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THE SOVIET CHALLENGE 

Tile priwary determinants of Soviet ~nternational behavior are geography, an 
i~;:,erial tradition an3 ideology. The first of these is immutable; the seconj w~s 
in;]eri ted by the:- Soviet leadership in 1917; and the third has served to reinforce 
the i~?erial tradition and preserve some of its chief characteristics--suspicion, 
a~;ressiveness, an6 xenophobia. 

C~7.m~~ist ideology p::isits an in~~itable str~gle be~ween capitaliSTI a~d 
socialiS"!", and ~~us views norr-socialist states ooth as p::itentia.1 targets for 
revolution ard as i=otential threats. It sees class antagonisn as the driving 
fo:-ce behin: political and economic change, and the p::ilicies of other nations as 
s'.'1a?=(S by domestic econo:i!ic and s::icial str-t.Y:)gles. '!his view provides the 
intellectual pri~n throu9j ~nich Soviet leaders perceive the outside world, 
:-eenforces the expansionist tendencies inherited from the Russian tra::3ition, and 
2ssures the:n that historv is on their side. 

~ ' . 

l''Dst irnp::irtantly , Comrm.inist ideology is the main s:>ur~e of the regiine' s 
legiti~acy. It explains why there is only one p::ilitical ps.rty, which controls the 
state administration and all spheres of society, \.T.1Y the media are smject to 
ce::so:ship, and w'hy the party Poli tbu.ro dominates r:;olitical life. For a variety 
of recsJns--including a deeply rooted fear of anarchy and the a::isence of any 
re;ularize::i process for transferring power--questions of the regime's legitimacy 
co~tir,ue to be of basic concern to Soviet leaders. 

But Soviet authorities also see their ow:1 international role in terms of 
t:::-a::i tionc.l great p::i,.,12r interests. i'i1;-iile as J•:arxists they believe in the ulti.J11ate 
tra;;sfo:r.-,ation of the w:i:rld along socialist lines, their specific r:;olicies and 
tactics 1::-e P=rforce often disputed by geopolitical considerations and frequently 
res2-: in the sLbordination of the re\lolutionary dimension of their doctrine to 
su::r. t::-ajition2.l c2.lculatior:s. 

?:-ie insecurity and suspicion engendered by Russian history and Marxist.:. 
~e~i~ist ideology have been te:npered so~ewhat by the USS~'s e~ergence as a 

:-:-.E: ta:-y supeq:ower a:1d t.rie conco:Tii tant grow'"th of its fOl i tic2l role in world 
1:::21:-s. Soviet leaders see military power as the essential foll11d2tion of an 
2ssertive for-eign ;:olicy. Toe p:3ttern of thei"r i:olicies since the liiid- 1970s 
s~:;es":s increase:: cor.fidence in their global po·wer posi tion--expressed in Soviet 
?e.rla~::e as "the ch2n;in; correlation of forces in favor of S::>cialis.:1." The 
S:iv.:e: leajership als:i sees continuiJ1? cpp::,rtu1")ities to ex?loit and foster 
international tensions and instabilities to their o~n advanto9e and ~rie detrunent 
of t~e United States. At the sarre tme a new ele~ent of insecurity probably has 
been aided by the growin3 reccx;ni ticn that serious dm1estic prob.lE!ils seer, to defy 
s-olution. -
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T:-ie ooli tical svste7: tha~ r,as evolvec .6ut of this histor.:cal am ideological 
:.:-a: i :io,1· hes p:-ovide-8 t..he means for a se?1ous ch2.llen::e to US interests. Its 
leace::-s h2ve fomida::ile r.,ili tary powe: c:: ic consider2bl ~ economic might at their 
c.isr=osa.l. The highlv c..entrc.lizec decisiom,2kin:: ao;;a.ratus also enhances the 
S--.,~e~ lc.-,.:;p,-sh~p 1 S :\...ili .. v '-o a·PvPlr-,•·-i'°::: r.nhoc:1· ~c f(')'!"'e1·cn -n,. do=0 sr-ic ,....,..., 71·c·1 -no· -'' - \.. _ ..... c ..... ._.._ J. c...J. __ ._,J \,. -· - ---1 '-" ··· - ! ~. - ·- - ,,.. .J . - _, ' c:. u ;1r._ -- :--"-'- ) a 

~o mve quickly to take acva,,ta?e of inte:rnational op;ortmities. At the same 
ti:-7)2 such centralization ofte:-i mckes Soviet domestic p::>licy rigid, and ideological 
o:--:.mooxy in.bibi ts aoa:;:it.aticns to changing internal and international coro i tio_n.s. 
~~ese stren9tlis anc \.F-a~~esses will b2 pc.rticularly in evidence as the Soviet 
;J:-:ion decls w:t..c'ri m2jor global challenges and opp:Jrtmities in the 1980s. 

