some East European allies. and an awareness 
of the greater Western capacity to SUPDOrt an expand­
ed defense effort These concerns do not preclude 
action abroad but they ~~ as constraints on military 
actions that could lead to a direct US-Soviet 
con£ rontation. 

95. Strat~ic nuclear arms negotiations are likely to 
remain a central Soviet priority even in a post­

Brezhnev regime. Moscow will continue to see the 
strategic nuclear arms control process as a means of 
moderating broader US political attitudes toward the 
USSR and of reducing the possibility of a US techno­
logical breakthro~gh ·that might jeop:1rdize Moscow ·s 
strategic nuclear status. Although anxious :tbout the 
potential technological dimensions of a reinvigorated 
strategic arms competition. immediate cost considera­
tions are less a bctor in the Soviet calculus-even 
~-.-en declining economic performance. Spending for 
strategic nuclear forces constitutes roughly IS percent 
of the Soviet defense budget and even an intensified 
effort in a non-SALT environment would be unlikely 
to result in a disproportionate increase in this amount 
In ad<.liti<m. strat~ic mrdc:tr rorcc r<xruircnu-nts :tr<' 
l<:ss labor intensive tll;•n other milit:ary scrvicc.:s. ami· · · 
the hi~;IHcchnology production n:sour<.-cT cl<~vutMI tu 
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strategic m:'cle3r systems arc less easily transferable to 
civilian purposes. 

96. A more compelling economic incentive to arms 
control talks. however. could be the cost avoidance 
benefits. In the absence of an arms control agreement 
to channel and limit US weapons developments. Mos­
cow could see itself as locked into spending even larger 
sums on developing new systems and deploying a 
cre;ater number of them. Such coooems. parti~larfy if 
thev were reinforced by the feeling that the Ynited 
States was successfully reversing the overall military 
trends o£ the laSt decade.. could. in turn. add to the 
impetus for strategic anns control agreements encom· 
passing the more threatening US systems. The Soviet 
offer to place a cap on Typhoon submarine deploy­
rQents in exchange for Trident constraints Is an exam· 
pie of the type or limited accommodation the Soviets 
could accept. Such an accommodation would accom­
plish a reduction in Trident capability whlch their 
own defenses could address only at great cost and In 
the indefinite future. • 

97. If the Soviets should conclude that there is no 
prosr>eet in the near term for an advantageous result 
from a renewed strategic amu dialogue with Washing· 
ton. then they may decide to ignore SALT 09nstralnts. 
Among the earliest indications that thev had decided 
to do so would be the failure to dismantle older 
systems as new ones are deployed. the testing of 
ICBMs with more reentry vehicles than permitted 
under SALT II limits. and the testing of more than one 
new ty~ of ICBM. Moreover, they are well positioned 
for po~~~.l force expansion and could increase the 
number of MIRVed ICBM.s. continue SSBN produc­
tion without any dismantlement·· of older missile 
launching submarines. increase Backfire production. 
and test and deploy new strategic systems, Some of 
these actions, such as the failure to dismantle older 
missile submarines and land~~ missiles in accord­
ance with the putative SALT restrictions. are revers­
ible. The Soviets might undertake such measures to 
pressure the U~-ited States either to refrain fro[Jl 
certain weapons deployments or to induce Washington 
to resume the strategic arms dialogue within the 
general framework of DH'rious. strategic a~ agr~ 
ments. 

• Foc a detailed discussion see NIE 11-3/8-81. Soolet Capahdmcs 
/o-r Strat~gtc Nud~r Ccn/lfct. l98l-9l,Volume II. 23 March 1982. 

B. Defense-Economic T rode-Off s 

98. The Soviets recognize that military power is 

their principal foreign policy asset and that continued 
high levels of defense investment are necessary to 
sustain the present dimensions of Moscow"s global role. 
Despite declining economic growth. we have seen no 
evidence cs£ a reduction in Soviet defense spending. On 
the basis or observed military activity-the number of 
weaPOn systems in production., weapons development 
procnms. and trends in capital expansion in the 
defense industries-we expect that Soviet defense 
spending wiU continue to grow at about its historical 
rate of 4 percent a year at least through 1985. 

99. We estimate, on the other hand, that annual 
Soviet economic: growth will be only 1 to 2 percent in 
the rmd-1980s. and will remain near the l·percent 
level through the 12th Five-Year Plan (1986-90~ If 
defense spending is to continue increasing at about 4 
percent per year, the defense share of GNP · eonse­
quently will be at least 15 percent by mid-decade. I£ 
these ~rends are not chanced in the 12th Five-Year 
Plan. the defense share of GNP could approach 20 
percent by 1990. This level of military spending would 
drastically reduce the ability of the Soviet leadership 
to allocate additional resources to investment and 
consumption. Under these conditions. continued 
growth in defense spending at its historical rate could 
lead to declines in living standards. Per capita con­
sumption probably would continue to grow marginally 
for th.;: next few years, .. but. by mid-decade.. would 
almost certainly be in decline. ' 

100. It is likely that the Soviets" perceptions of their 
economic predicament are less pessimistic than those 
of Western analysts. thus reducing the likelihood of 
major economic: refonns. This might · pi"rtly explain 
why, for example. the USSR"s 1981-85 plan fails to 
address adequately the declining ability of the econ­
omy to oHset slow labor growth with more capital 
investment. The opportunities for growth from substi­
tuting capital for labor will be limited by the continu­
ing decline in capital productivity as well as by· the 
need to sink most of the investment increment into 
capital-intensive projects, particularly in the energy 
sector, the return from which is !~~ deferrc-.:!. This 
constraint suggests that by mid-decade the Soviets will 
face a larger defense burden than they currently 
anticipate. and pressures for a slowdown in defense 
spending could increase. 
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101. Beduse military programs require long lead­
times. a red~ction in the rate of growth of defense 
spending would probably have little imt);lct on Soviet 
military capabilities during this decade. Soviet weap­
ons that will be in the field through the 1980s will 
consist primarily of systems already aeployed as well 
as those now entering production and in the late stages 
of development. 

102. The foceign policy payoffs of higli · military 
spending might engender · Politburo deliberations of 
~ larger ailocations to defense. Such increases in 
military spending might be managed by the selective 
acceleration of individual Soviet weapons programs, but 
the social costs would be high. To the extent that any 
plan revisions increased investment in defense indus­
tri~ investment in some civilian sectors would suffer. 
Cuts in the consumer sector, however, could have two 
unpalatable consequences: they would worsen already 
poor prospects for Improving labor productivity, and 
they might increase worker discontent. Moscow is 
counting heavily on large gains in labor productivity to 
meet the economy's output goals. Indeed, the plan 
directives currently stiDulate that 90 percent of the 
crowth in industry and all of the growth in agriculture 
must come through increases in productivity. Without 
some improvement in consumer welfare, chances of 
generating the productivity gains implied in the 11th 
Five-Year Plan will be much reduced. 

C. The Political Succession ond Foreign Policy 
Options 

103. The economic dilemma outlined above will 
serve aidU: .crit\cal backdrop to the decisions taken by 
the post-Brerltnev leadership on domestic policy and 
will innuence foreign policy choiceS as well A ma.io~ 
issue confronting the future Soviet leadership will thus 
be how to sustai~ high levels of defense spending 
without imposing severe cutbacks on consumer wel­
fare or reduCing the rate of industrial moder~ization 
and renovation. In spite of the declining economic 
growth rate, the Brezhnev regime has opted to sustain 
the rate of growth in defense spending and, aided by 
high levels of investment in agriculture, to continue to 
seek marginal improvements in consumer welfare. 

~ ·.-
~-

104. A successor leadership may be inclined to 
reexamine these priorities, particularly the high levels 
of investment in agriculture-a commitment closely 
identified ·with Brezhnev personally. Although abso-

Figure 16 
Soviet Leaders at Funeral or Mikhail Suslov, 
28 January 1982 

Unclassifie4 
"'"'' r.a 

lute cuts in defense spending are highly unlikely, 
declining e<:Onomic growth will further intensify com­
petition for resources, compelling Soviet leaders to 
weigh the e£fect of constant increases in defense 
spending on the overall development of the economy. 

105. Sovi~t leaders are likely to !~ek greater com­
merce.with W~tern'Europe-and the United States if 
political conditions allow-to relieve economic pres­
sures at home. Such a move also might be seen by 
future Soviet leaders as having the political virtue of 
increasing Soviet-West European politicM- interaction, 
possibly at US expense. However-assuming no ma.ior 
increases in the price of oil gas, or gold, or any 
significant expansion in Soviet arms sales-a substan­
tial increase in imports beyond the 1981 level would 
be achievable only if Moscow were willing to increase 
its foreign debl The level of debt. in turn, would be · 
contingent upon the willingness of Western bankers 
and governments to extend further long-term credits 
to Moscow. 

106. The Soviets believe that without strong West 
European support the United States would have little 
ieverage to affect Soviet economic choices. They 
anticipate that any US-instigated effort to embargo or 

·' 3y 
S~ET 
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restrict the flow of t<.·<.:lmul~v or fuud tu tlw llS.'iH ~·au 

be: circumvented by turning to \.Yt-stcrn 1-:uwpc. Ja· 
pan. or alternative grain suppliers such :as <:.·lila< Ia :wd 

Alltentin.a. 

107. Increased debt and l~r<.l t.-urrcncy shortages 
could affect the level of Moscow's ~'OIKimic commit· 
ments to client regimes in the Third World .. Even 
under present projections. the hard currency crunch 
probably will make ·the Soviets reluctant to provide 
other clients with economic aid as extensive :~s that 
provided to Cuba or Vietnam. As in ~tern Europe, 
Moscow is already cutting back on subsidized ship­
ments of commodities that can be diverted to Westetn 
markets, such as oil, or goods for which the Soviets 
must pay hard currency to import, notably acricultur· 
al products. Soviet military assistance probably will 
not be seriously affected and arms sales are unlikely to 
be affected at all Arms aid will not increase the strain 
on Soviet domestic .economic resources as directly as 
deliveries of important commodities and industrial 
&oods. Moscow is likely to be even more active in 
seeking new purchasers of Soviet arms and seeking 
hard currency as payment from existing clients. The 
net result. therefore. is that Moscow will be e1;en more 
dependent than at present on military S3les as :1 lever 
of influence in Third World regimes. 

108. Rival factions or claimants to le2dership in the 
post-Brezhnev era are likely to share a determin:ttion 
to maintain and expand Moscow's ~;lobal presence. 
This det;,.;rri(~ation ~uld be reinforced bv a possible 
tendency on the part of a younger generation or Soviet 
leaders to equate the growth of Scwiet militarl' power 
with the growth or Soviet global power :and inrluence. 
Supporting such thinking. moreover. are factors that 
go beyond tangible or measurable ind~xes. factors such 
:1S ideological conviction, a lingering sense o£ inse<:uri­
ty and of hostiie encirclement. an<f :1 ("Ontrasting 
eonfidence and sense of achievement in the USSR's 
emergence as 3 global superpow<.'r. Co.lltttivl"h· th<.""S<.' 
will tend to reinforce the new leadt·rship ·s nnmnit-. 
ment to sust:tin the global ~J~i~uiS_ nf SuviC'l policy. 

. ... 
·109. The specific foreign polic\· uptious u£ a su<."(:es­

sor leadership will be conditiom"<.luut unh· hy tht· l<·vcl 
of East-\Vest tensions but bv tht· llrl'''ailin~ l."unS<·nsus 
within the· new leadership "'' fcm·i.:n polic\· <·ummit­
mcnts. In p:ast su<.-c<.-ssioriS. scum• fairlr radical r•ulicy 
departures were in bet undt·rt;tkc·n. Tltc• post-St;tlin 
leaders. for imt:tnc<·. mcJVcd quidJr to c-ucltltc· 1-.:orc·an 

war. Within the first months of its t~·•u•rt:. tl1c post· 
Khrushchev collective sought to mend (allx.:it unsuc­
cessfully) the political broch with Chin:~ :wd ma<.le 
t~ decision to incre:ue sharply Soviet :usistance to 

I 

North Vietnam. If precedent is a guide. therefore. a 
post-13rezhnev regime could explore options relative to 
the USSR's more pressing foreign policy dilemm:J.S. 

110. The Soviets are probably pessimistic al>out the 
longer term prospects for a moderation of US-Soviet 
tensions, particularly in light of phtnned US strategic 
weapons deployments and military programs project­
ed for the latter half of the 1980s. But even in the 
event of an improved climate of US-Soviet relations, 
the fu:0damental antagonistic nature of US-Soviet ~n­
teraction will persist because o£ the two sides' conflict­
ing politiol and international goals. Moreover, the 
Soviet perception of underlying US hostilit\' toward 
the USSR. combined with the persistence of bro:~.der 
East-West problems, will result in C9ntinued Soviet 
efforts to undermine and discredit US policies. 

111. A post-Brezhnev regime could examine new 
possibilities for accommodation with Deiiing, in the 
hope of undercutting a US global strategy predicated 
on Sino-Soviet hostility. 13ut such a move would be 
contingent on prior improvement in the Sino-Soviet 
political dialogue, and Moscow would have to o£fer 
significant concessions on contentious militan· and 
border issues.. 

112.. Western Europe looms as another area of 
intensified maneuvering bv a suce<.~r regime for 
significant geopolitical advantage over Washington. 
The prize in this instan~e would be thq.. crusion of 
NATO or, at a minimum, the provokin~ u£ serious 
divisions within the core of the US alliau<."t" structure. 
The principal sources of Soviet leverage itt this re"l:ar<l 
would be Moscow"s DOtential abilit\' to eaS(.' rt"ars in 
Western Europe th:ll the region mi~ht ll(.:comc :a 
_nuclear battleground, :~nd to offc:r !:rcatt"r iuter"course 
between East and W<.-st Germany. 

113. Potenti:ll Soviet flexibilitr toward \\',-stern Eu­
rope. however, ,wn .. ld be co~::~mttiS<:tl br :~n outhrc:tk 
of renewed sciCial :~nd politic-.1! turhukm:c: iu E.askrn 
Europe. The economic conditions tltat t·n~:c·udc:rc"tlt!te 
political crisis in Poland sinn· I~IKO :trc· tJrc-sc.•nt to 
varying but signiricant d<oogrt:\'S in tlw otltc·r ~t;tl<'S ur 
fvloscow "s E."l.~ Eu ropc:an c·mpi n·. lut·rc·;tsi ttl! f on:i.:n .. 
debt ohli~:~tions. diminisltiu~: ktrcl t·urrc·un· rc"SC.·rvt-s. · 
ami ddc:rioraliu~: c:conumic· {l<"rfonuaun:""will wurS<"II 
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these conditions. Moreover, Soviet policymakers will 
be confronted with the dilemma of weighing the 
increasing burden of economic subsidiz.ation of the 
East European economies against a politic::ll reluctancc.­
lo allow greater economic reform. 

114. Dramatic unanticiDated changes in the inter­
national environment could have a profound imDact 
on future Soviet policy options. A collapse of the Saudi 
monarchy, for example, could usher in an· ~nti-West­
em regime. precipitating the expalsion of the· United 
States and potentially dividing US interests in the 
Persian Gulf from those of Europe and Jat>an. l.ilce• 
wise, the outcome of Iran's revolution and the Iran­
Iraq war might also create significant opportunities or 
dangers from Moscow's perspective, raising the possi­
bility of a further Soviet military incursion into South­
west Asia or the Persian Gulf region. 

115. Despite uncertainties, the Soviets probably an­
ticipate that they will be able to take advantage of 
trends in international politics, particularly in the 
Third World, to create opportunities for the enhance­
ment of Moscow's geopolitical stature. The , likely 
persistence of regional rivalries, economic disorder, 

-

.. 

3nd the political undercurrents of anti-Americanism 
3re probably viewed by Moscow as developments that 
will pose continuing dilemm:u for US policy and. 
conversely, relatively low-risk opportunities for Soviet 
eltploitation of regional instabilities. Active Soviet ef­
forts to exploit such insUbilities are particularly likely 
in those ar~-such as southern Africa. the Middle 
East. and Central America-where US policy is closely 
identified with regionally isolated or ~:iCaJly unpop­
ular regimes. A related Soviet objective wUl be to 
r rust rate us diplomatic and political attempts to re­
solve regional disputes in the Third World. 

116. As the Soviet leadership moves ,further into a 
period of political succession., Soviet policies will be­
come less predictable. The potential confluence of 
greater Soviet military power, increased regional insta­
bilities. more assertive us policies, and..the potential 
for expanded US military capabilities in the late 1980s 
could make a successor Soviet leadership increasingly 
willing to exploit current opportunities in what it 
perceives as low-cost. low-risk areu. This attitude. in 
turn., could increase the possibilities of, miscalculation 
and unpremeditated US-Soviet confrontations, most 
likely in the Third World. 
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Table 1 

$oYiet Military Technicians in Selected Third World Countries. 1981 

TotaJ 16,180 

N 0<1& Africa ' ~.000 La cia A aocric.a · 16S 

Altcria 2,000 Niancua 65 
' Libya 2,000 Peru 100 

Sai.-Sala.ot'UI Africa ~.S3S Middk East 5.~15 

An cola 1.200 Ina 200 

Bali a so Iraq soo 
Bocswana s Jorcfaa 25 

Barndi 45 North Yemen 700 

Cape: Vc:rdc 40 Soutla Y cmca 1,000 

Con co -120 Syria 3,000 

Equatorial Guinea 3S 

Ethiopia 1,700 Soacb Asia l.ISS 

Guinea so Afchanisun 2,000• 

Guinea Bissaa so Bancladcsb s 
Madacasc:ar 330 India ISO 

Mali ISO 
... : · .. ~f ;· •. Mou.mbiquc soo 

· ·' .Nicc:N 35 

Seychelles s 
Tanu.nia 140 

Zambia so 
• E.J.cludcs uoops in iatqral units. 

