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Soviet American Relations: Strategic Overview 

Key Questions: 

1. What are Soviet perceptions of the current strategic situ
ation (broad balance of power, US purposes, principal Soviet 
opportunities, risks of conflict, etc.)? 

2. What impact will Soviet leadership politics have on foreign 
policy in next 2 years? (How weak and divided are they? Is a 
"stonewall-coalition" in place? Does internal stalemate make US 
probe pointless?) 

3. How to conduct a probe of Soviet positions on most advan
tageous terms (without sacrificing bargaining leverage, without 
demobilizing public opinion on issues to be negotiated , without 
limiting freedom of action on other issues)? 

4. Do we face great 
proving "good faith" 
problem is real, how 
manipulated? 

obstacles in being understood by Moscow, 
or is this just a Soviet pose? If 

to overcome it? How to avoid being 

in 

5. How can Moscow's agenda be matched to ours -- what are the 
issues of greatest Soviet interest? What are the points of 
greatest vulnerability? Which of these offer opportunities for 
the US to exploit? Where would it be counterproductive to apply 
pressure? 

6. On which, if any, disputed issues is it possible to achieve 
results in the short term (first year of Administration)? On 
which only in the long term? 

7. To what extent can Soviet conduct in the Third World be 
moderated through direct US-Soviet discussions (recognizing that 
the most effective restraints are created b y independent US 
cooperation with friendly states)? On which issues? What is the 
role of "linkage" in these discussions? In the absence of any 
understandings with the US, is Soviet posture in Third World 
likely to become more or less dangerous? Where is the Soviet 
challenge to Western positions likely to remain strongest even if 
some agreements can be reached? 

8. Is Western economic leverage of any importance in affecting 
Soviet foreign policy choices? If so, how to use it? 

9. What can be the place of human-rights issues in US strategy? 
Can the US take a consistent approach to them, through the up's 
and down's of relations with Moscow? Do signs of internal 
tightening suggest that human rights practices will be a growing 
obstacle to improved relations? 

10. What is the place of a summit in policy toward the Soviets 
over the next two years? Would the Soviets be interested, even 
in the absence of agreements? How acceptable is it to have an 
inconclusive summit -- with a full airing of views, but still 
tense and without agreements (i.e., not so different from 
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Mitterrand's visit)? What would be the principal advantages and 
disadvantages? 

11. How useful can "small steps" (agreements or contacts on 
peripheral issues -- e.g. maritime boundary talks, fishing 
agreements , etc.) be in US strategy? Should they be saved to 
ratify progress on other issues, or used up to signal our 
interest in the course of a probe? 

12. If no (or very low) results are most likely over next 
several years, what is implication for US policy? Is it 
necessary to push harder with extra initiatives and offers 
(because no other way to force Soviet leadership to make 
decisions)? Safe to do so (because little chance they'll 
accept)? Or important to sit tight (because anything given away 
now will be wasted)? 
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Strategic Weapon s and Arms Control 

Terms of Reference 

What are the significant trends in this area? 

A. Technological 

Stealth 
Higher accuracies for long range offensive weapons? 
Smaller size, greater mobili t y for offensive 
systems? 
Active defense technologies? 

o Air Defense 
o Ballistic Missile Defense 

Submarine /AWN balance moving in which direction? 
Better sensors 

o For targetting mobile targets? 
o For defensive systems? 

Command, control and communication? 
Use of space? 
Others? 

B. Geo-strategic 

Conventional force balances in Europe, Southwest 
Asia, elsewhere 
Alliance s y stems; U.S. and Soviet mili tary access 
to key areas 

c. Political 

Pressure for arms cont rol: what form s is it 
taki ng? How strong? For what kind of arms 
control? Coming from whom? Key concerns? 
Difference s between West European and U.S. 
perception of key issues, weapons? 
Congressiona l conc erns? 

~~RR'T' 

Service i nterests ? 

D. Soviet 

What are dominant Soviet weapons systems? 
Emerging concepts of operation (e.g., under-ice ops 
for SSBNs)? 

~ -- OADR 
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II. U.S. and Soviet strengths and weaknes ses 

A. U.S. strengths 

Technological 

o SSBNs? 
o New generation active defenses? 
o Stealth 
o Others? 

Organizational--limited delegation of 
responsibility for nuclear weapon allows greater 
operational flexibility than comparable Soviet 
systems. 