Internal Factors 

The USSR has entered a ?=riod of slow econo:nic growth that will confront the 
le:2:::ers;-!ip with tou?h i;olicy choices. s:-jortfalls in industrial produ:::tion, and 
fowr co:-sec;.itive harvest failures have reducej the growt.h in Soviet GNP to less 
t~a~ 2 percent a year since 1978-its loy,,.,iest rate since W~rld war II. 

'?his decline indica_tes that the formula t-'oscow has used to sti.TT?ulate grm-tth 
over the r:cst 25 yec.rs-max irnun inputs of la!::>or and investment-no longer \..Drks. 
:x.:.:-in:; the FcSt few years, the USSR hes ex;>:rience:i: · 

a sharp slow6o\ol"l in oil prodoction growth and a decline in coal 
prod u::: ti on; 
• a major rise in raw material costs; 

a fall-off in investment and labJr-force growth; and 
a sharp decline in labor produ:::tivi ty growth: 

Tc• ju:ge from 11th :ive-·fear Plan figures, the Soviet leadership, 
:-:e·.1 ~::-':.:1eless, exf)=cts Q~? to grow~ percent ?=i year through the mid-1980s. This 
;::~:, however, in our j u::Sge..,1ent is tese:: on hig:1ly u11realistic aSSL,.'"Tlptions about 
}2'.):)!' Froju::tivi ty grn· .... th. he estimcte that GNP will continue to grow at less 
t:-.2:-. 2 percent through the rnid-l980s. 

":':"1ese econo:7,lC difficuities have not led the lea::3ers:-1i;::: to make fmd..11ental 
::-.=:-,?es iil policy. To reintain the military buildup, it h2s lowered the rates of 
c :-:,,..,-:.1 ::or cons1.nption and caoi tal investment. If these priori ties continue, 
~ . . 
h:,·,.,,2ver, the 1 iving standard will hold steady and mcy decline an:::i irrvestment will 
je s::::ueezed further. Toe defense b-.1::-den, as measured by she.re of GNP go in;; to 
:::-:: ::e:-.se S?=nding, might also a.p?rnach 20 percent by the e2rly 1990s compc.red to 
i~s current level of 13-14 percent--sharply restricting other claimants and 
hci~htening ?Jliti~al tensions over allocation decisions. 

Despite these glo:Y.ny pros;:ects, the USS~ continues to p::issess greet econo:nic 
s:ren?t~s. · It has: 

a ,,.,>ealth of n2tural resources, lea:::ing the w:irld in the production of 
such key inaustrial co:nmoci ties as oil, _steel, iron ore, and nickel; 
the v.0rld 1 s largest military-industrial ccmplex; and 
a highly centralized economy that has enabled the leadership to 
cClTUTlcnc resources and set priorities between re;ions and sectors. 



vcreover, althou;h keenly aware of their difficulties, Soviet leaders a??crently 
jel:eve that the 1990s ~ill brin; some relief frcxn at least two of their rrGjor 
::i:-c'::)le::i:s-rnam::o·,.,>e:- shorta::ies and enerov constraints. Tuey also take comfort in 
~he g:oo"7iy :.:::-;jections ofJ grow-th for ~st 1,,-,iestern industrial nations and have 
ex~resse-:5 dou::its both publicly am privately about the United States' ability to 
:.2.rry out its defenSe buildup. 

Soc: al Issues. 

The s:iurces of p::>pular dis.:::ontent in the Soviet Union---a :p2rceived decline in 
the g1..12.lity of life 1 continuin~ restrictions on freedmi of expression and belief, 
a,.c risins national cons.:::ious:-1ess amo1I3 more than 20 rr2jor etJ..nic groLI?S--?=JSe 
?ro'.'.:ll e.11s of varyin:; severity for the Soviet leadership. Di s.:::ontent over the 
qu.::.lity of S:iviet life p,:-ob2.:>ly represents the most immediate and i.mp:,rt.ant 
challenge. Tue Soviet peo?le no longer are confident that their standard of 
living will continue to im?rove. Food shortages have beccrne more api:crent and the 
,2vail2':)ili ty of some consl..'T'.Tler goods has dropped. The sense of risin; 
ex?ectations, made p::>ssible by real consLI11er advances until the rnid-1970s, h2s 
yi2lce:l to an ap;,crent gro~~h of dissatisfaction and cynicisn. Tnis is 
::r12:-iifesdn:; itself in declining growth in labor productivity-a trend that will 
:-c12ke it more difficult to achieve the rates of economic growth that the leaders 
plan. Recent regime actions--su:::h as massive irop:,rts of grain and the creation of 
special food distribution syste~s-indicate that they are aware of the problens, 
but their p::>l ic ies are 2s yet inadeqllc te to solve then. 