This table is SeCret Nofora Noconuact Orcon. 

( 

. ._...-.;-... , •:-...,.· .·.... - -



Table 2 Million US S 

Soviet Arms Sales to Third World Countr~ ...... , . 

·. 
Recipient 1955·11 1972 1973 1974 197.5 1976 1977 1978 1979 19110 1981 Total 

--.. 
Tout 8,615 1,678 2,8119 5,733 3,206 6,101 9,335 2,512 8,359 13,917 6,059 68,414 

North AfrlJ H9 30 6 2,315 5H .. 4,650 768 .. u.ooo .. 19.762 
Alteria .- 34.5 .. .. .. .soo .. 800 300 .. 3,000 .. 4,945 
Libya 91 30 4 2,300 .. .. 3.8~0 4611 .. 1,000 . . 14,743 
Morocco ll 2 2S H 

. 
74 .. .. .. NA .. .. .. 

Sub-Sa bar an Africa 304 4 61 345 211 885 1,537 1,011 548 266 1,911 1,095 0 
An cola .3.51 38 26 33 .13 157 618 m .. .. .. .. . . 0 
Benin r- .. .. .. .. . . II 13 .. .S. .. tfA 29 £: 
Botswana .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. 7 .. 7 ({) 

VI Burundi NEOL tf!OL .s IS HIOL IS 38 
({) .. .. .. .. .. , 

-N Cameroon NI!OL NI:CL .. .. .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . . m 
-t Ca~ Verde .. .. .. .. .. l .. .s.s NA 1 .. 65 0 

Central African Republic 2 .. .. I .s .. .. .. .. .. .. 8 )> 
c: 

Chad 2 s ... 
7 -.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. =r 

Coneo · . 14 23 so l 12 102 0 .. .. .. .. . .. .. "" 
Equatorial Oulnca 2 .. .. 7 .. .. 10 .. 6 .. .. 25 ~-

Etblopla 2 4 .. .. 250 1,100 750 126 1,700 31932 z .. . . . z 
Oambla .. .. .. HIOL NIOL .. .. . . .. .. .. "ICL 0 
Obana 10 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 10 (.0 

.b. 
Oulnea 26 .. . ·. 30 .. . . 3 NI:OL II 3 27 .. 170 w 

0 
Ouinea Bissau .. .. .. I .. 21 .. .. II .. 9 41 Ol 

.b. 
Ken~a . .. .. .. tfi!OL . . .. .. .. .. .. .. NECL 
Madauicar .. .. .. .. I 3 .s 16 ll 12 .. 110 
Mali I .. I 34 s 2 61 .. 14 s 30 160 
Mozambique .. .. .. .. 24 110 4i .. 141 .. .. 316 
Nircria I 26 .. .. , .. NI:OL N!£!L .. lOS 2 .. 108 
Sao Tome Principe .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. l .. . . l 

Scycbclles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. s I .. I 1 

Sierra Leone HI!OL .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2 .. l 

Somalia 106 .. .. 100 ISl 43 .. .. .. .. .. 402 
Sudan 93 .. .. .. J .. 4 .. .. .. .. 100 



Tanz.ania f .. .. n .. .. 192 .. 10 54 .. 340 

Uranda 12 .. lO )5 .. 27 40 .. I'# A .. "" J44 

Zambia I .. ·: .. .. 10 6 2 lO 192 10 251 .. . . 
..... . ... 

E.a.st Asia 890 
, .... .. .. HtCL .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 890 

Burma N!OL .. NIOL . HECL .. . .. .. .. . . .. .. .. . . 
Indonesia 871 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 878 

•, Kameuchea 12 .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ll 
•. 

Europt 

' 
.. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. lS .. .. u 

Sea in .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 21 .. . . l8 ... 
I 

Latfo Amerfc.a .. .. 200 3 70 337 251 .. 200 135 103 1,299 

Colombia .. .. . . .. .. . . I 

Grenada 
Nicara2ua .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. 102 102 0 
Peru .. .. 200 l 70 ))7 250 .. 200 135 1,195 m .. 0 

Middle Eul 5,062 1,449 1,410 3,047 1,191 4,601 1,111 326 6,241 )6 3,507 30,094 £: 
(II (j) -

~ 
Cyprus 18 .. .. .. .. .. . . .. . . .. .. 18 (j) 

Eeypt 2,645 563 900 .. .. .. . . 13 7 IJ NfOL 4,141 , 
... 

Or ecce I m .. .. .. . . . . .. .. .. .. .. I 0 
Iran 504 72 .. 126 .. ~44 . 474 .. . . PfA 224 1,944 )> 

IraQ 1,004 )40 l09 1,598 )2 4,04) IH 41 ,. 2.297 II sa 9,887 c -=r 
Jordan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . 225 .. 125 0 -. 
Kuwait . . . . .. .. .. . . Sl .. . . . . .. 51 ~· 

Lebanon I 2 . . .. HEOL .. .. . . .. . . .. H!OL 12 z 
North Yemen 78 .. 6 .. 30 . . I ll 767 2 .. 897 z 
South Yemen 27 50 100 100 6 100 250 514 10 1,157 

0 .. l'fA (.0 

Syria 767 423 . 1,105 1,323 1.030 9 1.43 I 9 2,657 .. l.OOO 11,754 .b w 
Turkey 6 I .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. 7 0 .. Ul 

.b 

S<lutb Asia 1,910 195 201 ll 1,188 177 686 417 1,341 2,480 537 9.2~6 

Mghanistan 455 .. 44 .. lSI 9 25 303 1,091 37) 230 2,718 

Ban&ladesh . . 50 .. .. . . HECL 10 .. . . .. 7 67 

1 India 1,431 1141 m .. 1.007 261 649 9l 24) 2,107 lOO 6,398 
Maldives NECL . . . . .. . . .. . . .. .. .. . . NtCL 

Nepal NECL I HEOL 

Pakistan 22 4 .. 1 .. .. I 19 .. .. . . 48 
Sri Lanu l .. .. 11 .. .. . . .. .. .. .. ll 

This 1a~le is Secret Nor~rn Nocontract. 
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PREFACE 

This Estimate analyzes· those asc>eets of Soviet foreign and security 
policy that have significant cOnseQuences for US national security. As 
~ch. it is not intended as a comprehensive review of Soviet global 
involvement and regional policies. Rather, it seeks to explore the 
perceptions and likely assessments of the Soviet leadership with respect 
to Soviet-American interaction both in specific regions and in the 
bilateral realm. It also describes the means and instrumentalities by v · 

which Moscow has sought to implement its ·policies. 

A specific purpose of the Estimate is to integrate recent work done 
within the Intelligence Community in an effort to develop a more 
comprehensive assessment of Soviet policies over the next three to five 
years. In particular, it offers judgments oat the implications for Soviet 
policy . options of the impending Soviet political succession, the conse­
quences of declining economic performance, and the impact of increas-

ingly heavy defense expenditures. 

.. ·· 

__...,. • . .... 
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KEY JUDGMENTS 

The Soviet challenge-to US security interests is rooted in Moscow's 
conception of its relationship with the United States as fundamentally 
adversary. This concept. based on ideological antagonism and geopoliti­
cal rivalry, governS Soviet behavior and also shapes Soviet perceptions of 
US policies toward Moscow. Its most dramatic manifestation is growing 
Soviet military power and capab~lities which form the cutting edge of 
Moscow's persistent efforts to extend its global presence and influence at 
the expense of the United States and the West. ' 

Although Soviet leaders regard military power as the USSR's 
principal currency as an international actor, they also view the East­
West relationship as a more encompassing struggle involving political, 
economic, social, and ideological factors-a totality which the Soviets 
characterize as .. the correlation of forces.'' Soviet leaders profess 
confidence that this correlation is .. changing in favor of sociali$m" and 
Soviet policy, in tum. has sought to further this transition through the 
exploitation of a variety of means including military and economic aid, 
the use of proxies, covert activities, and the political alignment of the 
USSR with regimes or revolutionary movements opposed to US policies. 

The Soviets believe that they enjoy some strategic advantages over 
the United States and view their current overall position as supporting 

< --~ r · . the . conduct of an assertive foreign policy and the expansion of Soviet 
· itifluence abroad. However, they do not believe that they currently 
enjoy decisive strategic advantages over the United States and do not­
wish a major confrontation. They have an abiding respect for US 
military capabilities and are· confronted themselves with the dilemmas 
of declining . economic performance and the increasing burden of 
defense spending for the economy as a whole. They are unlikely to 
initiate military hostilities in an area of crucial importance to the 
United States like the Persian Gulf. However, they will seize opportuni­
ties offered by instability in the -Third World to enhance their 
geopolitical-i.AU.u.ence and also to divert US attention from areas of 
direct US-Soviet interaction, ~ven in situations where the USSR has little 
prospect of making significant gains for itself. Moreover, they may 
increasingly expect that the burden of avoiding potential confrontation, 
particularly in areas contiguous to the USSR, should shift to the United 
States. The Soviets' perception of their own opportunitieS is reinforced 
by a sense of US frustrations and geopolitical vulnerabilities, partie--
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.j ularly in the Third World. where US regional equities appear to 
Moscow to be increasingly threatened iw DOlitical radicalism and 
economic nationalism. 

The advent of a new US administration, openly critical of the 
premises of detente and avowedly intent on increasing US military 
might, has not changed this basic perception but has raised Soviet 
concerns about a reinvigor:ated US effort to counteract Soviet expansion­
ism and exploit underlying Soviet economic and geopolitical vulnerabil­
ities. However, the Soviets view Washington's ability to heighten the 
ecanomic and military costs. of the East-West competition to Moscow as 
subject to competing US domestic economic priorities and to reluctance 
on the part of US allies to incur the costs of increased defense 
expenditures, deferred economic opDQrtunities, or increased tensions 
with Moscow. West European unease over a perceived lack of US 
CGmmitment to arms control and us ~llies' resistance toward US-\ 
restrictive DOlicies on East-West economic relations are viewed by the 
Soviets as presenting opDQrtunities to provoke divisions between the 
United States and its principal allies. 

In their current efforts to exploit these perceived divisions, the 
Soviets have been especially active in the clandestine realm. They have 
been engaged in a range of .. active measures.'' including the dis­
semination of forged documents intended to embarrass the United 
States and the covert financing of activities by some elements of the 
.. peace movemenC in Western Europe-particularly those groups 
either closely associated with indigenous Communist parties or anti;. 
American in orientation. 

The balance of strategic intercontinental nuclear forces is a critical 
index for Moscow's assessment of relative militm power between the 

··. ·.,.:·' .' 
·· ·· · un·ited States and the USSR. The Soviets believe that in the present US-

Soviet strategic relationship each side possesses sufficient capabilities to_ 
devastate the · other after absorbing an attack. Soviet leaders state that 
nuclear war with the United States would be a catastrophe that must be 
a voided if possible and that they do not regard such a conflict as 
inevitable. Nevertheless, they regard nuclear war as a continuing 
possibility and have not accepted mutual vulnerability as a desirable or 
permanent basis for the US-Soviet stra~egic relationship. Although 
willing to negotiate restraints on force imi>rovements and deployments 
when it s.gyes their interests, they prefer possession of superior 
capabilities to fight and wid" a nuclear war with the United States, and 
have been working to improve their chances of prevailing should such a 
conflict occur. A tenet in their strategic thinking appears to be that the 

2/ 
S~T 



/ 

DECLASSIFIED Authority NND 
943054 

better prepared the USSH is to fight in various contingencies. the more 
likely it is that potential enemies will be deterred from initiating attacks 
on the Soviet Union and its allies, and will be hesitant to counter Soviet 
political and military actions. ·. 

The sustained ex~nsion and modernization of Soviet general 
purpose forces-b9th conve~tional and theater nuclear-highlight the 
broader as~>ects of Moscow·s··military challenge to the United States and 
its allies. The persistent. Soviet effort to upgrade these forces demon­
strates Moscow's intention of dominating the regional military balances 
in Central Europe and along the Sino-Soviet frontier. Moreover, 
Mosc..ow's military salient in Afghanistan and the Soviet military 
presence in Ethiopia and South Yemen underscore the ~ulnerability o.f_ 
pro-Western Arab regimes to potential Soviet military action and the 
implicit threat to Western oil supplies. 

In many respects, the Third World is seen by Moscow as the 
Achilles heel of the West, where the radicalization of postcolonial elites 
and the anti-US orientation of many ··nonaligned'" states have created 
tempting opportunities for the USSR to insinuate itself through offers of 
military and technical assistance. The USSR has developed only limited 
forces for operations beyond the Eurasian periphery, but modest 
improvements in Soviet airlift and amphibious capabilities enhance 
Soviet options for dealing with Third World contingencies in the future. 
In addition, the Soviets have been willing on occasion to use naval 
deployments to signify their political support for client~ and friendly 
regimes, or to demonstrate Soviet interest in a regional conflict. The 

·>.::r<: .· Sovie·t·s also hope to capitalize on opportunities to gain access to facilities 
for naval aircraft and ships. 

Moscow·s presence in the Third World is furthered by means or 
arms sales and military advisers. Arms sales do not necessarily translate 
directly into political leverage but they are a keystone of Soviet entree 
into the Third World and an important source of hard currency income 
to Moscow. The _apparatus for administering arms sales and military 
training programs is highly centralized and, by drawing on existing 
large stockpiles, the Soviets possess an impressive capability to respond_ 
rapidly to the needs of clients or friendly regimes. 

-~··- -. ~ -

Another significant treno in Soviet Third World involvement is the 
continuing use of Cuban and East European proxies and other interme­
diaries together with covert Soviet involvement in supporting insurgent 
groups ;md the military adventures of client or den<>ndent regimes. For 
the Sovids, tltc proxy relationshin minimi:£es the level of direct Sqviet 
involvement whil<> achieving Soviet aims and nroiccting the idcolo~ical-
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i image of "socialist solidarity" with the recipient regimes. Covert Soviet 
military support for clients allows Moscow the defense of "plausible 
denial"· of Soviet involvement, as in Moscow's support for Cuban 
activities in Central America. Along with these efforts the Soviets also 
are involved with allied or friendly governments or entities-notably 
Libya, certain Palestinian -grouDS. South Yemen, Syria, and Cuba­
which in turn directly or indirectly 'aid the subversive or terrorist 
activities of a b~oad specfrum of violent revolutionaries. 

Increasing fo-reign debt obligations and hard currency shortages 
could affect the level of Moscow's .commitment to client regimes in the 
Third World. Even under present conC:litions, the hard currency crunch 
probably will make the Soviets reluctant to Drovide other clients with 
economic aid as extensive as that Drovided to Cuba or Vietnam. Soviet 
military assistahce, however, probably will:.not be seriously affected and_ 
arms sales are unlikely to be affected. The ~et result is that Moscow will 
be more dependent on military aid as an entree of influence ·in the 
Third World. 

The Soviets, nevertheless, re<»6Ilize that even in areas where they 
have substantial political or military investments, they remain vulnera­
ble to US and Western economic and dit>lomatic leverage, and that 
their ability to project military DQwer into the Third World-with the 
important exception of the immediate DCriDhery of the USSR-remains 
inferior to that of the United States. They have suffered dramatic 
failures in the past-as in their ext>ulsion from Egypt in 1972-and they 
view current US initiatives, such as the attempt to br~~er political 
settlements in southern Africa and the . Middle East, as threatening to 
erode Soviet influence. Regional hostilities, moreover, often present the 

·· ·-r('. Soviets . with difficult policy choices. 

Over the next three to five years, Soviet policies will be motivated­
by a desire to build upon the Soviet Union's status as a global 
superpower. Soviet policies, however, will also be determined by 
leadership anxieties about an uncertain-and potentially more hostile­
international environment, the consequences of an ongoing political 
succession, and declining economic growth. The Soviets view as a 
serious problem the prospect of a mutual arms buildup with the United 
States which threatens to tax Soviet economic. resources during a period .. 
of domestici'folitical uncertainty. On the other hand, the heightened 
military challenge that the United States poses to the USSR, specifically 
in terms of strategic nuclear Drograms Dlanned for the latter half of the 
1980s, is an ominous development from the Soviet perspective. But, in 
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Moscow's assessment, US plans could be curtailed as a result of domestic 
political and international factors affecting US policymakers. 

It is doubtful, however, that Soviet leaders perceive a ''window of 
opDQrtunity'' stemming from an. overweenin'g confidence in present 
Soviet nuclear forces relati~e to future prvspects. From the perst)eetive 
of the Soviet leade~hip, there will remain imDQrtant deterrents to major 
military actions that directly' threaten vital US national interests. These 
include the dangers of a direct conflict with the United States that could 
escalate to global proDQrtions, doubts about the reliability of some of 
their East European allies, and an awareness of the greater Western 
capacity to support an expanded defense effort. These concerns do not 
preclude action abroad, but they act as conttraints on military ~ctions in_ 
which the risk of a direct US-Soviet confrontation is clear. 