B. U.S. Weaknesse s 

Political/cultural opposition to "destabilizing" 
weapons 
Open society limits deception/concealment options 
Defense procurement process (OSD, Services, 
Congress) results in delays in fielding new 
technology weapons 
Others 

C. Soviet strengths 

Large amount of resources devoted to strategic 
systems allows diverse and redundant weapons 
efforts to hedge against uncertainties, and exploit 
some high risk areas, e.g., space, directed energy 
Terrain and political system fevor deception/ 
concealment options 
No arms control, political constraints on the 
character of weapons s ytems 

D. Soviet weaknesses 

Extreme centralized control of nuclear weapons may 
create vulnerabilities 
Tendency to deploy large numbers of defensive 
weapons, even when of limited effectiveness 
Others 

SE6RE:T 
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III. Goal 

A. Strengthen deterrence? Build defensive and offensive 
systems and develop concepts of operations such that 
Soviets have low confidence in their ability to execute 
their preferred counter-military options. 

B. Supe riority ? Build and design such that Soviets fear 
t ha t t hey could be disarmed if war escalated to nuclear 
strikes against U.S. and Soviet targets. 

IV. Strategies: How can we utilize U.S. strengths, Soviet 
weaknesse s to reach U.S. goal? 

A. Short, medium, and long term strategies. 

B. New technologies? 

C. New operating concepts, organizations? 

V. Obstacles 

A. How can pressures for arms control be satisfied while 
pur suing chosen goal and strategy? 

B. How can U.S. technologies be developed and deployed 
more qu ickly? 

C. Strategies for handling Congress? 

D. Strategies for hand ling t he Services? 
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Strategic Weapons and Arms Control Issues 

1. What is our understanding of how the Soviets evaluate the 
strategic nuclear balance? Is there evidence or analysis that 
suggests which U.S. strategic capabilities are most important in 
Soviet calculations and which, therefore, help most to deter 
attack? Possible categories for discussion: 

strategic defenses 

precision guided weapons 

Stealth technologies 

strategic ASW 

2. What are the capabilities that are likely to emerge in 
Soviet strategic weapons systems over the next five years? What 
impact will they have on our strategic forces? Issues include: 

If the Soviets deploy mobile missiles, what effect does 
that have on our requirement for high accuracy weapons 
to attack fixed targets? 

If the Soviets deploy various forms of ABM, what effect 
will that have on U.S. penetration capabilities? 

If the Soviets develop under-ice operations for SSBNs, 
what effect does that have on our strategic ASW 
capabilities and programs? 

3. Which U.S . strategic weapons technologies now appear to have 
technological and strategic promise? 

Near-real-time reconnaissance and targetting 
capabilities? 

Autonomously guided weapons? 

Stealth? 

BMD? 

4. In view of Soviet perceptions of the balance and foreseeable 
Soviet and U.S. weapons programs , how should our strategic 
modernization program and our strategic defenses initiative be 
changed? 

2{ 
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5 . Similarly, are there changes that should be made in the 
operation of our strategic forces as a result of an evaluation of 
Soviet perceptions, and U.S. and Soviet capabilities? 

6. What steps should be taken now to prepare the way for these 
program and operational changes? What are the best ways to 
utilize the opportunities for decision present at the start of a 
new term? What follow-up measures will be necessary to support 
and sustain these measures in the face of foreseeable opposition 
in the bureaucracy, the Hill, and the arms control community? 

7. What are the conceivable arms control measures most 
compatible with the U.S. strategic programs and operations that 
you recommend? What should be the timing for these arms control 
measures? 



July 1984 

Central America 

Key Planning Issues 

I. Strategic Overview 

Ends: 

0 What are the stakes in Central America? Are they as 
high as we have said? Are our objectives attainable 
given the threat? What is the range of acceptable 
outcomes? How are they related to the pursuit of other 
US policy objectives, elsewhere in the hemisphere and 
beyond? 

Means: 

0 Are our means proportional to the ends we seek? How 
different are the means needed to attain maximum (vs. 
satisfactory) goals? 

II. Political-military problems, opportunities, and options: 

El Salvador: 

0 What can be achieved militarily with current level of 
aid? Vulnerability to sudden collapse increasing or 
decreasing? Any prospect of major military break
through by goverment forces, or of steadily growing 
control over insurgency? 

0 How to assure continuing human rights improvement? 
Is this the key merely to our problem (sustaining 
current policy) or also to~eir problem (stabilizing 
the situation)? 

0 How to increase international legitimacy of Duarte 
government (e.g. revocation of Ungo recognition by SI)? 

Nicaragua: 

0 What is a feasible diplomatic agenda -- how much can 
we get/should we give? How strong our position if 
covert aid preserved? If not? Priority of internal 
and external goals (i.e. democratization, pluralism vs. 
limits on quantity and quality of outside arms supply, 
military advisers, etc.) 