The Soviet leadership thus far has been soccessful in isolating and 
re?ressing p::,l i tic 21, religious, and cultural disse:-it through widespread arrests 
aj")j bpr ison,uent of dissident leaders, confinement in psychiatric hos pi ta.ls, and 
exue. In t1e lcrg term, dissidence could becane more widesp:-ead--because of 
di ss::tis:action 1;,i th living standards, a continuif8 decline in ideological 
ca-:t-:-,i bent, and an ap;:crent resurgence of interest in religious fa i t.r,-a:--id require 
e\:e:-. r:ore leadership attention, but over the next 10 years there is little 
~ros:=:ec: that su::h a.ctivi ty will get out of hand and threaten party rule. 

~iscontent ~-rong the minority nationalities alS'.:l represents a latent 
vulnerability. 'fuere is no widespread, disruptive protest now, however, nor does 
a~:j c??=cr likel y in the near or mid-term. Regime fOlicies-grantin; lin:iuistic, 
terri-cori2.l, and some cul tura.l autonoi.ly; improving the standa.rd of livin~; and 
eX?=,nc:i~ the edu::ational base-co:nbined with the use cf PJlice p:,wer, have been 
largely su:cess:ul thus far. A rising national cons.:::iousness 2:non; rr~ny of these 
srou?S, however, suggests that discontent could become more serious over the next 
s~v1erc.l decades. It could result in 'v>Ork stoppages, dffilonstrations and greater 
assErti·v1e:1ess by local leaders-particula:rly in the Baltic St.ctes, the Ukrcine end 
Ce:-itral J:.si2--requir ing the re; irne to reassess its basic a?;J:-oach to the 

. , . 
pro::i.en. 

Political E>rocess and Structure. 

T;ie Commmist Party's ?2Iilasive control gives great t=ower and authority to 
its leaders, w'hose detem1ination to insure the preeminence of the party and 
i~ple-Jentation of its decisions is an i~p::,rtant 1.nderpinnirx:3 of all national 
p:)licy objectives. The su:cessful pursuit of this aim, together ~~th effective 
res~rictions on public dissent, has given unity anj .cohesiveness to b~th domestic 
am foreign p:,licy. 



~is foc,~s 0:-1 the ma nten2.!l:::e of party ccn::-ol r hoi-1ever, also has introdu:::ed 
s:r:-,e rig- ici ty 2::1:: ineffic ency that have bee;, h2:rmfu1 tc, the ptisui t of nationc.l 
a~~ic: '7'----ic: l---' '"'"'e'"' es,...._,..,_-,-i 1 v 0 via-en-- ,-. --he econ,-.,.-y· ~~--tv lea-"e,...c: o-,,,c:- i--e ..,,----• ~.:.J-.._. ~Jc _ v ...... ;J ~- • C--,. - - \... 1 ~ 11 '- ._.. -..,,-~ 1: • .,t--c:;;._ .J ·....1 ~-, - ..... r'-'-

:.:.-::: i:- ir:teres: in imprnvi~ the e.=fic iericy 2 ,-:j t.ech;-;olog icai base of the econo:t1y, 
h2'·:e been relu::tan: to fully back the l~lnd of decent:rclization and econoiilic 
in:entives that w::iuld ..contribute to this end, rncinlv for fear that this -....oulc 
ci:ute their P:,l-.'2r. They have also been U.'1'r:illi09 to codify their po~rs and 
rE:onsibil i ties within ~"le ::oli ticc.i svster.i 2.n::S develo::i an insti tutioncl ized 
pr:,;ess for replaciD~ the top leade:-. ~.s a result, political soccession creates 
po:entially disruptiv e i:ersonal and p::,licy conflict. The lack 0£ any mechar,i-sr, to 
E;;.Si..!re rejuvenctio,, of th2 a:imi:-1i strative elite--1,,,nile it has orodu:ed what are 
scely the ·..,.':)rlc' s most ex?=riencej t:ureau:::rats--also has redu;ed tJ1e flow 0£ 
f:-;:sj ioi:::as an:. lessene:3 the regime's ability to resp:mj to new challenges. 

Inst:n.r.,e::ts of ?:Jl icy. 
foreign Pol icy 

To judge f:-0:-:-, the USSR 1 s sustained heavy investment in military for-ces and 
'"'=c:?J:-lS research a:::l develor1ent, the Soviet leaders believe that mili t2.ry p:>W=r 
is ~heir princip:;.l instrment of influence c.;lO st2.tus in international 
re:3tions. In strategic nu:lear forces, the Soviets proba~ly now credit 
the-:-1selves with a;sr::gate nu::lear cap::.bil i ties at least equal to those of the 
U:1i te.j States and in some respects, such as the ability to threaten US la;-id-based 
mi ssile silos, wi '::-i superiority. Toe Soviets hav f:: also significantly improved 
thE"=ater nu:::le2.r 2:;;1d conve:-itio;-ial forces, accentLBtiI13 regional milit2.ry 
as::,:.,'Tl-2tries o?:=:::site China a;-id 1~½:st Europe. 