Strategic nuclear arms negotiations are likely to remain a central 
Soviet priority even in a post-Brezhnev regime. Moscow will continue to 
see the strategic nuclear arms control process is a means of restraining 
US military programs, moderating US political attitudes, and reducing 
the possibility of a US technological breakthrouch that might jeopardize 
Moscow's strategic nuclear.status. But any US decision to go beyond the 
putative SALT restrictions would induce a similar move by the Soviets. 
Some Soviet options, however, are reversible-such as an eventual 
failure to dismantle older missile submarines and land-based missiles as 
new ones are deployed. The Soviets might therefore undertake such 
measures either as a means to pressure the United States to refrain from 

.. -.. :'. certain \veapons deployments or to induce Washington to resume the 
·.·•· . ··strategic arms dialogue within the general framework of previous 

strategic arms agreements.-

Oespite declining economic growth, we have seen no evidence of a 
reduction in Soviet defense spending. Indeed, on the basiS of observed 
military activity-the number of weapan systems in production, weap­
on development programs, and trends in capital expansion in the 
defense industries-we expect that Soviet defense spending will con­
tinue to grow at about its historical rate of 4 percent a year at leas~. 
through 1985. Such continued growth in defense spending could well 
lead to decUn~- in living standards. Per capita consumption probably 
would continue to grow marginally for the next few years, but by mid­
decade would almost certainly be in decline. 

Although absolute cuts in defense spending are highly unlikely, 
declining economic growth will further intensify competition for 
resources, compelling Soviet leaders to weigh the effect of constant-

.· 
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I increases in defense spending on the overall development of the 
economy. 

The Soviets believe that, without strong West European support, 
the United States would have little leverage . to affect future Soviet 
economic choices . . Although the Soviets would prefer to expand trade 
with the United States, particula~ly to achieve access to US credits and 
technology, they assess u~ attitudes tcward such expansion as embody­
ing unacceptable political linkages. Past experience undoubtedly has 
contributed to tniS assessment. and expanded trade with Western 
Europe · is probably seen by M~w as an acceptable substitute. The 
Soviets are likely to look increasingly to Western Europe and Japan as 
sources of trade and technology, dependent upon the willingness of 
Western bankers and governments to extend long-term credits to 
Moscow. In addition, the Sovi~ts view security and trade divergences_ 
between the United States and other· NATO members as major 
opportunities to undermine NATO's cohesion as a military alliance and 
to negate the possibility that the United States might involve its NATO 
allies in support of a more extended Western defense role beyond 
Europe. 

The specific foreign policy options of a successor leadership will be 
conditioned not only by the level of East-West tensions but by the 
prevailing consensus within the new leadership. Fairly radical policy 
adjustments cannot be excluded as new leaders review existing policies. 
A new leadership, for instance. may attempt ''breakthrough·· policies 
toward Western Europe or China. designed primarily to undercut the 
US geopolitical posture. Moscow's principal assets in these instances 
would be the unique ability to offer greater intercourse between East 

; ,,.r', · and West Germany in Europe and, with China, to offer significant 
'~ncessions on contentious military and border issues. 

On the negative side. Moscow is probably concerned about the­
potential for renewed social and political turbulence in Eastern Europe. 
The economic conditions that engendered the political crisis in Poland 
in 1980 ani · present to varying but significant degrees in the other 
Warsaw Pact states. Increasing foceign debt obligations, diminishing 
hard currency reserves, and deteriorat~ng economic performance 
throughout Eastern ·Europe will worsen these conditions. Soviet policy­
makers as a consequence will be confronted with the dilemma of 
weighing the .. incr~ing bttrden of economic subsidization of the East 
European economies against a political reluctance to accept greater 
economic reform. The result could be a recurring pattern of Soviet 
repress~on and intervention. 
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The Soviets are probably also pessimistic about the prospects for a 
significant moderation of US-Soviet tensions over the next several years. 
particularly in light of planned US weapons programs and the likeli­
hood of a prolonged redefin~tion of the terms of .. the strategic arms 
dialogue. But, even in the event or"an improved climate of US-Soviet re­
lations, the fundamentally . antagonistic nature of US-Soviet interaction 
will persist because of conflicting political and international goals. 
Limited accommodations in the areas of arms control or other bilateral 
issues are possible, but a more encompassing accord on bilateral 
relations or geopolitical behavior is precluded by fundamentally diver­
gent attitudes toward what constitutes desirable political or social 
chan~e in the inlernational order. Moreo~er, factors that go beyond 
tangible or measurable indexes-such as ioeologicll conviction and a -
lingering sense of insecurity and of hostile encirclement-as well as a 
contrasting cOnfidence and sense of achievement in the USSR"s emer­
gence as global superpower, collectively will tend to reinforce Moscow's 
commitment to sustain the global tlimensions of Soviet policy. 

Despite uncertainties, the Soviets probably anticipate that they will 
be able to take advantage of trends in international politics, particularly 
in the Third World, to create opportunities for the enhancement of 
Moscow's geopolitical statu.re. The persistence of regional rivalries, eco­
nomic disorder. and the political undercurrents of anti-Americanism are 
viewed by Moscow as developments that will pose continuing dilemmas 
for US policy and, conversely, relatively low-risk opportuni~ies for Soviet 
exploitation of regional instabilities. Active Soviet efforts to exploit such 

. . instabilities are particularly likely in those areas-such as southern Africa, 
.:- ..:.:t

1
>the ·Middle East, and~ Central America-where US policy is closely 
identified with regionally isolated or politically unpopular regimes. A 
basic Soviet objective, consequently, will be to frustrate US diplomatic­
and political attempts to resolve regional disputes in the Third World. In 
Third World regimes that experience successful economic growth, howev­
er, the Soviets will be poorly equipped to offset the economic benefits to 
such regimes of closer association with the indu.strialized West. 

As the Soviet leadership moves further into a period of political 
succession, Soviet poli.cies will become less predictable. The potential·· 
confluence of..greater Soviet military power, increased reg!t.:~nal instabil­
ities, more assertive US poli~les, and the potential for expanded US 
military capabilities in the late 1980s· could make a successor Soviet 
leadership increasingly willing to exploit opportunities in what it 
perceives as low-cost. low-risk areas. This attitude, in turn~ could 
increase the possibilities of miscalculaliou aud unpremeditated US­
Soviet confrontations, most likely in the Third World. 

7 spr 
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DISCUSSION \ 

.. _ .. 

I. The Nature of US-Soviet Relations 

A. Current Trends' 

l. After several years of progressive deterioration. 
the US-Soviet relationship appears to have reached a 
new juncture. The decline in bilateral relations has its 
roots not only in a conflict of interests and policies but 
in a cot:flict of perceptions and assumptions. ~rom the 
US perspective, moreover, the critical clement in the 
changing fortunes of the relationship with Moscow has 
been the persistent effort by the Soviet Union to 
increase its global power and influence. This effort has 
been based largely on a sustained military buildup, 
su~plemented by the use of proxy forces in the Third 
World. It has involved attempts to enhance Soviet 
lnf!-Jence by arms sales and support for leftist revolu­
tionuv movements; diplomatic and clandestine efforts 
to discredit US regional policies; and the di~ect reli­
ance on military force to resolve political dilemmas 
closer to home, as demonstrated by Moscow's invasion 
o( Afghanistan and its complicity in the military 
crackdown in Poland. 

2.. The evolving pattern of Soviet policies suggests 
not only-.:rr\~reased SO~iet confidence in the overall 
global powe~ pcisition . of the USSR relative to the 
United States-a confidence expresSed in Soviet par­
lance as -the changing correlation of forces in favor of 
socialism"-but also a Soviet perception of continuing 
opportunities to exploit and to foster regional tensions 
and instabilities to the detriment of the United States. 
At the same time, Soviet international behavior re­
flects.. in part, Moscow's determination to resist and to 
counteract what it sees as a renascent US . effort to 
contain. i£ not to reverse, Soviet military and political 
gains of the past decade .. 

~-.... 
3. Moscow's emergence as a global superpow~r has 

been based principally on the persistent investment in 
and expansion of Soviet military forces. In the critical 
re3.lm of strategic nuclear forces. the Soviets nrob:~bly 

• This Estim;ll<: a=sscs Soviet policfcs over th<: ned thre<: tn (jv., 

y<:ars. 

now credit themselves with aggregate nuclear cat):lbil­
ities at least equal to those of the United States and, in 
some respects, such as the ability to threaten hardened 
land-based missile silos of the other side, with superior­
ity. Soviet theater nuclear forces also have been 
improved significantly-highlighted by the deploy­
ment o£ the MIRVed SS-20 and the Backfire bomber. 
Coupled with the expansion of Sqviet intercontinental 
forces.~· the Soviets have thw ae<:entuated regional 
theater nuclear asymmetries opposite China and West­
ern Europe. The Soviets In turn have sought to exploit 
resurgent West European concerns about a -decou­
pling- of the US strategic nuclear deterrent from the 
defense of Western Europe. 

4.. In the conventional realm, too, the Soviets have 
significantly upgradd their forces and equipment 
opposite NATO and China and, as a consequence of 
their invasion of Afghanistan, have raised a new threat 
to the security of US and Western interests in the 
Persian Cut£ and Southwest Asia. In addition, the 
Soviets have continued to modernize their naval and 
airborne forces. and have ·extended the reach of their 
general purpose forces. 

5. The momentum of Moscow's military effort and 
its extended involvement in the Third World have also 
been accompanied, for most of the past decade, by a 
perception of the United States as constrained from 
direct military intervention in the Third World not 
only by the trauma of Vietnam but by an inability to 
reach a domestic political consensus on foreign policy 
in general and East-West rebtions in particular. In­
deed, the Third World his been seen by Moscow as 
the Achilles heel of the West. where political and 
economic instability seemed endemic a~d where the 
radicalization of t'ostcolonial elites and the emergence 
of "national liberation .. movements have created 
tempting opportunities for the USSR to insinuate ~tselr 
through offers of military :~nd technical :~id. 

6. The Soviets believe th:lt they enjoy some str:~tegic 
advantages over the United States :~nd view their 
current overall position as supporting the conduct of · · 
an assertive foreign policy and the cxp:~n.slon of Soviet 

~T 



influence ,:~broad. However, they do not believe that 
they currently enjoy decisive strategic advantages over 
the United States and do not wish a major confronta- · 
lion. They have an abiding rese>ect for US miiitary 
capabilities and are confronted themselves with the 
cliJemmas of declining economic performance and the 
Increasing burden of defense spending for the econo­
my as a whole. They are unlikely to initiate militarY 
hostilities in an area of crucial imoortance to the 
United States like the Persian Gulf. However, they will 
seiz.e opportunities offered by inst;bility in the. Third 
World to enhance their geopolitical inOuence and also. 
to divert US attention from areas of direct US-Soviet · 
interaction, even in situations where the USSR has 
little prospect of making significant gains for itself. 
Moreover, they may increasingly expect that the 
burden of' avoiding potential confrontation, parti- ' 
cularly in areas contiguous to the USSR, should shift to 
the United States. The Soviets' percee>tion of their own 
opportunities is reinforced by a sense of US frustra­
tions and geoDOiitical vulnerabilities, particularly in 
the Third World. where US regional equities ae>e>ear to 
Moscow to be increasingly threatened by DOiitical 
radicalism and economic nationalism. 

1. Since early in the Carter administration, Soviet 
analysts have been increasingly preoccu'?ied with 
what they saw as growing divisions within the US 
administration and the US body politic at large over 
the conduct of DOiicy toward the USSR. The failure of 
the Vienna summit in 1979 to lead to a reversal of 
what Moscow saw as the more ominous trends in US 
policy--exeme>lified by what it regarded as a fabri­
cated coouontation over the Soviet brigade in Cuba­
led th~ ·:.Sci~·iets- ·to .~nclude that the ''antidetente'' 
forces had achieved dominance in. US policy circles.. 
Thus, the stagnation of SALT II, the evolving US­
Chinese rapprochement. US attempts to reinvigorate 
NATO, and Washington's efforts to enhance its mili­
tary and DOlitical presence in the Persian Gulf and 
elsewhere, have all been see~ by Moscow as part of a 
more DrC'lound shift in US DOiicy aimed at countering 
Soviet influence and power. The advent of a new US 
administration, openly critical of the premises of 
detente and avowedly intent on increaSing US military 
mighi, has further heightened Soviet concerns about 

~ ~ . .- . 
the DQtential conseQuences of increased. us~Soviet 
tensions.. 

8. Soviet military expenditures over the last two 
decades demonstrate remarkable upw·ard momentum. 

.. 
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The Soviets have many weaoon programs in develop­
ment that were conceived and planned independently 
of US weaoon decisions to supDQrt their overall objec­
tives.. Nevertheless, the Soviets do resoond to and 
attempt to counter specific US weapon development 
e>rograms, often well in advance o£ the realization of 
those programs.. The magnitude of US efforts to 

·reverse the trend in altering the military diD\ension of 
the US-Soviet relationship, however, is still a critical 
variable from the Soviet perspective. The extent to 
which e>lanned US programs are actually implemented 
will be an important factor for Moscow in detennining 
its own future moves. 

9. In conjunction with US plans to deploy a new 
generation of nuclear missiles in Western Europe­
some:.of which will be capable of strilcing_deep into the 
EuroDe.an USSR with a minimum of warning time­
US strategic weapons develoe>ments are seen as at­
teme>ts to create a credible US .. first strike" threat 
against Soviet military targets. Moreover, new US 
strategic programs-the MX. the Trident/0-..S SLBM, 
and air- and sea-launched cruise missiles-ar~ seen by 
the Soviets not only as atteme>ts to exploit existing 
Soviet deficiencies in low-level air defense and anti­
submarine warfare but as develoe>ments that might 
offset what Moscow regards as those elements of the 
strategic eQuation favoring the USSR. The United 
States is also seen as moving to enhance the clobal 
mobility and flexibility of its general purpose forces­
a development which the Chief of the Soviet General 
Staf( Marshal Ogarkov, has labeled as evidence of a 
US intention to achieve a global conventional war 
capability, based on an ability to control"geograe>hical 
escalation" of any future conflict with the USSR. Such 
Soviet statements, notwithstanding theis:..self-evident 
propaganda intent. highlight Soviet concerns about the 
direction of US military programs, and the corre­
sponding perception that US military options will be 
enhanced during the mid-to-late 1980s. 

10. Moscow's concerns about what it perceives as a 
more assertive trend in US policy are accentuated by a 
sense· of i$-S own vulnerabilities, stemming both from 
the com(?eting priorities of Soviet foreign policy and 
from the increasing economic costs of Moscow's 
empire: 

-Continuing resistance to the Soviet occupation of 
Afghanistan, together with a general pattern of 
regional instability throughout Southwest Asia, 



h:u ki&htened historical concerns in the ussn 
about the stability of its southern frontiers­
while . tying down a force of approJtimately 
100,000 Soviet troops waging a slow but -steady 
war of attrition in defense of the Soviet-installed ·. 
regime in Kabul. .... 

- ~ crisis in Poland and the increased depend­
ence of the East European regimes on trade and 
credits from the West have once again highlight­
ed for Moscow the specter of political ferment 
and ideological revisionism throughout Eastern 

Eurot>e-

-In addition. conUnuing Sino-Soviet animosity, 
which has resulted in the deployment of roughly 
hall a million Soviet troops along the frontier, has 
reinforced Moscow's sense of encirclement by 
hostile forces. 

11. 11-.e Soviets· also recognize that even in areas 
wber~ they have sub!tantial political and military 
investments their continued access is not guaranteed. 
l1le most dramatic example of a Soviet failure in this 
recard was the upulsion of Soviet military advisers 
from Eat>t in 1972, due to Moscow"s inability or 
unwillingness to satisfy the broader political and eco­
nomic needs of its erstwhile ally. Similarly, the Soviets 
see current US efforts to broker a peace settlement in 
the Middle .East and to achieve a negotiated settlement 
in Namibia as potentially leading to the erosion of 
Soviet influence in both o£ these areas. 

. -. .:1:-:·: . . . -
12. ~{oscow's eConomic outlook is a further compli-

cating {.actor for Soviet leaders, and a particular reason 
for concern about a reinvigorated US arms effort. 
From tk accession to power o£ the current leadership 
in the mid-1960s until the mid-1970s, the Soviet 
economy achieved relatively high rates of growth, 
averaging almost 4 percent a ~ear .in spite of perennial 
problems in agriculture, and resulting in a significantly 
increased but still relatively low stand:ud of living for 
the Soviet consumer. At the same time. de!fense spend­
ing was sustained at an average annual· growth rate of 
about 4 percent, consuming a..Swidy constant 12 I{> 13 
percent of Soviet GNP between 1971 and 1980. In 
effect, therefore, the regime was able "to achieve its 
goals of increasing the production of both guns and 
butter. During the btter half of the 1970s. however, 
industrial growth bet;:u1 to slow as labor ;111d c:J.pital 
productivity fell. This. coupled with tiU<"(' successive 
b:l(l harvests. h:ts restricted GNP f!;rowtl• tu 1<'5s than 2 

DECLASSIFIED Authority NND 
943054 

percent annually since 1979. Soviet cconum ic prob­
lems will continue to mount in the face of slowing 
growth of labor and aDital inputs. less accessible and 
hence mO{,e costly energy and raw material supplies. 
and potentU.l energy shortfalls. In the 1980s, slower · 
economic grc.w\!a will present the Soviet leadership 
with increasingly tough and politiotly painful choices 
in resource allocation and economic management 
Annual increments to GNP, furthermore, will be too 
small simultaneowly to meet mounting investment 
requirements, to maintain growth in defense spending 
at the rates of the past, and to raise the standard of 
living. 

13. \tae Soviets have been relying otf East-Wes'l 
trade and teeh~logY transfer to provide partial relief 
from the tightening squeeu that military programs 
place on economic resources. Legal and illegal acquisi­
tions of military-related technology have saved the 
Soviets time and resources in designing and producing 
new we:tpons and military support systems, and West­
em goods have eased the burden o£ defense spending 
by alleviating strains in the civilian economy. More­
over, through trade the Soviets have been obtaining 
goods and technology to enhance expansion of civilian 
economic output and thus give the economy more 
breathing room. 