0 What feasible diplomatic process -- role of 
Contadora (especially Mexico), Cuba, Soviets? 



Elsewhere in the region: 

0 What greatest medium-term vulnerabilities (Costa 
Rica, Guatemala, Honduras)? 

0 US measures to deal with worsening in one or more 
countries -- in anticipation, in direct response. How 
sustainable a US strategy that has to deal with several 
of these wars at once? 

III. Kissinger Commission Recommendations: 

Managing the follow-through 

0 Reformulations, refinements needed to make Commission 
package more effective? 

0 Is a scaled-back program of any value? Any real 
impact in region, or merely precondition to sustain 
military aid? To induce Nicaraguan restraint? 

Congressional prospects : 

0 How dependent on progress in El Salvador, or on 
diplomatic probe toward Nicaragua? 

IV. Long-term military posture: 

New missions (e.g. narcotics interdiction) 

Infrastructure requirements 

Political implications (including compatibility with 
different negotiated outcomes) 
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U.S., West Europe, and NATO 

Terms of Reference DECLASSifiED 
NLRR '{~ °f,4 ({~J., '3 

Trends 
BY ./a/J;_ NARA DATE ~/Jt /1J 

A. Economy of key West European countries 

GNP rate of growth? 
Sectors of high unemployment? 
Movement into high growth industrial, service 
sectors? 
International competitiveness? 
Energy dependence? 
Other 

B. Political trends in West Europe 

Tendencies toward protection? 
Movement toward, away from, European economic, 
political integration? 
Arms control/anti-nuclear sentiment 
Perceptions of, attitudes toward, U.S.? Areas of 
friction with U.S.? 
Perceptions of, attitudes toward Soviets? 
Other 

C. Military 

Non-nuclear force balances in Central Region? 
Trends in balance? Trends in operating concepts 
(nuclear/conventional operations, OMG "deep 
strikes" by NATO or Soviets)? 

o Ground force balance and trends 
o Air warfare balance and trends 
o Special forces, unconventional warfare trends 

Force balance and trends in Northern Region 

o Air balance? 
o Maritime balance? 
o Ground force balance? 
o Implications for Soviet SSBN strategy? 

Force balances and trends on Southern Flank? 
Trends in theater nuclear forces 

--6-E-G-RPF-
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o Soviet TNF vs. likely Soviet target set? 
o NATO TNF vs. likely NATO target set? 
o Impact of Soviet defenses, hardening on TNF 

balance? 
o Political implications? 

Trends in mobilization and reinforcement 
capabilities, NATO and Wa rsaw Pact? 
Susta inability? 
Non-nuclear strike systems? 

II. NATO Strengths and weaknesses, Warsaw Pact strengths and 
weaknesses 

III. 

A. NATO strengths? 

B. NATO weaknesses? 

Disagreement between U.S. and West Europe on proper 
level of defense spending 
Low levels of U.S. defense spending for NATO 
1970-1980 
Low levels of West European defense spending 
1980-future 
Unintegrated R&D, logistics s ystems 
Absence of strategic reserves 
Key rear area targets are few in number, vulnerable 

C. Warsaw Pact strengths 

Military superiority in many cases 
Integrated force structure 

D. Warsaw Pact weaknesses 

Goals? 

Strong, latent anti-Soviet feeling in East Europe 
War plan may critically depend on execution of 
pre-planned timetable that could be disrupted 

A. Minimum--maintain status quo: avoid or reduce 
U.S.-West European frictions, keep military balance in 
Central region from declining further, muddle through 

B. Revive NATO 

Measures to strengthen West European economies 
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New doctrines for NATO to increase NATO confidence 
in ability to deter Soviet attack, increase Soviet 
worries about security of East Europe in wartime 

C. Build alternatives to NATO 

Bilateral arrangements between U.S. and key West 
European governments may avoid problems of getting 
NATO-wide agreement, be more flexible 
Bilateral or other We st European defense 
arrangements independent of U.S. 
Others? 

IV. Strategies 

A. Muddle through 

Identify low cost military measure s where consensus 
ha s emerged, is emerging, and act on them, e.g., 
infra-structure, aid for Turkey 
Resolve NATO crises in Congress, with Europeans , as 
they arise 
Resolve economic disputes with Europe through 
establ ished mechanisms 

B. Strategy to revive NATO? 

Economic plan to help West European economies? 
Ways to move NATO to new doctrines? New weaponr y? 