In the Third World, c!l:'6 sales, military training and a~v1rors also are 
effective instr~uents of Soviet p:,licy. Wnile su:h aid 9oes not necessarily 
trc.:-islate dire:::'::.l•.J into rolitic2l levera:ie , it usually is the kevst.one of Sovi et 
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relations with :. ess de-veloped co;,mtries and with revolutionary and insurgent 
~rc'J?S, ::>2s:=i t::- Soviet interest in garnerin; herd currency :ro:n 2.r;ns sales, 
_V,)s:ow hes :::--2e:: ,,.,-~ lling, ·,.,:;e:-e it ?=rceives ?)litical adv2.ntage, to make major 
:o:-.:essio::s, s ucn 2s extend~ rE?::y;nent pe::- io::ls and pay:nent in soft cu::-rency. 
::,is, co:,2in e:: wi-:::-. their a;::=,arent res?=Jnsiveness, allow-s the Soviets to de?ict 
tnej,r actions as manifestations of solidarity with the Third vbrlc. 

P.not:1-2r tren:5 ir-1 Sovi et 'inird ¼brld involve,,1ent is the continuing use of 
;rcx ies a:-i::: other i .-,temiedia:-ies, together with covert Soviet invol ve:11ent in 
s ur=:?Jrtin:] bsurge:-:t g:-oups c.nc in aiding the military ventures of client or 
:3epende:1t regimes. For the Soviets, the proxy relationshi?-One that has proven 
::lost su:::cess::u2 i:-1 Angola a;-i::5 :Sthiopia--;;-,inimizes the level of direct Soviet 
inv0lve.-;,e7t ;,.,'hi:'2 achievins S'.:lv iet aims arx: projectin; t he image of "socialist 
solidarity" 'v.;it:-; the recipie;it re;imes. 

Foreign de;:;t obligations and hard currency sh:>rta9es, however, affect the 
overall 1 e·v·el of //ns::::ow' s com.rni t'Tlent to client regimes. The hard currency crur12h 
:.as ;r1ade the Soviec:.s reluctant to p:-ovide other c lients ... i th econo:7lic aid as 
::xtensi\,e as that provided to Ct.ba or Viet.riaT1. The net result is that l"Ds::::ow is 
~ore depEndent on milita~y aid as an entree of influence in the Third World. 

In re:ent years the Soviets also have strengthened their traditional 
:iplo::-,atic a::tivities, SU??lenenting then with increased usage of a broad range of 
?Seweroff icic.l an:; covert activities that the Soviets the-nselves refer to as 



"active measures." The increased use of such me2st.1:"es is in part a reflection of 
the is?,:J::::-tance rbs.::ow att::-ibutes to the "ideolcgiccl struggle," Wi:Jich is waged not 
only through p:-o?Bgandc, but a2.s:i wi tJ-i psychological war-fare and s t..bversion. 

The Soviet u~ion and International Co~~u~i~. 

The international Cominu11ist move.11ent is no lc:-J3er the Lna11bigious asset to 
the USSR that it once i,,.;as. Threats to Soviet leadership anj control of both 
ruling and non-:rul ing parties are growing. 'Ihe turmoil in R)land and probleus in 
Rorr~nia underscore the failure of the costly i:olicy of buyin; stability and 
loyalty in &stern Europe through econo.1\ic subsidies. 

The objective r:ossibilities for continuing to pursue this policy, rroreover, 
are fac. iD? quickly due to Soviet econo.11ic proble-ns an::5 Western resistance to 
deeper economic involvement in Eastern Europe. In the coming decade slow economic 
gro·,.,:th in Ee stern Europe will threaten r8:3 irne stability in bloc countries. The 
dow:-ifall of a corrupt and inco~petent party leadership in Poland, precipitated by 
the p:.-otests of a p:,pular worKers' roove-nent, and t1e use of the military to fill 
the gap, also raise disquieti~ questions about the legitimacy an:5 effectiveness 
of Q:>rrJIL!.'1 ist P3rty rule throughout the bloc. 

respite these proble-ns, Mos:ow's options are limited. A1 economic bailout 
·w0u.la t>e 1:00 costly. Econo:nic reform and greater Western involvE:'nent "wOuld 
diminish central control and could stL~ulate pressures for i:olitical reform. A 
resort to greater repression, on t1e other hand, 'r?Ould further ccmpl icate Vosco·,,.;' s 
relations in the West and the Tnird mrld. 

i3eyor.d Eastern Europe, the r.ost serious challenge to Soviet control and 
orthodoxy in the world Communist movement comes fr011 Euroccxnr:11..nism. The West 
European v-rties are trying to be.lance their ties to the Soviet Coa'Tiunist Party 
~ith their ow:-i national an6 political interests. Tuey resist Soviet efforts to 
s\.borcinate national P3rties to Soviet control. Criticisn of 5:iviet p:>licies has 
now .:::.2::0~ corrumn and prob2.::ly will increase i £ the Soviets exercise greater 
re?ression at home and p,:i l i ti cal and military expansion abroa:3. 