14. While the Sovid need for Western goods and 
technology is rising, however, Moscow's hard currency 
earnings are likely to decline: 

-Not only will the volume of oil exports gradually 
fall, but soft oil markets ma}' well keep real oil 
prices from increasing for several years. 

-Cas exports will grow substantially if the pipeline 
to Western Europe is built. but will at best only 
offset decreases in oil export earnings. 

- Hard currency earnings from arms. sales are 
unlikely to increase much, because Third World 
clients will be less able to pay. 

-Earnings from gold sales arc aHected by £luctua­
tions in the world price. while many other 
exports suffer from production problems ur an 
inability to compete in W<-stcrn markets. 

15. nlc:ak prospects for h:trd currenq: carnin~ 

mean that any attempt to ad•in'<" :t suhstanti:1l in· 
crease in imports would quiddy push up h:trd <:urwn· ' 
cy debt. Usin~ cre<lit to 111:1intain tltt· •·urr<·nt lcvd of 



impor~ ,vbuld reQuire a doubling of th~ Soviet debt by 
1985. res'~lting in a doubling of the debt service ratio 
to 30 percent-a level which would cause concern in 
Western financial markets. The Soviets havt: histuri· 
ally been concerned about their debt service ratio 
and creditworthiness and they could ameliorate their 
credit crunch somewhat through ·gold sales, barter 
trade, or some diversion of oil exports fro~ Eastern 
Europe to Western markets.. 

B. Soviet Perceptions of US Vufnerobilities ·ond 
Weaknesses 

16. The Soviets nevertheless view Washington's 
• a.bility to raise the economic and military costs of the 

East-West comr;>etition for Moscow as being subject to 
competing US domestic economic priorities and. to 
reluctance on the part of US allies to incur the costs of 
Increased defense expenditures, deferred economic 
opportunities. or increased tensions with Moscow. 
Soviet press commentary has focused heavily on the 
-peace movement'' in Western Europe (which has 
been encouraged by the Soviet Union both or;>enly and 
covertly) and more recently on the nuclear freeze 
movement in the United States itself. professing to see 
these phenomena as increasing the pressures on Wash­
ington to resume the strategic arms dialogue and to 
restrain planned weapons programs.• In addition, some 
Soviet analysts have argued privately that economic 
and politial problems will force a curtailment of the 
more threatening dimensions of the US arms effort. 

17. Growing unease within Western Europe over 
the perceived lack of US commitment to arms control 
and US:Jijies' n;:sistahce toward US restrictive policies 
on ~t-we:st·,.economic relations are viewed by the 
Soviets as presenting opportunities to provoke divisions 
between the United States and its principal allies. In 
particular, the failure thus far of US efforts to dissuade 
its West European allies from particiDation in the 
Yamal gas pipeline project, has encouraged the Soviets 
in their assumption that, notwithstanding the salience 
of the INF question in Soviet-West European rela­
tions, US-WeSt European differences an be exploited 
to Soviet advantage. In like manner, the pipeline deal 
h~s probably encouraged Soviet hopes that US eco­
nomic sanctions will remalnla·rgely ineffectiv¢so long 

• For details on Soviet efforts to manipulate the peace movement 
in Western Europe see SNIE 2/20-82.. The Petlec Moocment in 
Western f.urapc. 25 May t982. pages 10 and II. 
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;\S Western Europe· and Japan remain available sources 
of Western technoi<>\!Y and imlu~trial~:()()(h. 

18. Whil<- auxious not to j\.-utMrdi7.~ the prospcds 
for either a resuscitation of a US-Sovid strat~ic arms 
agreement or £or a further erosion in US-West Euro­
l)Can relations, the Soviets have also sought to demon­
strate their ddc:rmination to continue to be recognized 

· :u a COCQu:al sur;>erpowcr by the United States, and to 
comr;>ete politically and militarily \Vith an :assertive 
United Statf'S. Top Soviet le:a.ders. including President 
Brezhnev and Defense Minister Ustinov, have pro­
claimed t~ the USSR will match any US military 
buildup. Such remarks. notwithstanding their propa­
ganda value, are meant as serious statements of Soviet 
intent Moreover, these statements have be<:ome in­
cr~ingly acrimonious-\Vith more explicit references 
to the opportunit¥ costs or increased def~nse spending 
for the Soviet economy as a whole. They suggest, in 
tum, that Moscow Is anxious about the decisions that it 
feels eomr;>elled to malce to counter projected US 
programs. 

19. Soviet attempts to improve the atmospherics of 
its relations with 13eijinc, highlighted by President 
Brezhnev's call in March 1982 for an end to a decade 
of hostility, is also_ part of Moscow's counterstrategy. 
Although the Soviets probably have little expectation 
of an immediate breakthrough in Sino-Soviet relations, 
their intention at this stage is to exacerbate US-Chinese 
frictions and to preempt what the Soviets regard as an 
effort by Washington to reinforce the US military 
presence in East and Northeast Asia. centered around 
Japanese rearmament and greater Sino-US military 
cooperation-a threat that Moscow has labeled the 
'"Washington-Beijing-Tokyo axis.·· 

20. [n many respects, however, the.Ihird World 
looms as the testing ground for Soviet efforts to blunt 
what Moscow sees as resurgent US global activism. The 
Soviets continue to support the expansionist ambitions 
of regimes such as Libya and Vietnam. and to arm and 
fund insurgent movements such as SWAPO and the 
Palestine Liberation Organization. The Soviets also 
have. sought to ingratiate themselves with the anti­
American regime in Iran, and the invasion of Afghani­
stan raises the possibility of further Soviet military 
action to secure regional advantages elsewhere in 
Southwest Asia. 

21. Another troublesome indication of the direction 
of Soviet policies is the pattern of Soviet activities in 

: 
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Central America. Here. the Soviets have deepened 
their DOiitial and military supDOrt for the self-styled 
Marxist regime in Niaragua. and are continuing to 
underwrite Cuban-supDOrted insurgents in E1 Salva­
dor. The Soviets have increased the levels or their 
military deliv~ries to Cuba itself. indudi~ the re-. 
newed shipment o£ advanced aircraft. wruch have 
raised questions about the Soviet intert>retati~_n.of the 
1962 us-Soviet understanding prohibiting the intro­
duction of certain types o£ offensive weat)Onry there. 
Furthermore. the Soviets apt)ear to have raised delib­
erately the specter of Soviet medium-range missile 
deployments to Cuba. in the form of President· Brezh­
nev·s pronouncement that the USSR wo~ld put the 
United States in an "analogous DOSition" i£ NATO 
proceeded to implement its plans to upgrade Its 
theater nuclear arsenal Although Brezhnev·s state­
ment was most probably intended more to stir up US 
anxieties than to signal Moscow·s intention o£ under­
taking such a move. it was nevertheless a deliberate 
escalation of verbal tensions between the superpowers. 

22. While many of these actions are. in essence. an 
extension of previous trends in Soviet t>Olicv. they also 
reflect Moscow·s determination to contest ·a·reinvigo­
rated US global strategy by exploiting what it per­
ceives as US regional vulnerabilities and. more impor­
tantly. by challenging US interests even in areas of 
direct US security concern. 

II. The~ N9ture of the Soviet Challenge 
·---~ · -· · . 

A. The s-~vief"Mititory Buildup 

23. · Moscow·s military buildup under Brezhnev has 
emphasized the enhancement of key elements of 
Soviet military DOwer-such as the expansion of Soviet 
ground forces and continued heavy emphasis on land­
based ICBMs. In addition. Soviet developments have 
included continued deployment of the Backfire bomb­
er ·and signi£iant improventent of Soviet intermedi­
ate-range nuclear systems, highlighted by the deploy­
ment of almost 350 MIRVed SS-20 mobile missiles. 
supplemented by the intr~tion of new ~eneratior.s 
of tactical ballistic missiles. Th~ Soviets have abh been 
engaged in a swtained effort to enhance the mobility. 
fireDQwer. and flexibility of their general purDOse 
forces for use in either nuclear or nonnuclear contin­
gencies in Europe and along the Sino-Soviet frontier. 
Further. these develoDments have somewhat. im· 
proved the Soviets· caDabilities for Droiecting their 
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military forces into more dist::tnt r~ions. This is 
~rticubrly evident in the expanded capabilities o£ the 
Soviet Navy and the incremental moderniz.ation of 
Soviet airlift and airborne forces.. Although the Soviets 
have not •develoDed forces SDCcifially for overseas 
operations. they are dearly inter~ed in dC\·eloping 
the capability to project forces on a modest scale into 
the Third World, both to deter US military action 
against Soviet proxies and clients. and to assure the 
favorable resolution of regional confli~ 

figure 1 
Soviet'Ship-Oays in Distant Waters. 
by Region, 1974-81 
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24. S!ra~egic Nu~lear Forcel.' The b.alance of 
stntegic nuclear forces is a critical index for Moscow's 
assessment of relative military power between the 
United States and the USSR. In i981 the USSR further 
improved the striking power and survivability of its 
strategic intercontinental and intermediate-range nu­
clear offensive ·forces, made progress in overcoming 
some of the we2knesses of its strategic defenses. anc:l 
lm..-" .,ed its supporting command. contro~ ~-nd com­

munications systems. 
- . 

25. The Soviets believe that in the prcleilt US-
Soviet strategic relationship e2ch side possesses strate­
cic: nucle2r capabilities that could devastate the other 
after absorbing an attack. Soviet leaders state that 
nude2r war with the United States would be a catas­
trophe that must be avoided if possible and that they 
do not regard such a conflict as inevitable. Neverthe­
less. they view nuclear war as a continuing possibility 
and have not accepted mutual vulnerability as a 
desirable or pemu.nent basis for the US-Soviet strate­
cic relationship. They have been willing to negotiate 
restraints on force improvements and deployments. 
when it serves their interests. They prefer possession of 
superior capabilities to fight and win a nuclear war 
with the United States. and have been working to 
improve their chances of prevailing should such a 
conflict occur. A tenet in their strategic thinking 
appears to be that the better prepared the USSR is to 
fight in various contingencies, the more likely it is that 
potential enemies will be deterred from initiating 
attacks on the Soviet Union and its allies and will be 
hesitant. to counter Soviet political and military 

j 

action.s. . : · ~i~.' . : 

26. The ~vi~ts have pursued a . vigorous weapon 
development program. They have: 

- Extensive research and development programs in 
advanced technologies such as directed energy 
weapons and nonaccoustical antisubmarine war­
fare techniques. 

-Several new or modified land~- ICBM pro-
grams. including a mobile syste in advanced 
stages of preflight developmen 

- A new strategic boml1er alS.l entering th4ilight. 
test stage. 

• Foe a ddliled discussion see NIE 11-3/8-81. Scoi~t C4P<JbilitCu 
fqr Strat~gfc Nucl~ar Om{lict. 1981·91. Volume II. 23 Macch 1982.. 
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- Produced :l new class of ballistic missile submJ ­
rine, the Typhoon, which will enhance the c::ID:l· 

bility and survivability of the Soviet se:~-based 

strategic force. 

- Been modernizing their existing antiballistic mis­
sile (ABM) system around Moscow since mid-

1979. 

Together with existinc options, such as increasing the 
number of warheads on heavv ICBMs. the Soviets 
probably beUeve that they are well positioned to 
compete stratecically with the United States in a non­
SALT environment. at least over the next three to live 
years. 

27. The Soviets nonetheless have hedged against the 
inherent uncertainties of the strategic arms comt>eti­
tion t6~ouih participation in an amu conTrol aialogue 
with the United States. They have remained within 
the Umits imposed by SALT I (ABM Treaty and 

.Interim Acreement) and most of the provisions of the 
unratified SALT II Treaty, hoping to induce similar 
restraint on the part of Washington. The Soviets have 
not increased their strategic delivery vehicles beyond 
the number extant when SALT II was signed, but 
neither have they reduced to the aggregate force levels 
called for in SALT IL Thev value the strategic arms 
dialogue because: 

- It is a forum for attempting to limit more 
threatening US systems while preserving areas of 
Soviet strategic ad~~tage. 

- It imposes a measure of stability and predict­
ability on an otherwise unregulated strategic 
arms competition. 

- It accords to the Soviet Union the symbolic 
stature and prestige of a coequal sut)erpower 
alone with the United States. 

-The very existence of the strategic arms dialogue 
is viewed as a contributing factor to an atmo­
sphere i.n the United States that is critical of new 
US strategic weapons programs and generally less 
SUPP!lrtive·of increased defense s~nding. 

In addition, the Soviets probably hope to use the 
bilateral dialogue on strategic arms to exploit diver­
gent security concerns of the United States and its 
principal allies. 

-~ srer 

.· 
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fi~;urt• 2 
New Soviet Stratc~:ic Bomber (Blackjack A} 

ac Ramenskoye Flight Test Center, USSR 
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28. Ceneral Purvose ForceJ. The sustained ex­
pansion :and .moderniz.ation of Soviet general purpose 
Forces...:.::.~tl~·eoriventional and theater nuclear-high­
light the broader aspects of Mosco,~oi"s military chal· 
lenge to the United States and its allies. In the 
conventional area, the Soviets have, since 1965, ex· . 
panded their already large ground and tactical air 
forces and introduced moder.n S\'Sterns, some of them 
equal to or superior to those of NATO. The Wars;J.w 
Pacfs military potential, however, is affected b}· its 
political cohesion. Pact Derformance on the field of 
battle would be heavily influenced by the attitudes 
and effectiveness of the non-Soviet armies, which have 
been assigned major roles m"'bcith combat and s~pport, 
yet are less modern than those o£ the USSR. More 
important, the solidarit\' and enthusiasm that they 
would exhibit in combat against NATO. under some 
scenarios, are problema.tic. 

29. The Soviets also maintain large forces opposite 
China. Since the late 1960s. the numlxr of ~round 
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force divisions along the Sino-Soviet border has dou-
bled and total ground force manpower has more than 
tripled to approximately 425,000 men. 

30. The persistent Soviet effort to upgnde general 
purpose forces demonstrates Moscow's intention of 
dominating the critical regional military balances in 
central Europe and along the Sino-Soviet frontier 
through a combination of Quantitative and qualitative 
fo~ce improvements. The effort to improve the overall 
command, control, and combat capabilities o£ Soviet 
forces also appears to be aimed at increasing Moscow's 
ability to exercise effective control over them in a 
potential con£lict with NATO escalating from conven­
tional to theater nuclear warfare. In addition, the 
Soviets have sought to develop a command structure 
that would allow them to conduc;:t multitheater o[)era· 
tions and to minimize the n~ for a drawdown of 
forces or a si~nificant degra<l:ation of logistic support in·· 
one thc:ttcr to support comL:at ooer .. tionsln another. 

: 
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figure 3' 
Typhoon Nucleu-Powered 
Ballistic Missile Submarine 
at Severodvinsk Shipyard, USSR 
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31. The breadth of Soviet general purpose force 
activities also testifies to the complexity of the geopo­
litical threat environment as seen from Moscow, which 
is acCentuated by historical Soviet concerns about a 
two-theater war in Europe and the Far East. These 
concerns in tum reflect a recognition that simulta­
neous operations against N~ TO and major operations 
against China would present formid~ble logistic prob­
lems, and th.at·transport~.~ems would be severe­
ly strained to sustain forces. in both thea.ted: Severe 
problems would also be encountered if the Soviets 
were engaged in simultaneous military operations in 
Europe and the Mid~le East. 

DECLASSIFIED Authority NND 
054 

B. FOC'ce Pro;e<tion, Proxies, and Military 
Activities in the Third World 

32. The USSR has develooed limited forces for 
military operations beyond the Eurasian oeriphery. 
The Soviets maintain a sizable permanent naval pres­
ence in the Mediterranean and the lndan Ocean, and 
regularlt deploy small naval groups to West African 

· waters a.nd the South Otina Sq. They~ have acces:s to 
air and naval facilities in aD of these areas. as weU as in 
Cuba. The only Soviet ground force unit outside of the 
Warsaw Pact. Mongolia., and Afghanistan is the Soviet 
brigade in Cuba. On the other hancL the Soviets have 
demonstrated an improved capability to transPOrt and 
sustain. in the absence of effective local opPOSition. 
proxy Intervention forces in Angola and Ethiopia. 
Similarly, the Sovie\S·have been wilUng on occasion to 
use ~val deployments to signify their ~tical supDQrt -
for clients and friendly regimes. or to demonstrate 
Soviet Interest ln a regional conflict. (See chart oo 
irends ln Soviet Out~f-Area Naval Deployments 
Since 197 4.. 1 The Soviets also hope to capitaliz.e uDQn 
OPDOrtunities to gaio acces:s to facilities for naval 
ai.rcraft and ships. 

33. The Soviets also realize direct military advan­
tages from their presence in the Third World. They 
maintain a large intelligence-gathering capability in 
Cuba directed against the United States. including a 
major SICINT facility and regular patrols by Soviet 
reconnaissance aircraft along the US coast. The Soviets 
also conduct regular a'~ reconnai!sance and naval 
patrols from host bases in South Yemen, Ethiopia. 
Vietnam. and Angola. Over the past two years, the 
Soviets have also made use of DOrt facilities in Aden 
and sh~re facilities at Ethiopia's Dahlak Island in the 
Red Sea t~ help sustain their naval presence in the 
Indian Ocean. 