C. Alternatives to NATO 

Reinforce strategy, positive tendencies toward 
cooperation in groups smal ler than full NATO 
membership? 
Ways for U.S. to transfer to key West European 
countries technologies, capabilities that would be 
required for European deferise of Europe 
Develop alliances with European countries that U.S. 
needs for strategic missions other than defense of 
Europe (e .. g, Turkey for Southwest Asian 
contingencies, Norway for maritime missions) 

-&E-6RET 
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V. Obstacles 

A. To reviving NATO 

Transferring resources from U.S. to West Europe 
will be opposed. Counter arguments for use on 
Hill? 

Shift to new, non-nuclear defense doctrine will be 
opposed. Counter arguments for use in Europe? 

B. To alternatives to NATO 

West Germany outside of NATO may appear dangerous 
to other Europeans, Soviets. Countermeasures? 
Shift to greater European self-reliance could cause 
shift to West European neutralism, anti-U. S. 
policies around the world. Countermeasures? 

SE<;JffiT 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE: IMPROVING CRISIS MANAGEMENT 
PROCEDURES (FORMULATION OF POLICY, INTERAGENCY 

COORDINATION, AND EXECUTION OF DECISIONS) 

DEFINITION: "CRISIS" - A critical international situation which 
entails substantial risk that inimical foreign power(s) may 
physically threaten important or vital U.S. interests. 

LESSONS LEARNED: What are the important and relevant lessons we 
have learned from recent crisis situations in Lebanon, Granada, 
and the Persian Gulf? 

A. Framing of policy options, formulation of national 
security policy, and articulation of detailed objectives 
for the conduct of diplomacy and supporting military 
operations. 

B. Policy direction to key Departments and Agencies. 

C. Integration and coordination of intelligence, diplomatic 
activity and military efforts (e.g., security 
assistance, force presence, combined exercises, force 
movements, alert status). 

1. Intelligence support - estimates (national technical 
means and tactical or operational intelligence 
assets at the scene of crisis). 

2. Adequacy of direction to diplomatic officials both 
"on the scene" and those consulting with interested 
parties with leverage or influence on crisis. 

3. Adequacy of command and control of military forces 
at or near the scene of crisis. 

Rules of Engagement - adequacy, precision, 
flexibility. 

Force dispositions and employment. 

Coordination with other forces and foreign 
authorities. 

4. Feedback to National Command Authority on 
effectiveness of extant diplomatic and military 
activity. 

l - ,,....-"-
Si'JCR~_.,..-"-- ...... .___. __ ,~·------
Declassify on: OADR-------~ 
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Reporting procedures. 

Washington-level revigw. 

D. Congressional relations and Public relations efforts. 

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF CURRENT PROCEDURES: What does recent 
crisis management experience reveal about the adequacy of current 
organizational and management processes? 

A. Quality of the decision making process. 

B. Fidelity in the implementation of policy and execution 
of decisions. 

C. Adequacy of Military Chain of Command to provide 
direction to U.S. forces at the scene of crisis. 

D. Quality of information/reporting from the scene of 
crisis. 

E. Efficacy of Congressional relations and Public Affairs 
efforts. 

GOALS FOR EFFECTIVE CRISIS MANAGEMENT: What are the goals and 
objectives which we should strive for to improve our management 
of crisis situations? 

A. A more objective review of factors bearing on options 
for national decision in crisis situations? 

1. Adequate intelligence estimates. 

2. Anticipating second and third order effects of 
options for decision. 

3. Managing Congressional and public relations efforts 
to garner timely support for policy. 

4. Considering effects of policy decisions on the 
broader international situation. 

B. Coherent policy: Bureaucratic discipline in the 
execution of policy and implementation of NSC decisions. 

C. Timely reports to seat of Government on efficacy of 
policy and results of decisions taken. 

D. Timely review/revision of decisions in light of progress 
at scene of crisis. 

SE~ 
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STRATEGY FOR IMPROVING POLICY FORMULATION AND IMPLEMENTATION/ 
EXECUTION OF DECISIONS: What reforms or modifications should be 
considered to improve our crisis management organization and 
practice? 

A. Interagency coordination in framing policy options for 
the NSC (NSPG). 

1. CPPG. 

2. SSG. 

B. Improving the discipline in policy execution. 

1. Overcoming bureaucratic inertia and agency/ 
departmental proclivities at odds with policy 
decisions. 

2. Control of media leaks. 

3. Control of Congressional relations. 

4. Positive control of diplomatic and military 
activity. 

OBSTACLES TO REFORM: What are the obstacles which are likely to 
impede reform of current crisis management practices and 
procedures? 

A. WAR Powers Resolution and Congressional Intrusion. 

B. Channelized or privileged sources of information/ 
communications to and from the scene of crisis. 

C. Bureaucratic prerogatives and inertia. 

D. Structural obstacles - Unified Command Plan and Chain of 
Command. 

SE~ 
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