The return of the Chinese Co.Tu11u."1ist Party to active involveit1ent in the 
inte:-r-,a:ionc.l rrove.11ent and its opp:>si tion to Soviet hegffilony also are p::,tentially 
seve:-e challenges facing the Soviet leadership. The C~inese are in the process of 
:cs1i:r; c. tacit alliance with several of the lea5ing \.'llest Euro?2an p::rties. Toe 
Chinese, in addition, have indicated their intention to comp;:te with the Soviets 
for influence with "progressive forces" in the Third \vorld, inclu:Jing su::h prc
s~viet racical regimes 2s 2thiopia, An9ola, and /v'~za'Tlbigue. 

The ~conmic Burdens of Empire. 

The Soviets aimost certainly believe that their econo~ic support of other 
Co::r.imist countries and clients brings substantial strategic and r:olitical 
bene:its, but its rising cost and econanic stringencies are prompting a tougher 
aid p:,stu:-e. Assistance to East Europ::an and Tnird Vlbrld clients rose 
drc!t1atically from $1.7 billion in 1971 to $23 billion in 1980-some 1.5 percent of 
~P. /v'D~ow is prepared to shoulder a large a id burden for its Ccr,1rnmist clients; 
:heir econcrnies are generally in trouble, and their stability is im!X)rtant to 
Soviet foreign policy objectives. The Soviet leadership, nonetheless, is 
atter1?tin; to slow the rise in aid costs by cuttin; subsidized oil deliveries to 

/ 



s:i:-:-1e ::Cst :Su:::-o?=a,, allies, refusirg increcsec celive:ries of fuel to Vietna:n and 
ce-:-;a.,,::.ng tha.-c aliies en::5 their tra:::ie deficits with t.he USSR. 

1·bs::oi•;' s tight-fiste:3 a id p:;licy to·.-.:rd non-Co::rrn.ni st L!::i::.:S will almost 
ce::::2i,1ly continc1e c.s \..>ell. 1".cs::o,,;' s p:-ese:-it he.rd ccrrency p;:-o:ilv.s will make it 
e-,,e:, :-:-ore reluct:.ant to extend substa,""ltial hard cuz:-rency aid to such col.l'itries 2s 
l"icarag1..12, despite repeated requests for it. Several radical clients, soch as 
2c.hio?ia and South Yen1en, rroreover, 2::-·e incre2sirgly L.i,"1.'°lc??Y 1-,ith their inability 
to alJ;:c,ent Soviet r.,il i tar:y SU??) rt witil extensive econo;-;1ic coof)=r:-ation. 

The S:iviets a.re facej ...,,i th rxith oppjrtt.ni ties and cha.lleiJ'.2eS abroad. 'Their 
i:-. te:-n2. tional st:-engths derive for the r:iost pert from their huge :military 
i~ves :=:1ents; their vul nera!:lil i ties ste-n pr inc i p=.l ly fro.11 changes in the 
i:-,te:-n2tional environn1ent that could threaten ~st gains. 

Tne Soviet Union's growing military p:iwer has strergthened its ability to 
?~rs1..e ;::olitical goals in v.estern Europe. By threatenir:g additional noclear 
ce?:oy:,:ents if N..Z.'.'I'J' s IN? decision is im?le-;iented, the Soviets a:-e in effect 
2~te:T:?tirg to force the 'i-Yest EUZ:-o?=ans to accept de facto Soviet military 
S:J?=r ior i ty on the continent. 

The Soviets 2.lso believe 'rzshiD:3ton' s ability to raise the economic and 
military costs 0£ the East-West co:npeti tion is subject to co:npetirg US economic 
?=-iorities and to reluctance on t.,1e Fcrt of US allies to follow our lead. The 
Soviets think that conflict betWeen Western Eu:::-ope and the United States over arms 
co:1trol an:3 East-hest economic relations presents opp:JrtLnities to provoke 
civisio:-i.s withiii the alliance. In particular, the failure t..hus far of US efforts 
to cisst.Ede its West European allies from participation in the Ya.,,al gas pip:line 
?reject has probably e:-ico~aged the Soviets in their assG.~ption that difference in 
t:-,e ·f,;estern alliance can be exploited to Soviet advantage. t-'os::ow also remains 
:-,~::>=:u.l that N.~.TO' s fragile conse:-isus in fa·..;or of ne·,.,; inte:-rnedia.te-ra.n9e :.,issile 
ce:=;:c::,:-:-,ents c2n be brnke;-i, lea::Sin9 to a serious rupture in the alliance. 