34. Arms sales and associated training and advisory 
packages are a major instrument of Soviet policy in the 
Third World. (See appended table on ··Soviet Arms 
Sales t~ Third World Countries.·/ While such aid does 
not necessarily translate directly into political lever­
age, it .~ually is the keystone of .Soviet relations with . 
the LDCs and with revolutionary and insurgent gr<'·-·~ 
like SWAPO and the PLO. The apparatus for adminis­
tering these programs is highly centralized and in 
specific cases can be very responsive. Deliveries can be 
accelerated by drawing on stockpiles or even pulling 



/ 
Fi~ure 4 
Soviet Naval Support Facility 
al Oahlak Island, Ethiopia, 17 May 1981 
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arms from active Soviet units. Training and mainte­
nance are virtually always tied to arms sales, and 
currently there are more than 16,000 Soviet military 
advisers and technicians throughout the Third World. 
(See appended table on .. Soviet .Military Technicians 
in Sel~ted Third World Countries, 1981. ") 

35. Soviet arms deliveries to the Third World con· 
tinue a pattern that bega~ .. l973 when arms sales 
became an important source of hard currency ~or the 
Soviets. The post-1973 gains reCiect a larger volume of 
weapons sold and an SO-percent rise in ruble prices for 
military hardware. Aside from political considerations. 
Soviet weapons. even· at the higher prices now 
chaq;cd. have been accepted bccauS<.: Mose<Jw is will· 
ing ;111d aiJie to deliver quickly large qu:111lities of 
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modern military hardware. Despite Soviet interest in 
garnering hard currency from arms sales, Moscow 
remains willing, in cases where it perceives political 
advantage, to make maior concessions, such as ex· 
tended repayment periods and payment in soft cur· 
rency. This, combined with their apparent responsive­
ness, allows the Soviets to continue to depict arms 
transfers and training as manifestatio~s of solidarity 
with the Third World. 

36. Another trend in Soviet Third World involve· 
ment is the continuing use of proxies and other 
intermediaries. together with covert Soviet involve· 
mcnt in supporting insurgent groups and in aiding the 
military ventures. of client or depcndei1t regimes.·.­
While the Soviets and their allies arc ioinity involved 



figure 5. 
Soviet Merchant Ship Akademik Millionshchikov 
at Tripoli and the Tanks II Delivere-d 
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ln several Third World states. the proxy relationship 
applies most directly to joint ventures in Angola and 
Ethiopia. In both of these countries. the So'<iets supply 
most of the weapons. materiel, and logistic support for 
Cuban combat forces. The Soviets transported the 
Cuban intervention forces into Angola and Ethiopia. 
and Moscow itself maintains over 1,000 military advis­
~rs in each of these states. For the Soviets, the proxy 
relationship minimizes the level of direct Soviet in­
volveai~tti' while-achieving Soviet aims and projecting 
the image ~f -.:sociahst solidarity .. .with the recipient 
regimes. The Soviets have transshipped weapons to 
Nicaragua via Cuba and have also been involved in 
covert military support for revolutionary activities in 
Central America and elsewhere. A small contingent of 
Soviet military technicians . is also known to have 
serviced Libyan military equipment in Chad following 
the Libyan intervention in that country in late 1980. 
Along with these efforts, the Soviets are involved with 
allied or friendly govern~n-~ or entities-notably 
Libya. certain Palestinian groups, South Yemed;·Syria, 
and Cuba-that in turn directly or indirec.tly aid the 
subversive or terrorist activities of a broad spectrum of 
violent revolutionaries. 
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c_ "Active Measures" and Diplomacy 

37. There is a strong linkage between Soviet diplo­
matic activities and a broad range of pseudo-official 
and covert activities that the Soviets themselves refec 
to as .. active measures. .. Overall coordination of these 
measures is the responsibility of the International 
Department of the CPSU Central Committee. Soviet 
intelligence personnel are the principal executors of 
Soviet ''active measures:· although we believe that on 
occasion · other official and quasi-official representa­
tives abroad are i~volved in such activities. We cur­
rently estimate that approximately orie-third of Soviet 
diplomatic personnel abroad are staff officers of the 
Committee for State Security (KGB) or ·the Main 
Intelligence Directorate of the Soviet General Staff 
(GRU). 

38. "Active measures .. are in large part designed to 
complement Soviet diplomatic overtures and initia­
tives. The common thread that runs through all -ac­
tive mt-..:isures .. is 2. high degree of manipulation and 
misrepresentation. either to disguise Soviet involve­
ment or to conceal the real purpose behin-:1 an activity 
in which a Soviet citizen is overtly involved. Such 
activities range from the anti-neutron-bomb campaign 
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to foq:.~_·ries sn·lin~,: lo cmh;~rr;u.~ tl.(: US and W(-sh:ru 
.:ovcrnment~; from the manipulation of front gruups 
S\Kh as the: World P<.":lce Council to tltc: operation uf 
clandestine r:lCiio stations such as the National Vokc· of 

lr2n. 

39. We believe that the USSK's use or prdl)3ganda 
and covert action to advance its rorcign policv g()3ls in 
the international arena has increased in recent ·years. 
The $oyiets see thc:ir relations with the United States as 
having entered a new phase~ven before the invasion 
of Afghanistan and the advent of the present adminis· 
tration. [n analyzing the increased use or propaa;anda 
and ··active measures,"' we must also take into account 
the importance Moscow :~.ttributes to the .. ideological 

·struggle'' in world politics. This struggle is waged not 
only through propaganda, but also with pSychological 
warfare and subversion, including the full range of 
.. active measures.·· 

Ill. Regional Policies 

A. Europe 

40. Over the ned three to five years. Soviet polic~· 
toward Western Europe will assign high priority to 
stopping NATO moderniution and maintaining access 
to technology and credits. while attempting to sharpen 
differences between the United States and its alliance 
partners. The So"i~ts view securit~· and tr:tde diver­
gences between the United States and other NATO 
members.:.·,.~~$ · ... m:tio; . opportunities to undermine 
NATO's coh~ion as a military alliance and to negate 
the possibility that the United .States might involve its 
NATO Allies in support of a more extended Western 
defense role beyond Europe. Through adroit diploma­
cy, covert action. and intense prop:tganda, the So"·iets 
hope, in effect, to immobilize NATO's :tbility to reach 
:1. consensus on defense policy issues and to encour:tge 
neutralist :tnd pacifist sentiment throughout Western 
Europe. 

41. Military power serves :lS the found:ttion or 
~" #·~ ·. ·-

Soviet ;;olicy i•• Europe, both E:tst :tnd West~· The . 
threat of military intervention W:lS the Critic:tllev~r or 
Soviet influence throughout the crisi.o; in Poland. :tnd it 
w:tS the decisive bctor in impelling the Polish regime 
toward the imt>Osition of m:trti:tl bw in 0«-c.-mber 
1981. Simibrly, tlw changing dyn:tmi<:s of the East­
West military IJalaucc iu Euwpe-most notably Mos­
cow ·s cxtensiv(' deployments of tlw SS-2.0 intermcdi-

. · 
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ate - rart~,:(· llallist ic Ill i~~ilc·-kt vc a(-c~ulu:llcd the re­

current dcbatC' within NATO O\'Cr the respective 
requirements of Alliance :~.rms control :tnd defense 
strat<:gics., 

· "2.. NATO's planned deployments of a rw:w gener2-
tion of intermedi:tte-range nuclear missiles in response 
to Moscow's buildup is the most important issue for 
the future o£ Soviet poliey toward Western Europe. 
Moscow's massive anti-NATO modernization cam· 
l)3ign renects both concern about the military conse­
quences or NATO's planned deployments and a recog· 
nition that the implementation · of NATO's decision 
would:.~ a convincing reaffirmation of US political 
and mllitary leadership within the Atlanm: Alliance. 

43. Moscow's effort to bloclc NATO's plans has been 
waged primarily in the diplomatic and propaganda 
realms. Diplomatically, they have sought to engage 
West Europe:tn governments in a dialogue on trade 
and regional security issues. while emphasizing that 
future ties to the East will be jeopardized if NATO's 
modernization decision is implemented. In addition 
the Soviets have conducted an extensive covert action 
camp:tign aimed at manipulating public opinion in 
those countries-such 3S the Netherlands-which :tre 
seen as mo.o;t vulnerable to domestic pressures to brealc 
r2nl.:s with NATO's decision. 

44. The Soviets recognize that West Germany is the 
key to NATO's prospective deployments. and they 
have been particularly active in seeking to influence 
the domestic debate there. The initial Soviet offer to 
reduce the level of Soviet intermediate-range missile 
and bomber deployments. should NATO TOrgo deploy­
ments of its own. was made by President Brezhnev in 
a speech in East fkrlin in October 1979. This offer was 
:te<:ompanied by a Orezhnev announcement that the 
USSR would "unilaterally .. reduce its military man­
DOwer in East Germany by 2.0.000 men. Soviet :tctivi­
ties have also included intensive DOiitical lobbying in 
long-est:tblished informal channels to the West Ger· 
man Chancellery and to senior leaders of the ruling 
Soci:tl Democntic Part\•. At the same time, Mo~cow 
appears to be funding the antinuclear activities of the 
West German C".ommunist P:trty through East German 
intermedi:tric:s. Furthermore. :1. number of foq;ed let­
ters and documents concerning NATO :tH:tirs. in­
kndcd to ~mh:trrass hoth lklnn and Washin~ton. have 
been floated in \Vest Ccrm:1n t)ress cirdcs. apn:ncnlly 
h)· Soviet a~<'nts . 
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figure ·6 .1 . 
Soviet President Brezhnev and West German 
Chancellor Schmidt During State Visit 
to Bonn, November 1981 
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o45. In their effort to discredit the United States and 

NATO, the Soviets will continue to exploit antinuclear 
and neutralist sentiment throughout Western Eurooe. 
They also see US actions or pronouncements on the 
neutron bomb and limited nuclear targeting options as 
further opportunities to inflame suspicions in some 
segments of West Eurooean publics that the United 
States is seeking to limit any nuclear conflict to Eurooe. 

46. The Soviets view trade with Western Eurooe as 
having intrinsic economic importance and as a means 
of increasing the distance between the United States 
and its principal allies. Western Europe accounted for 
more than 65 percent of total Soviet hard currency 
trade in~t!i81. ~n addition, since the mid-1970s, Mos­
cow has relied heavily on European commerce to 
undercut US-initiated Western trade restrictions 
against it and to enhance its influence in Western 
Eurot>e at US expense. The Soviets have used West 
European interests in expanding East-West commerce 
to substantially add to frictions between Europe and 
the United States over US economic sanctions related · 
to Afghanistan and Poland. Moscow believes that 
strengthened economic ties with Weste~n Europe will 
further limit US ability to obtain unified Western 
restraints on important !Z~ and technology. More­
over, Moscow almost certainly ex~ts that a hrgei 
West European stake in trade with the East will aid its 
efforts to increase US-West European differences over 
noneconomic issues. 
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.47. The Soviets view the planned natural gas pipe­
line from Siberia to Western Europe as the cornerstone 
of East-West trade in the 1980s and as a major. test of 
US and Soviet influence in Europe. • The project 
represents a badly needed source of revenue and an 
opportunity to move Western Europe away from the 
United States.. The Soviets see the West Cerman and 
~rench aireements to purchase gas as a major step 
toward reducing US ability to r. . .;!.~ct East-West trade. 
Moscow probably expects that substantially increased 
gas deliveries-possibly along with other long-term 
deals such as a Siberian coal gasification proiect-will 
increase the West Eurooean reluctance to join in 
possible future US sanctions and exacerbate US-West 
European diHerences.. The Soviets probably also calcu­
late that .their greater role in most West European 
economies will enhance .their potential to influence 

; ' -West European decisions on nontrade issues.. 

48. Soviet trade with Western Europe will remain a 
major source of goods and technology increasingly 
important to a strained Soviet economy and to the 
costly military programs that it supports. Imports of 
civilian goods ~nd technology-such as large-diameter 
r.>ipe and machine tools-have reduced industrial sut)­
ply bottlenecks and increased efficiency in important 
industries, giving the economy more breathing room. 
As the economy's performance continues to worsen, 
and as Western weapons capabilities advance. Moscow 
will continue to assign top priority to trade with 
Europe in acquiring foreign goods and technology in 
selected areas, such as advanced microelectronics and 
machine tools. 

49. The USSR's growing economic involvement 
with Western Europe-highlighted by the gas pipeline 
project-will enhance its potential to infiuence West 
European decisionmaking. The West European de­
pendence on Soviet gas may reach 25 percent of total 
gas requirements by 1990, including 20 to SO percent 
in those countries actually buying the gas.. This would, 
however, constitute only 3 percent of total West 

•11w: ·~bn pipeline could dclioter u much as 465.000 barrels 
a day (b/d) oil equivalent to Westcnt Europe. 1hoSe deliveries, plus 
existing cu CJ:DOrts of rouchly 425.000 b/d. will cam rouchly $10 
billion annUally in the early 1990s, when Western credits have been 
repaid. Those credits will £inancc imparts ~£ aiX)roxinutdy $7 
billion in pie>e and equipment.. mostly from Western Europe. West 
Cccmany and France have sicncd contracts to purchase cas. and 
Italy. the Netherlands, Bclcium. and Austria arc negotiatinc. . 

c~ sy,Lr 
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Europe:Jn energy consucnptiou. Althou~ls tlse Europe­
ans believe th:lt they c-.111 minimize th<: imp:acl of a 
Soviet g:lS cutoH, Moscow prob:ablr could c:1u.se some 
economic disruption in sdcctcd indttStries :and regions 
by the late 1980s bv halting g:u deliveries :at cert:ain 
times. such as winter or :a period of m:aior ~nomic 
crowdL The Soviets probably would not bluntly 
threaten a g:lS cutoCf, but they could feign techniC:ll 
dir£iculties in gas deliveries to remind the Europeans 
of their vulnerability. The USSR will Drobablv also 
derive some influence through its imPortance as :a 
market (or lcey West European indwtries plagued by 
unemployment, such as West German steel 

50. But Moscow's role as a raw materi~ls supplier 
and job provider will not give it unlimited leverage. 
Although individual countries' dependence on Soviet 
cas will be high. the pipeline system will not permit 
Moscow to interrupt gas deliveries - to one country 
without affecting same or all of the others. Moreover, 
the Soviets themselves will be highly dependent on 
Western Europe for hard currency earnings and for 
some goods and technology. Cas cutoffs would risk a 
West European turn to alternative supplie~-an irre­
placeable loss of revenue. The Soviets will also remain 
dependent on Western Europe for much of the large­
diameter pipe essential to growth of domestic gas 
production, the lcey to their own energy planning 
through the 1990s. Such constraints on Soviet use of 
economic leverage could increase as the USSR concen­
trates . ~n . building. up its economic relations with 

·.·:....,.t:· . . 
Western Europe.· 

· 51. The Soviets must also be concerned about coun­
tercurrents hindering attainment of their European 
policies: 

-The military crackdown in Poland temporarily 
reduced the intensity .of the antinuclear move­
ment in Western Europe and has resulted in 
greater West European rcluct3nce to extend new 
credits to Eastern Europe and the. Soviet Union. 

- In the wake of martial law in Poland also. the 
Conference on Sec\aritYan<J f'.ooperation jn Eu­
rope and its hum:~n rights provisions in p:~rticul3r 
h3ve proved to be a politic-o~! emharr3ssment for 
the Soviet Union 311<1 ils alii<~. 

-The Soviets still antx~ar to he ~(JII~(~rrt<."(l that the 
United State:~ may he ahlt· fo :mstaiu tl1<~ fr:agilc 
NATO cons<·rcsus i11 bvur of at·tual INF dct.~loy-
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mcuts l.y tlw t\lli;ut<.·c. rtolwitl..\t;nading Soviet 
efforts in tlce ou~oint: US-Soviet n<.~otiatious to 
fon:st:~ll if not :avert NATO depln~·ments. 

-The' Soviets have been surprised by the US 
endorsement o( the West Eurot>ean-favored 
-zero option,- whereby NATO would forgo INF 
deoloyments if the Soviets dismantled their e~ist­
ing INF missiles.. Soviet cbims of 3n existing INF 
balance have been tre:~.ted with profound skepti­
cism by the ·west European oress and by West 
European governments. 

52.. FuiiiNF deployment by NATO would be likely 
to provoke a Soviet countermove, ostensibly designed 
to pu:.t US territory in what Soviet f'residt:nt Brezhnev 
has called -:an analogous position." While the image of 
Soviet missile deployments in Cuba is immediately 
conjured up by such a threat, the Soviet le3ders would 
realize that any eHort to reverse the outcome of the 
1962 Cuban missile crisis would run an e~lremely high 
risk of a direct US-Soviet confront3tion. Moreover, the 
Soviets have other military options short of the deploy­
ment of nuclear we:apons in Cuba that would at least 
partially offset NATO's deployments without running 
the risk of a direct ~nfrontation with Washington. 
Such moves could include the deployment of Soviet 
long-range sea-bunched cruise missiles. 3n increase in 
the number of Soviet ICBM or SU~M launchers, or an 
increase in the number of warhe:~ds per missile on 
Soviet lCBMs. Short of .. analogous .. measures, the 
Soviets could deploy more SS-20s or shorter range 
Soviet missile and aircraft systems opposite Western 
Europe. 

53. Conversely, :1 total erosion of NATO's consensus 
on INF deployments would be regarded by Moscow as 
a critical US defeat. While the Soviets would not 
respond by oHering new roncessions. they would 
probably m3intain the 3ppe3rancc of existing morato­
riums while redoubling their efforts to enlist West 
Europe2n support for Soviet positions on the Confer­
ence on Oisarm:~mcnt in Eurot>e (COE), on MBFR, or 
on regional nucle:~r-frec zones. The So~iets would be 
likely to redouble their prop:tg3nda 3nd .. peace"' 
camDaign. hoping to provoke further dissension in 
NATO 3nd to l)rompt :111 .. :tgonizing rc:~ppraisal .. in 
Washington . over the US <.-ommitment to Western 
Euro()C·s ddt•ctSC. 

54. Should the Soviets fail to ;~lt<:r si~nificautlv- · 
NATO's position on tltc: INF issue prTor to :lctn3l 



deployment they m.ay seek to focus more directly on 
n~otiating limits on the scope of future deployments 
by NATO. For example. the S<.lviets might be willing 
to accept limits on their existing intermediate-range 
nuclear force, possibly including the SS-20, in return 
for a reduction in the scope of NATO's planned 
deployments. ln so doing. however, they are not likely 
to accept a numerical equality that totall~ ignores 
French and British nuclear systems. [n the near tenn · 
the Soviets are most likely to continue to push hard for 
an agreement -in principle- that- an INF balance 
CJti.sts, while carefully assessing the politial commit­
ment of Washington's NATO allies to actual imple­
mentation of NATO's modernization plans. 

B. Eost ond Northeast Asia 

55. So~iet policy throughout the Far East is prim'ar­
ily the product of continued Sino-Soviet hostility but·is 
further defined by Moscow's related objectives of 
impeding Sino-US relations, countering US military 
activities in the Western Pacific. and inhibiting greater 
integration of Japan into US defense strategy in North­
east Asia. In pursuit of their interests. the Soviets 
continue to invest heavily in expanding their military 
presence in the Far East. Recently, the Soviets have 
intensified their political and diplomatic a~ivities to 
CJtploit what they see as persistent frictions in US­
Chinese relations over Taiwan and potential diver­
gences between the United States and Japan stemming 
from trade problems, disagreements over economic 
sanctions against the USSR, and Japanese reluctance to 
accelerate defense spending_ 

56. M~w·s .milifary activities in the region have 
centered arb.urid a ·;najor buildup of Soviet ground 
forces., principally along the Sino-SO~et frontier. The 
deployment of a coastal division and air defense units 
to the islands immediately north of Japan signals 
MOscow's determination to maintain control over these 
-northern territories." The Soviets have also modestly 
expanded and modernized their Pacific Fl~t and 
since late 1979 they have increased deployments of 
ships and aircraft to the Indian Ocean and established 
a new naval presence in Southeast Asian waters and 
Vietnam. In addition. about a third of the Soviet SS-20 
force is capable of striking Cl~ina, J~pan, and othel' 
Far Eastern targets. 

51. The Soviets view China's improved relations 
with both the United States and Japan as a serious 

.· 
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security problem, raising the possibility that tlsc USSR 
migM'!Iiave to fight all three countries in a conflict in 
the F~r £3$t. More immediately. the USSR fe:J.rs this 
trilateral rapprochement portends active US and Japa­
nese aid in the modernization of Chinese armed 
forces. 

58. The Korean situation. especially the unpredict­
able behavicr of !Cim 11-song is also a complicating 
factor in Soviet Far Eastern policy. Because renewed 
fighting between North and South could become the 
catalyst of a broader conflict involving the United 
States and the USSR, the Soviets would perceive a 
rapid cessation of major hostilities between the two 
Koreas to be in Moscow's best interests. The Soviets 
pr~bably would provide some materiel SUDDOrt to the 
North_, but would conclude that the risks ,attending 

' , 
direct combat supr;>ort would far outweignthe possible 
benefits unless the North were in danger of total 
collapse. 

59. A re~ewal of fighting between China and Viet­
~m would lead to increased Soviet suDport of Viet· 
nam. We would expect the Soviet reaction to be 
similar to that after the Chinese attack in 1979: an 
initial propaganda campaign and a substantial increase 
in materiel aid to Hanoi. which could be tied to 
increased use of Vietnamese military facilities. If the 
conflict were going badly for Vietnam. limited Soviet 
military action against China would be possible. 

60. The Soviet Far Eastern position is further com­
plicated by Moscow's limited diplo~atic and political 
flexibility vis-a-vis its princiDal antagonists. The Sovi­
ets do not even have diDiomatic relations with South 
Korea. Territorial disputes with both China and JaDan 
are a major obstacle to any dramatic imt'{ovement in 
Soviet relations with either country. Moreover, the 
Sino-Soviet border dispute and Soviet occupation of 
Japan's .. northern territories"' are intimately linked: 
for Moscow to concede on one would imDlicitly open 
the issue of the other. Finally, Moscow's regional 
military buildup, together with the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan and Moscow's supr;>ort for the VietnameSe 

· invasion of Kampuchea, has further aggravated rela­
tions with China, Japan, and the ASEAN countries. 

61. The Soviets have nevertheless sought to mute 
the political impact of their invasion of Afghanistan 
and to exploit US differences with JaDan and China by 
a series of recent diplomatic initiatives. In early 1982, 

,' 
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Presiden"t Brezhnev and Soviet Premier Tikhonov 
e2lled for 'a broadening of the dialogue on disouted 
wues with both China and Japan. Brezhnev, in oartic­
ub.r, prooosed a regional di~logue on military c:Onfi­
dence building measures. Soviet pro(;)aganda has 
sought to supplement these initiatives by emphasizing 
Moscow's desire for a moderation of tensions and the 
expansion of trade. Soviet overtures. however. ~re 
unlikely to make significant headway. In fact, these 
efforts have been hindered in some_ASEAN sta~es by 
recent exposures of KGB operations. 

62. We see little likelihood that the Soviet leader­
ship will reverse the momentum of Moscow's military 
effort in the Far East Indeed. Soviet concerns with 
Sino-American ties and with the· potential upgrading 

Figure 8 
Soviet Motorized Rine Unit in Ar~hanistan, 
December 1979 
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of Jaoan's Self-Defense Force have prooobly already 
been factored into Soviet defense olanning. Only a 
radical change in Chinese :tttitudes would be likely to 
oroduce incentives for Moscow seriously to oursue a 
reconciliation of differences with China. 

c_ South ond .Southwest Asia 

w. Moscow's decision to invade Afghanistan was in 
many resoect.s a watershed in US-Soviet reb.tions. The 
Soviets presumably anticioated a temporary setbad: in 
bilateral relationshii)S. but were dearly surprised by 
the intensity of the US reaction. particularly the grain 
embargo. The Soviets also at>pear to have miscalculat­
ed the military cost o( their intervention, expecting 
neither the accelerated decline of the Afghan Army 
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nor the protradcd war of allriti<Jn a~.:ain5t a dcl<:r­

mined resistann· force . 

64. Moscow's in:1bility to consolid:1tc the Soviet 
position in Afghanistan h:1s led to changes in opera­
tional methods and ·a mcdest increase in troo·o levels.. 
Since November 1981 the Soviets hav~ en~~ed in a 
limited augmentation of their forces there. bringing 
the total Soviet force level to some 100,000. The 
Soviets appear reluctant to deploy the considerably 
larger force needed to bring a Quick end to the 
resistance and to seal off insurgent movements from . 

Iran and Pakistan. 

' 65. The Soviets have sought to alleviate their mili-
tary problems within Afghanistan by trying to end 
Pakistan's role in aiding the insurgents. The effort has 
involved both pressure and blandishment The main 
blandishments have been continued Soviet economic 
aid to Pakistan and the promise of Afghanistan's 
recognition of Pakistan's version of their disputed 
border. The pressures have involved dit>lomatic over­
tures as well as increased support for some of President 
Zia's domestic opponents. There have been ipfreQuent 
raids against Afghan insurgent D<>Sitions in Pakistan by 
the Soviets and Afghans. While the most likely course 
of Soviet action will remain diplomatic pressure, fur­
ther increased aid to Zia 's domestic opponents is :a 
Soviet option. We cannot rule out a limited interven­
tion into northwestern Pakistan to destroy insurgent 
bases. ~.w .-.a,n)· increase in Soviet military activity in 
this ar~;could. complicate Soviet rebtions with India. 

66. The maintenance of good relations with India 
remains one of Moscow's primary goals in South Asia. 
Moscow will continue to oHer sophisticated weapons 
to India :at concessionao· rat<.-s in an effort to prevent a 
warming of relations between New Delhi and the 
West, :and the USSR is likeh· to remain India ·s largest 
foreign weapons supplier. NC"vertheless, in recent . 
months India has concluded a naaior arms deal with 

_.... ._ ..... 
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the Frr.nch. and kas l;tl«·u ladi<-:tl ~lc-ps ln impro'·~ 

rebti<Hl" with P:akist:w. Clait&;l, ami lll<' United States. 
The March l982 visit u£ Soviet Ddense Minister 
Ustinov to,New Delhi f:aik"tl to hind~ the French de:1l ·. 
· 67. The over.all volatility uf the region will continue 
to create opportunities and ,fiJcmmas for Moscow. The 
Soviets h.lve been seeking to improve their relations 
with Iran while sustainin~t lr.aqi dependence on Soviet 
arms supplies. Soviet options will be strongly influ­
enced by events within Iran. and Ir.anian actions 
within the Persian Cui£ region. The Soviets clearly 
look to a post-Khomeini regime Cor more significant 
opportunities to improve their position in Iran, but 
they ~lso appreciate ..that political evolutien in Iran is 
highly unpredictable. 

68. So long as the situation in lr.an remains relative­
ly stable, Moscow almost certainly will adhere to the 
course it has followed since the revolution: seeking to 
improv~ economic and miliury ties, hoping to forge 
an :arms sale relationship with Tehr.an, and encourag­
ing the Khomeini regime's anti-US orientation. Mos­
cow will seek the best PQSSible relations with Tehran 
and will advise the Tudeh (Cammunist) Party to do 
the same, subordinatiilg Soviet use of -active me2-
sures" in order to avoid dam;aging relations with the 
regime and risking severe repression o£ Tudeh. At the 
same time, Moscow will ~k tu strengthen the position 
of Tudeh. ' 

69. Should the political situation in Iran deteriorate 
dr:amatic:ally, producing internal chaos and DQSSible 
fragmentation. the Soviets proh.auly would undertake 
large-scale assistance to leftist :and pro-So.iet Iranian 
elements. seeking to m:anipubte events to their advan­
tage. Prolonged chaos or civil war with :attendant 
disruption in the Soviet-Iranian b<>rdcr areas could 
lead MOS<."'w to opt for limited milit:1ry intervention, 
.at least in those :are:1s. Likewise. a US military incur­
sion into Iran or the thn~t of suC'h ;a move could evoke 
:a Soviet milit:uy responS(.~ or pr(~mptive interv~ntion. 

: · S~ET 
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D. The Middle Easl 

70. The Middle E.:lst remains the most volatile art'~ 
of us-Soviet regional interaction .with the gre:atest 
potential for a direct confrontation between ~ioscow 
and Washington. Notwithstanding US success in bro­
keri~ the Camp David agreement. Soviet entree into 
the region is ensured by the polarization o£t~.Arab 
states over the Camp David process itself. continued 
US military support for Tel Aviv, the persistence of 
the Palestinian problem, and recurrent hostilities be­
tween Israel and its Arab neighbors. Desoite Moscow's 
extensive military and political commitments to 
Egypt"s re~ional rivals, Libya and Syria. the Soviets 
will continue to seek imoroved relations with Egypt 
because of its geostrategic position and historical role 
ln the Arab world. 

71. Ultimatdv Moscow's in£luence throughout the 
Middle East is heavily dependent on its ties to the 
radical Arab regimes of Syria. Libva. and South Yemen. 
la addition to the Palestine Liberation Organization. 
These relationshiPS in tum are sustained primarih· by 
the Soviet arms umbilical and advisory preser:tce. 

72.. Moscow's ability to supply arms and military 
advisers to clients. however, contrasts sharply with the 
limitations of Soviet diplomatic options throughout the 
Middle East. Moscow's primary concern is that the 
United States might still be able to engineer a Middle 
East settlement th:1t would effectively exclude or 

FigureiO: ; · . . -·· . 
Soviet President Brezhnev and Libyan 
Chief or State Qadhari in Moscow, 
April 1981 
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isol:~tc the Soviet Union in the region. notwithstanding 
the lsradi action in Lebanon. This concern isba~ on 
the recognition that only Washington has the diplo­
matic cr~ibility and inrluenoe to negotiate simulta­
.neously ,.;ith ISrael and the principal Ar:lb parties 
toward any potential peace arrangement. Other seri­
ous Soviet liabilities are the paucity of Soviet economic 
aid and the region's economic links to the West, the 
dependence on military assistance to sustain Soviet 
iri£luence in the region. and the ideological antipathy 
of Islam towa'"rd Communism. 

73. To preserve Soviet diplomatic equities in the 
regioa, President Brezhnev in early 1981 outlined the 
Soviet Middle East peace plan. centered around a 
broad international conference of all interested par­
ties. including the United States and the USSR. The 
Soviet _plan has not been well received. however. even 
by Moscow's closest supporters-such as Syria and the 
PLO-principally because it explicitly recocnizes 
Israel's right to exist. More active Soviet ef£orts have 
been directed at forcinc a broader coalition among 
radical anti-US Arab regimes. The Soviets played an 
indirect and behind-the-scenes role in the formation of 
the tripartite security pact among Libva. Ethiopia, 
and South Yemen. signed in August 1981, althou~ 
Soviet hopes for a broader alliance including Syria, the 
PLO; and Algeria have not been realized. The Soviets 
are nevertheless encoura'ged by the deepening hostility 
between Iran and the pro-:Western Arab states o£ the 
Persian Gulf. As a consequence, the Soviets may seek 
to encourage evolving ties between Iran. Libya, and 
Syria as a means of countering US influence with 
moderate Arab and Gulf states. and OOS'ibly improv­
ing lrani:10-Soviet relations as well 

14. Recent Soviet policy in· the Middle East has also 
been characterized by Moscow's attempt to woo states 
such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia. The Soviets have 
sought to provoke distrust between these regimes and 
Washington. attempting in particular to capitalize on 
frustration in Amman and Riyadh ov~r the lack of 
progress on the Palestirii:tn issue :and their sense of 
vulnerability to Israeli military action. The Soviets 
have concluded :an important sale of mobile :1ir de­
fense equipment to Jordan-their first ever to th:1t 
country-following :a US refus:al to supply such weap­
ons. The Soviets h:ave continued their private lobhvinl( 
for the establishment of cliplom:atk relations with_­
S:u·adi Arabia. Kuwait. :a limitC<I Suvi<:t :trms dicnt. h:a~ 
hc·en enlisted in this labh\•ing eHorl. 



75. Th.d Israeli invasion of Lebanon has compli­
cated Soviet policy in the region. Over the long run, 
the Soviets may benefit from increased cooperation 
between radical and moderate Arabs, increased Syrian 
dependence on the USSR. and a possible weakening of 
EcYPtian political links to the Uni~ed States. In the 
near term. however, the Lebanese crisis bas led to a 
political and military setback for maior Soviet clientS. 
Soviet diplomatic isolation from the key· ·develop­
ments. and Arab accusations of Soodet perfidy. Svrian 
inability successfully to utilize Soviet military ·equip­
ment could lead some Third World states to Question 
the effectiveness of Soviet arms and training programs. 
Above aU. the Soviets are faced with the prospect of 
US force deployment to monitor any political settle­
ment while Moscow remairu on the sideUnes. 

' 76. The Soviets will continue to politick hard 
apirut US diplomatic initiatives that exclude Moscow 
or any moderation of Arab-Israeli teruioru that threat­
ens to diminish Soviet influence in the Middle East. 
The Soviets dearly do not wish to encourage Arab­
Israeli hOstilities that micht precipitate a US-Soviet 
crisis. On the other band. Moscow sees a continued 
pola.rizatioa of political opinion within the Arab camp 
over the dispute with Israel and US peace initiatives as 
the best means of ensuring the dependence.of radic:al 
Arab regimes oo Soviet arms and diplomatic support. 
The task of Soviet policy, therefore. is to frustrate US 
efforts to mOderate the Arab-Israeli dispute without 
provoking another Middle East conflict. The inherent 
difficulty in this pursuit increases the dangers of 
miscalculation with respect to Moscow's ability to 
constrili.Dt--its Arab cli~ts militarily. In like manner, it 
incr~ the ~ibitity of an unwanted regional con­
flict escalating into a US-Soviet confrontation. 

E. Africa 

77. Moscow's growing African involvement reflects· 
both opportunism and the ·longer term objective of 
channeling the political currents of postcolonial na­
tionalism in an anti-Western direction. More immedi­
ate Soviet goals in Africa are served by the enhance­
ment of Moscow's strategic military · presence in the 
form of air and naval deplof!!lents off West Africa 
and in the Indian Ocean.·-· ,- . . .. ~- · 

78. A5 in the case of its Middle East involvement. 
Moscow·s influence in Africa is in large part depend­
ent on aims sales and military aid. Politically. the 
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Sovi~ts benefit bv supporting black n::tionalist libera­
tion movements and bv exploiting opposition to South 
Africa. The principal weakness of Soviet policy in 
Africa remains its relative lack of diplomatic or eco­

nomic flexibility in contrast to the United States and 
the West. Soviet involvement in Africa is character­
ized by the de~ndence of Moscow·s principal clients, 
·Angola and Ethiopia. on the direct presence of Soviet, 
Cuban. and East European military personnel to 
sustain the regimes of those countries agairut internal 
armed opposition. Without Soviet and Soviet proxy 

Figure 11 
Prar4a Cartoon Shows (sradi F-lSs 
Dropping "Made in USA" Bombs 
on Lebanon 
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Figure 12 
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suDport. ~e regimes would Cither fall or their pro­
Soviet ctUracter.would be substantially changed. 