Ir: t:ie ::2.-::: 2.ast, Mo~ow' s .rr.ili tary buildup opfY.)si te C.riin2; re;:-13.ins not only a 
le-ve.r on the P~C but 2 p:Jtentia.l bcrgainin9 chip should Eeij in; beccrne :r.iore 
s::r ~c:;s h its desire to 2.11elior2.te Sine-Soviet tensio:1s. 0?P::,rttr'1i ties in the 
?er :::as: are also 2f.:orded by the frictions in US-C:iir.ex relations a:x3 p:,tential 
::; : ·vergences bet,..,'2en the Uni tej States and Jaf)an ste:niirJ? fro:n trade problems, 
cisa;::ee.ie;-its over econo:::ic sanctions a:;ainst the USSR, 2nd Jarcnese reluctance to 

!✓.cs::ow believes that its military investment also-has improved somew:-iat its 
Cc?ojilities for- projections into JTCre distant regions. A.ltho0;h the Soviets 
r~c~'"lize the lirni;:,atior.s of that ca;:::c::iility o?cinst a m.cjor milit2r-y power, they 
hc::ie that their increased capacity will deter US militarv action aoainst Soviet 
p:-;xies or clients an8 assure the favorable resolution of r6:JionalJ conflicts. 
1-'Ds::c· ... ,' s in:::-e2sed involveiilent in the Third W:Jrld also reflects a belief that the 
:_j:-,i te-::: States has bee:1 constraine::3 from dire::t military intervention there by the 
tr 2. :.2 cf Vietnc:n an:5 the difficulty of reachi n:; a domestic p:ili ti cal consensus on 
foreign p:>licy in gene:-al. Indeed, p:ilitical and econmic instability throtJghout 
::;e T':-ii re 'vorld, together- wi t..1 the racical ization of ;::ostcoloriial elites, have 
;:,ee;; vie·,.;ed by the Soviets as major US ard 'western vulnera!)ilities and, 
co;-r..;ersely, relatively low-risk op;::ortuni ties for the Soviet lbion to insinLJcte 
:~s~lf throu;h offers of military and technical ai::5. 



In a:Sdi tion to these op_?Jrtmi ties, however, Soviet leaders also see ne\,1-' 
th.:eats and challenges in the internationc.l arena. 'Ibe deteriorating Soviet-US 
rela:ionship is a source of concern, PJtentially eroding Soviet military and 
:c.:-eign !):)licy gains of the r-ast decade. Planned US strategic and theater 
?ro3r~-n.s al&:.i are seen by the Soviets as an attenpt tone-gate the USS?'s strategic 
ac-,;anta9es and to create a cre::3ible "first str-ike" cap::;bility. 

In the rar East, tJ-ie Soviets view China's improved relatior.s with both t.\-ie 
0nite::i States an::3 Ja;c,n as a serious security problen, raising the 1=0ssibility 
that the USSR misht be opfX)sed by all three comtries in a conflict in the Far 
.:::2st. l"Dre i.J:u.ediately, the USSR SUS?2cts that this trilaterc.l reap?rochment 
p::>rtends active US and Japanese aid in the modemiZ3tion of Chinese armed 
::o:ces. l"'csco;.:' s territorial dis?utes with both Cnina and Japan, moreover, are 
;:-,ajor obstacles to any drai'iBtic improvement in its relatio71S 'ni th either 
country. 

In the Third hbrld, the Soviets reccgnize that even ..tiere they have 
su':)stantial p:ilitical and military invest:r.ients their continued influence is not 
g1.Sr2T1teed. Toe defeat of Soviet clients in Lebanon and Soviet ina.bili ty to 
int.er--.re:-ie effectively was the· most recent derronstration. Similarly, the Soviets 
see current U3 efforts to broker a more ccmprehensive peace settle:nent in t.~e 
•111idale E3st and to achieve a settle'7lent in l~amibia as p)tentially leading to a 
further erosion of Soviet influence in the Third horld. 

P?OSPECTS FOR CHANGE 

Soviet economic an:i social problens will ?rovide the strongest impetus for 
sistenic or p:ilicy chan;e over the next 10 years. Unless major changes are 
forthco;-;-ting, economic g:o-,-tch rates will re.rr.ain at historically lo\o.' levels, fOpular 
cisSctisfaction with a i::erceived decline int.he quality of life will grow, and 
reso~rce allocation decisions will become more difficult for the leadership. The 
,sra-.,i ty of these ?=-o::,lens for t.'"le Soviet sys ten, however, ranains difficult to 
::ec.s ure, arc there are irr,?)rtant uncertainties in our j oogments about the 
~ssibility that they "'ill cause ;..ajor syste"i'l or policy chan3es. We, thus, will 
EXcc.....,.,in2 ?8SSible m2jor syste,,ic discontinuities thct-although much less likely
w:iuld have imt=ortant consequences for US interests. 