79. Soviet policy in the Horn of Africa has traded 
on the EthioDian-Somali conflict and the Mengistu 
regime's need for Soviet military aid to moet ethnic 
insurgencies. The Soviets have weloomed Ethiopian 
efforts to undermine Somalia and Sudan as oounters to 
the i~ u~ aulitary presence in t~ region. 
While the Soviets may see renewed fighting along the 
Ethiopian-Somali border as pushing Somalia closer to 
the United States, they have nonetheless publicly sided 
with Ethiopia, claiming that the conflict reflects inter­
nal Somali opposition to the Siad regime and its dose 
ties to the United States. 

80. Southern Africa is the principal focw of Us­
Soviet interaction, centered around the problem of 
Namibian independence and the conflict between the . 
R~public of South Africa and the .. Frontline" black 
African states. The Soviets remain deeply susPicious of 
the U5- and Western-sPOnsored Initiative to foster the 
emergence of an independent Namibia within the 
oontext of a broader regional settlement In particular, 
Moscow is firmly opPOSed to linking any settlement in 
Namibia with the withdrawal of Cuban forces from 
Angola. a step which Moscow believes equid result 
eventually in the emergence of a pro-Western govern­
ment ln Angola. 

81. The noticeable increase in Soviet propaganda 
alleging Us-.South African .. collusion" and -shared 
objectives" is aimed at diminishing Washington's ditr 
lomatic credibility as an objective broker in Namibia. 
Soviet~ ·proD&g~nda ·nnking the United States to the 
abortive c:O~P· in 5eycheDes, as weU as to the South 
African-backed insurgencies in Afisola and Mozam­
bique, serves to reinforce the image of US-South 
African Collaboration. 

82. Moscow had made its most serious disinforma­
tion efforts on i.»ues that directly impinge on key 
actors in the Namibia talks. · For example, a disinfor­
mation operation alleging · US training of Angolan 
resistance forces in Zaire was clearly ·intended to raise 

. doubts in Luanda about US trustworthiness and to 
reemDhasize Angola's de~denee on Soviet .military 
assistance. Soviet-inspired disinformation · also may 
have contributed to the periodic strains in. US-Zambi­
an relations; Moscow probably hopes that Zambian 
fears of alleged US involvement in subversion will 
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translate into :a greater skept icism of US negotiation 
efforts in Namibia. 

83. Having clearly expressed their reservations 
about the US and Western initiative and their position 
on the Cuban troop issue, the Soviets will closely 
monitor how the Frontline States, particularly Angola, 

. and SW APO proceed from here. Even if the Soviets 
find the evolving settlement tolerable, they will never­
theless seek to fud tensions and suspicions to ensure 
that the final accord is reached in an atmosphere of 
antagonism and distrust rather than reconciliation. 
The Soviets would hope that, in such an environment, 
the Namibian Government would turn to the USSR for 
support 

84. If the present . US initiative collapses, or is 
indefinitely dr:agged out, the Soviet£ wiU be quick to 
remind . the black Africans that their warnings and 
suspicions were Justified. US .. hypocrisy" and .. collu­
sion .. with South Africa will be highlighted in maJor 
propaganda campaigns aimed at further discrediting 
US intentions In the Third World. Moscow may push 
for United Nations sanctions, hoping to force the 
United States into the difficult position of voting for or 
against South Africa. 

85. A. successful settlement would enhance the 
United States' and the West's standing in black Africa. 
~ long as South Africa remains under minority white 
rule. however. Moscow will have an issue to exploit 
Given black African expectations that the West-and 
in particular the United States-has the leverage to 
force change in South Africa, Moscow will be able to 
continue to cite US collusion with Pretoria. Moreover, 
the failure of a Namibian settlement either to lead to 
regional economic and political development, or to 
end Pretoria's aggressive behavior in the region, would· 
provide the Soviets with a new ODPOrtunity to reassert 
their influence. 

F. Central and South America ' 

86. Soviet activity and interest in Latin America 
have.increased significantly in the past few years, and 
in the aftermath of the battle for the Falklands the 
Soviets ahd their Cuban allies will be probing for new 
OPPOrtu~ities. Since 1979, Moscow has moved more 

• For a more detailed auessment of Soviet policy toward this 
region see SNIE ll/80~2. ~~ Polldes Gnd Aefiotllu In 
L4Hn Amcrlc4 and (M Olrlbbe<rn.luly 1982.. 
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figure 13 
Nicaraguan Leader Daniel Orlc~a 
in Moscow, May 1982 
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aggrc:sSi~Y. to exploit opportunities presented by pres­
sures for re;ol~tiona'i-,, change in ~ntral America and 
the Caribbean and by the willingness of Latin Ameri­
can states to deal with the USSR and its allies. The 
Soviet Union has helped to· consolidate revolutionary 
regimes in Nicaragu:1 :1nd Grenad:1. has provided 
aid-mainly through pro:~:ies.and other third parties­
to revolutionaries elsewhere in Latin America, and h:1s 
intensified its efforts to develop favorahle politic:JI :~nd 
economic ties with such countries as t\rgcntin:~, firazil, 
and Mexico. 

_._..... '·- . 

87. Cuba pl:1ys a central role in Sovit"t r~ations 
with Latin America not only as a dependent client 
serving Moscow's interc:-sts hut also :•~ an independent 
actor influencing Sovid policic~ :md ta<·tics. Fidel 
C:lstro's vigorous support of Ni<·:tra~uan r<~volutionar­
ies. for exampl<'. was oii~iuallr :« ( :uhau initiative·. :tud 
the S:~ndinista victory l•acl :t mark('(( impad on S<wid 
attitud<'S :1nd poli\i.-s. Sovid lt·:ul..r~ c:u•w to ~h:trt' 
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Castro 's :~sse:ssmcut that I he t>niStK·<·ls fur the success of 
revolutionary forces in C'.entral Anu:ric:l were brighter 
than they had earlier c:1lculated. Mon:ovcr. the Soviets 
appear to,:wume th.at direct military intervention bv 
the United States in support of thre:atened govern­
ments would only engender a br03der tide of anti­
Americanism and revolutionary ferment throughout 
Latin America as a whole. Also, the Soviets may doubt 
that Washington would be able to sustain a domestic 
consensus in favor or nlilitary intervention in Central 
America.. 

Ba Nevertheless. the Soviets probably believe that 
further Soviet and Cuban suDport o£ revolutionary 
activity in Central Amt:rica could pretipitate US 
military action against Cuba-an event the Soviets 
dearly wish to avoid. Thus. Soviet policy In Central 
America is to promote the fortunes of the revolution­
ary left while avoiding a more extensive or direct 
commitment that might precipitate a US military 
countermove. This element or flexibility in Soviet 
policy is reflected in the nature of Moscow's response 
to the Reagan administntion "s heightened commit­
ment to stability in El Salvador. 

89. While encounged about the prospects for the 
revolutionary left in Central America. the Soviets do 
not wish to jeopardize evolving economic and political 
ties more broadly thr~IJghout Latin America by a 
more assertive or opportunistic involvement in the 
region. In Argentina. Brazil, and Peru. Moscow's 
policy has aimed largely at cultivating positive state­
to-state relations. This approach has emphasized trade 
expansi~n and readiness to sell military hardware: 

- Brazil is becoming an important SOviet trading 
partner. 

-The Soviets have a substanti:1l :arms supply rela­
tionship with Peru. 

-Argentina is a major exporter of grain and beef to 
the USSR and, in the wake of the Falkland 
Islands dispute, could conceivably become an 
importer of Soviet arms. 

90. The Soviets furth:;.:- ;eco:;nize that, with the 
irn()Ortant exception of Cuba, Latin America remains 
rebtively peripher:~l to Soviet geostrategic concerns. 
Moscow, there£ore, c:1n aHord to be patient :and 
temporize in its sunpmt for the radic-al ldt. Even in 
Nic:1ragu:1. where M.,scuw deuh· wi~h<-s to <'IICOUr:l~tr' 
the "socialist transformation·· of th(: current regime. 
til<' Soviet~ have h<~c·n cardul nut to 11<'<.-.';;11(: involved 
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Figure 14 
Soviet Diplomatic Relations m Latin America and the Caribbean 
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in :m entangling commitment. The Soviets h:~vc t~lt­

tended both economic and milit:~ry :~id to Nie:~r:~gua 
but appear to be wary of assuming a gr~ter economic 
burden in the near term. 

91. To support · Latin American revolutionarY 
movements while distancing the USSR f ram what 
would be seen as especially provocative acts. the 
Soviets are relying extensively on the use o£ ~roxies 
and other third parties. Within the region., Cuba has 
recently been joined by Nicaragua in playing this 
instrumental role. Nicaragua maintains training camDS 
for Latin American insurgents and acts as a funnel for 
transporting externally rupplied arms into El Salvador, 
Guatemala, and~to a lesser extent~Honduras. Arms 
and other support are shipped from or through a 
number o£ countries. Other actors encouraged by 
Moscow include most prominently the PLO, but Ub­
ya, Vietnam. and several East European countries 
have also participated. Latin Americans are sent for 
paramilitary and political training to sites in Cuba, the 
Middle East, Libya. Eastern Europe., as well as the 
USSR. 

IV. Policy Op!ions and Policy Dilemma~ 

A. The Strategic Outlook 

92. The policy environment for the Soviet leader­
shi&t over the next thr--e to five years will be deter-·= 
mined primarily by the interplay between an ongoing 
political' .$u~ion. e911tinuing slowdown in economic 
growth;··;~d ~n . uncertain-and potentially more hos­
tile-international environment Declining economic 
growth will further intensify competition for resources 
and will. pose increasingly acute policy dilemmas for 
the Soviet leadership. Policy divergences over a combi­
nation of economic and international issues could 
entail significant consequen-ces for the conduct of 
Soviet foreign policy. Nevertheless, no Soviet leader is 

. likely to open himself to the charge of undercutti~g 
national security needs as defined by the military 
establishment, through advocating :tbsoiute cuts in the 
defense budget during an interregnl!~ Furthe;more, 
Soviet leaders of the 1980s ;i'it ~confronted with the 
problems of restructuring a dialogue with their princi­
tx~l adversary against a background of 2 mutual arms 
buildup, the threat of technologie:~l surprise, and 2 

. distrust on both sides engendered Lv the colb,>sc uf 
the attempt at limited political acconunodation durin~ 
the previous decade. 

.. 
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93. The Soviets view :~s 2 serious t>rohlem the 
PrOSDCCt of a long~term mutu:~l :trms buildup which 
threatens to tax Soviet economic resources ·during a 
period of domestic political uncertainty. The height­
ened milit~ry ch'illenge that the United States poses to 
the USS~ sDCcificaUy in terms o£ strategic n1..-d~r 
orocrarns planned for the latter half o£ the 1980s. is an 
ominous development for the Soviets. B~t. in Moscow·s 
view, the realization o£ US plans will be strongly 
dependent on domestic political and international 
factors affecting US policymaking. In any event, the 
accumulated military assets of Moscow's military in­
vestments over the past . two decades are a source oC 
Soviet ~nfidence. 

' ' 
94. It is doubtful. however, that Soviet leaders 

i>erceive a .. window o£ opportunity" based on any 
o~erweening confidence in present Soviet strategic 
nuclear forces relative to future prospects. From the 
perspective of the present and probable future Soviet 
leadership, there will remain important deterrents to 
major military actions. These include the dangers of a 
direct conflict with the United States that could 
escalate to global proportions, concern about the reli­
ability of some East European allies. and an awareness 
of the greater Western capacity to support an expand­
ed defense effort These concerns do not preclude 
action abroad but they ~~ as constraints on military 
actions that could lead to a direct US-Soviet 
con£ rontation. 

95. Strat~ic nuclear arms negotiations are likely to 
remain a central Soviet priority even in a post­

Brezhnev regime. Moscow will continue to see the 
strategic nuclear arms control process as a means of 
moderating broader US political attitudes toward the 
USSR and of reducing the possibility of a US techno­
logical br~kthro~gh ·that might ieotx~rdize Moscow "s 
strategic nuclear status. Although anxious :tbout the 
potential technological dimensions of a reinvigorated 
strategic :urns competition. immediate cost considera­
tions are less a bctor in the Soviet calculus-even 
~-.-en declining economic performance. Spending for 
strategic nucl~r forces constitutes roughly 15 percent 
of the Soviet defense budget and even an intensified 
effort in a non-SALT environment would be unlikely 
to result in a disproportionate increase in this amount. 
In ad<.liti<m. str:~t~ic mrdc:tr force r<xruircnwnts :tr(' 
I<~ labor intensive tll;•n other military scrvict.:s. ami· · · 
the hir;ll-tcchnology production n:smrn:cT cl<~vutMI tu 



strategic nc'cle3r systems arc less easily transferable to 
civilian purposes. 

96. A more compelling economic incentive to arms 
control talks. however. could be the cost avoidance 
benefits. In the absence of an arms control agreement 
to channel and limit US weapons developments. Mos­
cow could see itself as locked into spending even larger 
sums on developing new systems and deploying a 
creater number of them. Such coooems. parti~larfy if 
thev were reinforced by the feeling that the Ynited 
States was successfully reversing the overall military 
trends o£ the laSt decade.. could. in turn. add to the 
Impetus for strategic anns control agreements encom· 
passing the more threatening US systems. The Soviet 
offer to place a cap on Typhoon submarine deploy­
rQents in exchange for Trident constraints Is an exam· 
pie of the tyDC o£ limited accommodation the Soviets 
could accept. Such an accommodation would accom­
plish a reduction in Trident capability whlch their 
own defenses could address only at great cost and In 
the indefinite future.' 

97. If the Soviets should conclude that there is no 
prospect in the near term for an advantageous result 
from a renewed strategic amu dialogue with Washing· 
ton. then they may decide to ignore SALT 09nstralnts. 
Among the earliest indications that they had decided 
to do so would be the failure to dismantle older 
systems as new ones are deployed. the testing of 
ICBMs with more reentry vehicles than permitted 
under SALT II limits. and the testing of more than one 
new ty~ of ICBM. Moreover, they are well positioned 
for po~ew~.l force expansion and could increase the 
number of MIRVed ICBM.s. continue SSBN produc­
tion without any dismantlement·· of older missile 
launching submarines. increase Backfire production. 
and test and deploy new strategic systems, Some of 
these actions, such as the failure to dismantle older 
missile submarines and land~~ missiles in accord­
ance with the putative SALT restrictions. are revers­
ible. The Soviets might undertake such measures to 
pressure the U~-ited States either to refrain fro[Jl 
certain weapons deployments or to induce Washington 
to resume the strategic arms dialogue within the 
general framework of DH'rious. strategic a~ agr~ 
ments. 

• Foc a detailed discussion see NIE 11-3/8-81. Soolet Capahdma 
/o-r Stral~gtc Nud~r Ccn/ltct. l98l-9l,Volume ll23 March 1982. 
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B. Defense-Economic T rode-Off s 

98. The Soviets recognize that military power is 

their principal foreign policy asset and that continued 
high levels of defense investment are necessary to 
sustain the present dimensions of Moscow"s global role. 
Despite declining economic growth. we have seen no 
evidence cs£ a reduction in Soviet defense spending. On 
the basis or observed military activity-the number of 
weaPOn systems in production, weapons development 
procnms. and trends in capital expansion in the 
defense industries-we expect that Soviet defense 
spending wiU continue to grow at about its historical 
rate of 4 percent a year at least through 1985. 

99. We estimate, on the other hand, that annual 
Soviet economic: growth will be only 1 to 2 percent in 
the rmd-1980s. and will remain near the 1-DCrcent 
level through the 12th Five-Year Plan (1986-90~ If 
defense spending is to continue increasing at about 4 
percent per year, the defense share of GNP · eonse­
quently will be at least 15 percent by mid.<fec::ade. If 
these ~rends are not chanced in the 12th Five-Year 
Plan. the defense share of GNP could approach 2.0 
percent by 1990. This level of military spending would 
drastically reduce the ability of the Soviet leadership 
to allocate additional resources to investment and 
consumption. Under these conditions. continued 
growth in defense spending at its historical rate could 
lead to declines in living standards. Per capita con­
sumption probably would continue to crow marginally 
for th.;: next few years, .. but. by mid-decade.. would 
almost certainly be in decline. · 

100. It is likely that the Soviets" perceptions of their 
economic predicament are less pessimistic than those 
of Western analysts. thus reducing the likelihood of 
major economic: refonns. This might · pi"rtly explain 
why, for example. the USSR"s 1981-85 plan fails to 
address adequately the declining ability of the econ­
omy to oHset slow labor growth with more capital 
investment. The opportunities for growth from substi­
tuting capital for labor will be limited by the continu­
ing decline in capital productivity as well as by· the 
need to sink most of the investment increment into 
capital-intensive projects, particularly in the energy 
sector, the return frorn which is !~~ deferrc-.:!. This 
constraint suggests that by mid.<fecade the Soviets will 
face a larger defense burden than they currently 
anticipate. and pressures for a slowdown in defense 
spending could increase. 
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Soviet Dismantlement of Y -Class Nuclear-Powered 
Ballistic Mis~ile Submarines at .Severodvinsk Shipyard 
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101. Beduse military programs require long lead­
times. a red~ction in the rate of growth of defense 
spending would probably have little imt);lct on Soviet 
military capabilities during this decade. Soviet weap­
ons that will be in the field through the 1980s will 
consist primarily of systems already aeployed as well 
as those now entering production and in the late stages 
of development. 

102. The foceign policy payoffs of higli · military 
spending might engender · Politburo deliberations of 
e-,en larger ailocations to defense. Such increases in 
military spending might be managed by the selective 
acceleration of individual Soviet weapons programs, but 
the social costs would be high. To the extent that any 
plan revisions increased investment in defense indw­
tri~ investment in some civilian sectors would suffer. 
Cuts in the consumer sector, however, could have two 
unpalatable consequences: they would worsen already 
poor prospects for Improving labor productivity, and 
they might increase worker discontent. Moscow is 
counting heavily on large gains in labor productivity to 
meet the economy's output goals. Indeed, the plan 
directives currently stiDulate that 90 percent of the 
crowth in industry and all of the growth in agriculture 
must come through increases in productivity. Without 
some improvement in consumer welfare, chances of 
generating the productivity gains implied in the 11th 
Five-Year Plan will be much reduced. 

C. The Political Succession ond Foreign Policy 
Options 

103. The economic dilemma outlined above will 
serve aidU: .crit\cal backdrop to the decisions taken by 
the post-Brerltnev leadership on domestic policy and 
will tnnuence foreign policy choiceS as well A ma.io~ 
issue confronting the future Soviet leadership will thus 
be how to sustai~ high levels of defense spending 
without imposing severe cutbacks on consumer wel­
fare or reduCing the rate of industrial moder~ization 
and renovation. In soite of the declining economic 
growth rate, the Brezhnev regime has opted to sustain 
the rate of growth in defense spending and, aided by 
high levels of investment in agriculture, to continue to 
seek marginal improvements in consumer welfare. 

~ ·.-
~-

104. A successor leadership may be inclined to 
reexamine these priorities, oarticularly the high levels 
of investment in agriculture-a commitment closely 
identified ·with Brezhnev personally. Although abso-

Figure 16 
Soviet Leaders at Funeral or Mikhail Suslov, 
28 J anuacy 1982 
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lute cuts in defense spending are highly unlikely, 
declining e<:Onomic growth will further intensify com­
petition for resources. compelling Soviet leaders to 
weigh the effect of constant increases in defense 
spending on the overall development of the economy. 

lOS. Sovi~t leaders are likely to !~ek greater com­
merce-with W~tern'Europe-and the United States if 
political conditions allow-to relieve economic pres­
sures at home. Such a move also might be seen by 
future Soviet leaders as having the political virtue of 
increasing Soviet-West European politicM- interaction, 
possibly at US expense. However-assuming no ma.ior 
increases in the price of oil gas, or gold, or any 
significant expansion in Soviet arms sales-a substan­
tial increase in imports beyond the 1981 level would 
be achievable only if Moscow were willing to increase 
its foreign debl The level of debt. in turn, would be · 
contingent upon the willingness of Western bankers 
and governments to extend further long-term credits 
to Moscow. 

106. The Soviets believe that without strong West 
European support the United States would have little 
ieverage to affect Soviet economic choices. They 
anticipate that any US-instigated effort to embargo or 
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restrict the flow of t<..·c.:lmol~y or fuud tu tlw llS.'iH c.·au 
be: circumvented by turning to \.Yc.-stcrn 1-:uwpc. Ja· 
p:~n. or 2lternative gr.tin suppliers sud1 :as <:..·lila< Ia and 

Alltentin.a. 

107. Increased debt and l~rd t:urrcncy shortages 
could :affect the level of Moscow's ~-onumic commit­
ments to client regimes in the Third World .. Even 
under present projections. the h:ud currency crunch 
probably will make ·the Soviets reluct:ant to provide 
other clients with economic :aid as extensive :~s th:at 
provided to Cuba or Vietnam. As in ~tern Europe, 
Moscow is already cutting back on subsidized ship­
ments of commodities that can be diverted to Westetn 
markets, such as oil, or goods for which the Soviets 
must Day hard currency to import, notably a~;ricultur­
al products. Soviet military assistance probably will 
not be seriously affected and :arms sales are unlikely to 
be affected at all Arms aid will not increase the strain 
on Soviet domestic .economic resources as directly :as 
deliveries of important commodities and industrial 
&oods. Moscow is likely to be even more active in 
seeking new purchasers of Soviet :arms and seeking 
hard currency as payment from existing clients. The 
net result. therefore. is that Moscow will be e~.·en more 
dependent than at present on military sales as a lever 
of influence in Third World regimes. 

108. Rival factions or claimants to leadership in the 
post-Brez.hnev era are likely to share :z determination 
to maintain and expand Moscow's ~;lob:al presence. 
This det;,.;rri(~ation ~uld be reinforced l.Jy a possible 
tendency on the part of a younger generation or Soviet 
leaders to equate the growth of Scwiet militarl' power 
with the growth or Soviet global power and influence. 
Supporting such thinking, moreover, are factors that 
go beyond tangible or measurable ind~xes. factors such 
as ideological conviction, a lingering sense o£ inse<:uri­
ty and of hostiie encirclement. and a <.·ontrasting 
eonfidence and sense of achievemt"nt in the USSR's 
emergence as a global superpower. Co.llmivl"h· th<."S<.." 
will tend to reinforce the new lc.-ad<.·rship ·s nnmnit-. 
ment to sustain the global ~J~i~1115. 11f Suvid policy. . ... 

·109. The specific foreign polic\· uptious u£ a su<."(:es­
sor leadership will be condiliofl<"(lucrt unh· hy tht· l<·vcl 
of East-\Vest tensions but by the.· llrl'''ailin~ ~·unS<·nsus 
within the· new leadership em £cm·i.:n polic\' <.·ummit­
m<:nts. In past su<..-c.:<..-ssioriS, smm· fairlr radical t!C•Iicy 
departures were in bet undc·rt:•kc·n. Tl1c' post-St;11in 
leaders. for imt:tnct•, moved quid:lr tu c-ucltll<' 1-:orc·an 
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war. Within the first months of its tc.·•u•rt:. tl1c: post­
Khrushchev collective sought to mend (allx:it IIIISUC· 

ccs.sfully) the political broch with China :and made 
the decision to increase sharply Soviet :usistance to 

I 

North Vietnam. IC precedent is a guide. therefore. a 
post-Brezhnev regime could explore options relative to 
the USSR's more pressing foreign policy dilemmas. 

110. The Soviets are probably pessimistic about the 
longer term prospects for a moderation of US-Soviet 
tensions, particularly in light of pl:tnned US str:~tegic 
weapons deployments and military programs project­
ed for the latter half of the 1980s. But even in the 
event of an improved climate of US-Soviet relations, 
the fu:ndamental antagonistic nature o£ US-Soviet ~n­
teraction will persist because o£ the two sides' conflict­
ing political and international goals. Moreover, the 
Soviet perception of underlying US hostilit\' toward 
the USSR. combined with the persistence of broader 
East-West problems, will result in C9ntinued Soviet 
efforts to undermine and discredit US policies. 

llL A post-Brezhnev regime could examine new 
possibilities for accommodation with lleiiing, in the 
hope of undercutting a US global strategy predic:1ted 
on Sino-Soviet hostility. But such :a move would be 
contingent on prior improvement in the Sino-Soviet 
political dialogue, and Moscow would have to o£fer 
significant concessions on contentious militan· and 
border issues. 

112. Western Europe looms :1s another :~rea o£ 
intensified maneuvering by a suce<..~r regime for 
significant geopolitical advantage over Washington. 
The prize in this instan~e would be th"'- crusion of 
NATO or, at a minimum, the provokin~ uf serious 
divisions within the core or the us allian<..'(" structure. 
The principal sources o£ Soviet leverage iu this re'l::lr<l 
would be Moscow's (>Otential abilit\' to ease..- ft'ars in 
Western Europe that the region mi~ht ll(.:comc a 
.nuclear battleground, :~nd to offc:r !:rcatt'r iutdcourse 
between East :and W<..'St Germany. 

113. Potential Soviet flexihilitr toward \\',-stc:rn Eu­
rope, however, ,w,·u•ld be co~::~orniS<:tl br :~n outhrc:tk 
of renewed social and politic-.1l turhukm:e iu E.askrn 
Europe. Tltc: economic conditiuus tlrat c·u~:•·udc:rc'tltlte 
political crisis in Poland sinn· IWm :tr1" llfi'SI.'nt to 
v3rying but significant d<""grt:\'S in tlw otl.c.·r ~t;lh'S uf 
fvloscow's E."l.~ Europc.:an •·mpin·. luc·n·;tsiu~: fon:i.:u .· 
debt ohli~:~tions. diminishiu~: ktrd c.·urrc·m·\· rc'SI.·rvc-s." 
and dc.·t<:rioratiu~: c:c<unuuic- Jl<'rforutau(·,:-will wurS<'II 
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these conditions. Moreover, Soviet policymakers will 
be confronted with the dilemma of weis;hing the 
increasing burden of economic subsidiz.ation of the 
East European economies against a politic:al reluctanc(." 

to allow gre2ter economic reform. 

114.. Dramatic unanticiDated changes in the inter­
national environment could have a profound imDact 
on future Soviet policy options. A collapse of the Saudi 
monarchy, (or example, could usher in an· ~nti-West­
ern regime. precipitating the expalsion of the· United 
States and potentially dividing US interests in the 
Persian Gulf from those of Europe and JaDan. l.ike• 
wise, the outcome of Iran's revolution and the Iran­
Iraq war might also create significant opportunities or 
dangers from Moscow's perspective, raising the possi­
bility of a further Soviet military incursion into South­
west Asia or the Persian Gulf recion. 

115. Despite uncertainties, the Soviets probably an­
ticipate that they will be able to take advantage of 
trends in international politics, particularly in the 
Third World, to create opportunities for the enhance­
ment of Moscow's geopolitical stature. The , likely 
persistence of regional rivalries, economic disorder, 
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and the political undercurrents of anti-Americanism 
are probably viewed by Moscow as developments that 
will pose continuing dilemm:u for US policy and, 
conversely. relatively low-risk opportunities for Soviet 
exploitation of regional instabilities. Active Soviet ef­
forts to exploit such instabilities are particularly likely 
in those areas-such as southern Africa. the Middle 
East. and Central America-where US policy is closely 
identified with regionally isolated or ~:iCallv unpop­
ular regimes. A related Soviet ob.iective will be to 
r rust rate us diplomatic and political attempts to re­
solve regional disputes in the Third World. 

116. As the Soviet leadership moves .further into a 
period of political succession, Soviet policies will be­
come less predictable. The potential confluence of 
greater Soviet military power, increased regional insta­
bilit~ies, more assertive us policies, and..the potential 
for expanded US military capabilities in the late 1980s 
could malce a successor Soviet leadership increasingly 
willing to exploit current opportunities in what it 
perceives as low-cost. low-risk areas. This attitude, in 
turn, could increase the possibilities of, miscalculation 
and unpremeditated US-Soviet confrontations, most 
likely in the Third World . 
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Table 1 
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$oYiet Military Technicians in Selected Third World Countries. 1981 

TotaJ 16,180 

N0<1& Africa ' ~.000 ta cia A aocric.a . 165 

Altcria 2,000 Niancua 65 
' Libya 2,000 Peru 100 

Sa&-Sala.aru~ Africa ~.S3S Middk East 5.~15 

An cola 1.200 Ina 200 

Bali a so Iraq soo 
Bocswana s Jorcfaa 25 

Barndi 45 North Yemen 700 

Cape: Verde 40 Soutla Y cmca 1,000 

Conro -120 Syria 3,000 

Equatorial Guinea 3S 

Ethiopia 1,700 Soacb Asia l.ISS 

Guinea so Afchanisua 2,000• 

Guinea Bissaa so Bancladcsb s 
Madarasc:ar 330 India ISO 

Mali ISO 
Mou.mbiquc soo 

· ·' .Nicc:N 35 

Seychelles s 
Tanu.nia 140 

Zambia so 
• E.xcludcs uoops in intqral units. 

This table is SeCret Noforn Noconuact Orcon. 

( 

. __..-.;-... , •:-...,.· .·.... - -

,· 



Table 2 Million US S 

Soviet Arms Sales to Third World Countr~ ...... , . 

·. 
Recipient 1955·11 1972 1973 1974 197.5 1976 1977 1978 1979 19110 1981 Total 

--.. Tot.tl 8,61.5 1,678 2,8119 .5,733 3,206 6,101 9,335 2,.522 11,3.59 13,917 6,059 68,414 

North MrlJ H9 30 6 2,315 SH .. 4,650 768 .. u.ooo .. 19.762 
Alteria .- 34.5 .. .. .. .soo .. 800 300 .. 3,000 .. 4,945 
Libya 91 30 4 2,300 .. .. 3.8~0 4611 .. 1,000 . . 14,743 
Morocco ll 2 2S H 

. 
74 .. .. . . NA .. .. .. 

Sub-Sa bar an Africa 304 4 61 345 221 1185 1,537 1,011 548 266 1,911 7,095 
An cola .. .. .. .. . . .J.SI 38 26 33 .1) 157 618 
Benin r- .. .. .. .. . . II 13 .. .S. .. NA 29 
Botswana .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. 7 .. 7 

VI Burundi NEOL .. .. .. NEOL .s .. IS .. HIOL IS 38 

-N Cameroon HI!OL .. .. .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . . NICL 

Ca~ Verde .. .. .. .. .. l .. .s.s HA 1 65 -t .. 
Central African Republic 2 .. .. I .s .. .. .. .. .. . . 8 
Chad 2 s . .. 

7 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
Coneo · . 14 .. .. .. 23 so 3 .. 12 . .. .. 101 
Equatorial Oulnca 2 .. .. 7 .. .. 10 .. 6 .. .. 1.5 
Etblopla 2 4 .. .. 250 1,100 750 126 1,700 31932 ..... "'Tl .. . . . m 
Oambla .. .. .. HIOL NIOL .. .. . . .. .. .. "ICL 0 
Obana 10 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 10 > c 
Oulnea 26 .. . ·. 30 .. . . l NEOL II l 27 170 .-+ .. =r 
Guinea Bissau .. .. .. I .. 21 .. .. II .. 9 42 a 

~ 

Ken~a . .. .. .. NI!OL . . .. .. .. .. .. .. NtCL ~-

Madauicar .. .. .. .. I l .s 16 ll 12 .. 110 z 
Mali I .. I 34 s 2 61 .. 14 s 30 160 z 
Mozambique 24 110 4i 141 316 

0 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
Nircria I 26 .. .. " .. HIOL N!£!L .. lOS 2 .. 108 
Sao Tome Principe .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2 .. . . l 

Scycbclles .. .. .. .. .. .. .. s I .. I 7 
Sierra Leone I'II!OL .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2 .. l 

Somalia 106 .. .. 100 ISl 4l .. .. .. .. .. 402 
Sudan 93 .. .. .. 3 .. 4 .. .. .. .. 100 



Tanunia f .. .. n .. .. 192 .. 10 54 .. 340 

Uranda 12 .. lO )5 .. 27 40 .. I'# A .. "" J44 

Zambia I .. ·: .. .. 10 6 2 lO 192 10 251 .. . . 
..... . ... 

E.a.st Asia 890 
, .... .. .. HtCL .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 890 

Burma N!OL .. NIOL . HECL .. . .. .. .. . . .. .. .. . . 
Indonesia 871 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 878 

•, Kampuchea 12 .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ll 
•. 

£uropt 

' 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. lS .. .. u 

S2ain .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 21 .. . . l8 ... 
I 

l..atfo Amerfc.a .. .. 200 3 70 337 251 .. 100 135 103 1,299 

Colombia .. .. . . .. .. . . I 

Grenada 
Nicara2ua .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. 101 102 

Peru .. .. 200 l 70 ))7 250 .. 200 llS .. 1,195 

(II 
Middle £ul 5,062 1,<449 1,410 3,047 1,191 4,601 1,111 326 6,241 )6 3,507 30,094 

~ 
Cyprus 18 .. .. .. .. .. . . .. . . .. .. 18 

Erypt 2,645 563 900 .. .. .. . . 13 7 IJ NfOL 4,141 ... 
Or ecce I .. .. .. . . . . .. .. .. .. .. I 

I 
<DO 

Iran 504 72 .. 126 .. S44 · 474 .. . . PfA 224 1,944 Arn 
IraQ 1,004 )40 309 1,598 )2 4,04) IH 41 ,. 2.297 II sa 9,887 ~() 

Jordan .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . 22S .. 125 ~~ en 
Kuwait . . . . .. .. .. . . Sl .. . . . . .. 51 en 
Lebanon 12 . . .. HEOL .. .. . . .. . . .. H!OL 12 '11 

North Yemen 78 .. 6 .. 30 . . I 13 767 2 .. 897 rn 
South Yemen 27 50 100 100 6 100 250 514 10 

0 .. l'fA 1,157 > 
Syria 767 423 . I,IOS 1,323 1.030 9 1.431 9 2,657 .. l.OOO 11,754 c: 

.-+ 

Turkey 6 I ' 
~ .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. a 
~ 

S<lutb Asia 1,910 195 101 ll 1,188 177 686 .Cl7 1,341 1,480 537 9.1~6 
~· 

Mghanistan 455 .. <44 .. lSI 9 25 303 1,091 373 230 1,718 z 
Ban&ladesh so 10 

z . . .. .. . . HECL .. . . .. 7 67 0 

1 India 1,431 1141 157 .. 1.007 261 649 9i 24) 2,107 lOO 6,398 
Maldives NECL . . . . .. . . .. . . .. .. .. . . NtCL 

Nepal NECL I HEOL 

Pakistan 22 4 .. 1 .. .. I 19 .. .. . . 48 
Sri Lanu l .. .. II .. .. . . .. .. .. .. 13 

This 1a~lc is Sccrcl Nor~rn Nocontracs. 
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