The S'.::>viet leaders~i? obviously has a rrore sanguine view of its proble-ns than 
we co. W:1ile t.'leir rhetoric reflects evident concern, there is no se;1se of mortal 
c.a:·v;?er to the Soviet state. Tne gloomier proje::::tions of foreign observers, on the 
0~1er han3, reflect a P=rception t.~at Soviet proble-:i.s are intractibile and less 
opt imi sr, that the added manpower and e:-iersy resources the Soviets are counting on 
l~ the 199Os ~ill reverse adverse econo.uic trends. 

Eve:1 ... i th the ·n-ore n~ative assessment cf Soviet economic am social 
difficulties, however, we believe that the strer13ths of the syste:n--its control 
rnechanisns, its economic p:>Wi?r, the patrictisn and P=,Ssivity of its populace--will 
allow Soviet leaders to manage ....-hatever internc.l pressures for syste:nic change 
(chcn~es in basic p:>-iilosop~y or the nature of CcrnT1t.nist par-ty rule) -are likely to 
de-_.relop over the next deca:5e. Toe r~ irne ..tiile facing im!):Jrtant lorg-term 
vulnerabilities, does not, in our jLXigement, appear to be in i·nminent danger. 

~~ile this assessnent leads us to believe that the prospect for major 
systet"'ilic change in the next years is relatively low, the likelihood of i:olicy 



s~:i::s is r.1u:::h higher. Tne rr.1eci2te tost-Brez.:~ev leadership 1,.;ill al.most . . . 
ce:-:.2.:.;-ily r:-i2.1<e a more vigo:-ous e£for:. in tbe next 3-5 yec.::-s to reverse the 
e:::;,ir.i:: slow:io'nn, arx:i iil the p:-o::ess a.l 'ter sector2.:.2. ~nd res i0nal resource 
-~;Q_,..._;....~o:,~ -.,,::':"""";n ' c::;...r_.,__~:'frC 5+-- : \-.;..-i----5 ..---,~,.:.... ..... ~ ~?""i~ 1 --o-~i C' C. • e-- -Li j-.L~ ,:: __ ~c ·-- ,,_, c:""'11- ·--'- c..__, ~ --~ c..--...'-"-1:: , t-".:,--....t:- ._,,__.: _n --~,11..-Ve-, n:i e-.1 ,1 1.. ... g,11..-n 
2:...-:-,:..:'i:..s:rctive cor1trols. TD'i-,,c.rG ~he en:i of L1e de-cede c.n'.:3 ,,.,ith the e..uergence of a 
ne-· ;e:-ie:-2.t:.ion of lEad~rs, li1ore f2r--:.rea::hin; s:ilutions to this fmda:nent.21 problen 
coU:.:: E:1erae, involvir.a 02rh20s r.iu::h a:::-e2ter use of r-0.rk!?':: fo'!:'C-'?5,- c1-"ts i.!"; the _. .,; . . _, 

s rcr,.;-:.h r2te for military sr:en::in; or m-:re re?:ession. At the sa'Tle tir.1e, any group 
of leaders 2.lmost certci!"'.ly -.,.;ill co:iti'nue to rely on mili t2ry p::rwe:- as a key 
i:--.s:.:n.:nent of foreicn mlicv an3 1-,i.ll be sure to ri.aint.cin its canr>2titive st.ren:::;t.h 

.) • .,J, .. -

·,, .:. s-c-vis the United States. Tuey are likely to count on 'fnira horld aevelop:nents 
to ::::-o\.1 iae ne-.-,, p:iliticc.l c,'ld dipl cr.nc:tic op?Jrtmities as well. 

C:.12:1ges in the Political SystEm 

D=s?ite internal ws2knesses, the institutions of p:ilitical control re:r2in 
strc0:; 2.n::: firr,ly entrenche:::3 in the USSR. Popular di~ontent--although 
t:-.rea te:1irs to econo:r1ic goals--does not as yet challenge the party's authority. 
?evolutionary collapse or major c.lterations in the syste:;-; are higbiy unlikely in 
t:-.e ri e:x:: thr~ to five ye2rs. 

In G1e lorge:- nm, i:1sti tutiona.l rivalaries will p?rsist, and rr2y increase as 
~:::::,:-:o::-:it groi,.,'t.h declines, but the j'.)2.rty apparatus will probably rerra in the 
je7.:..;-,2.:-1t ?)li tical insti tut.ion for at least the next decade. l-'ltlere the party's 
?:::t~,tial co~]?=titors-the military, the KG3, aoo ·the government bureauracy-have 
~l:.tic2.l clout t...'r-ia.t can be esr:ecially imp::,rtant during i:eriods of intra-party 
stri:e, none of the:n is well equipped to supplant the party and none see~s 
in:2.i~e::: to L-y in L1e nec.r t~m1. 

m::,st an outside chance of a military takeover within the next 10 
·•·ears. J..ltnouoh the milit.2:-v hes the orcani~tional skills an::: cert:.cinly the 
- - .J. _,, 

::-.·..:._:::.:::.::: ~ t.c.ke ch2:-:ie, it ha.s bee:-i in:3octrincted f:rm Lrie re::rbe's be::inr1in:::;s to 
- ~ ~ J 

s:.=.:-,::: ;;sicie ::rm, hi:;:>-ie: i:olitics anci historicclly has rarely been a ma.jor 
::::::L ':.::.c~l 2::tor. J✓orecver, its interests h2ve been 1«211 serve::i by the current 
i':'':y l=c6~:-ship. It h2s, for exa-r;ple, been given a large role in definift3 the 
--- ·-"- -- -·,-,,..e- .... -n.,.: :~ ,.::e.:..~-:-rn1·n.1·n~ .... ·ne ,-,..,-....,r=,-,,s reauir~ to a·e-7 ,.,.; .... ·nit 1·--s ... ,."" .::.'=="--,;.._._:• i..,..~.:..;._ c~ c . ...;. .J.. .i ! v 1-t:J..._ il ... :: '-· t-".:.."-":;-Ci.l lt ...... __ c._.. C....:.. n~i_ - -- ._ l,,.. nev 

-:-2 i:-. ?)2.i tic::..l interests. T:1e ?2:-ty , in 2:dc:i tion, hes develope::i a. wide array of 
c:-:::~s 2:1: controls to forestc.ll 2 IT!ilitary coup. Tue r.1ilitary prob':.tly ...ould 
2:.:e.-::~t to 2.sst.rne power only in the event of a significc.J1t nliberaliz.::tionn of the 
:x::. i tic 2.l sys te:n th2 t ·,as vi e·,..,ed cs i.nd ermin ing S'.)C ia.l dis:: i pl ine a:-id thre2tenin~ 
t:-:e c.::ilit2.ry' s priority clc.~r:i to resources or u.r1der conditions of p::,lit.ical anc 
e:::::::-,r.i::: chsos similar to that in L'rie ?olis:-1 crisis. 

i·.'ithin the fra."Tlev.'Jrk of the existing systen of fcrty rule, however, a variety 
c: c:1::::-i:;es are possible. During the next decade, for exa:nple, a leader who 
ex2::::::.se:: p:,wer fer in excess of that ,.'ielded by Brez.rmev or Knrushchev could 
e.--:-.:::-?=· Su:::h a develorent (perha2s a 20 percent p:issibility) could result from 
:::-...:s::2-cion wi t.ri the lack o: clear national direction, a perception that mor-e 
=::.s:::.?:ine is nee::5~ in the f-e.rty anj society, and a confluence 0£ serious 
ccr:-,estic a..i,:J international p:-oble-;is. J..l though no leader w:io su:::ceecis Brezhne--.1 
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~i:l ir.iti2lly have such authority, the time require::5 fer his consolidation of 
p::>wer code be fa.r shortenej by a shc.re:J sense of urgent national tasks. Tue 
e;-:-,::rge:-ice of su::::h a leader, less const.:dcted by the need for consensus, \o.Quld make 
;-:-,2.jor p:ilicy shi::ts and cha~es mi.r::h more likely. D:xnest.ic p:ilicies ?roba::ily 
;.,,:;;_:_le t2ke an authoritaria.--1 tu:n, but exte::-nc.l ~licies could range frcrn highly 
a~gressive to pr-C½mati~. 

"LiberalizationH of the svstffil. 

Ju1other p:ssibil i ty w:iuld be some 1 ibe:-2.l izi~ reform that \..vuld 2.llow for 
r:11..;::::t grea-:er f)2rso;,al freedan and dece:-itralization of p:>litical and econoiTiic 
authority. This seens a less likely prosp::ct (p?rhaps a 10 percent r:ossibility 
over t:;e next decade) , considerin; the absence of effective .po?ular p:::-essure for 
su.:h chaD?e, the strerqth of the re:;L~e's control rnechanisns, and the ap?3-rent 
lack of significant sentiment in that direction within the Soviet establishment. 
Given t;1e nature of the great p::i-wer rivclry, however, a •11iberal" Soviet regime 
wJuld not necessarily b€ rrore acco:ilmodating to US interests. Indeed, su::h a 
re:;~~e might be more effective at overco.uing some of the Soviet Union 1 s systemic 
a~~ ;::olicy 'w2aknesses, makirq it 21"'1 even more formidable advers2ry. 

C:hanaes in Policies throu::::h the Mid-1980s 

~~re l ikely than systenic change are changes in specific p::ilicies, some 
?robably following shortly on B::-ezhr1ev 1 s departure. Although ou:- knowledge of 
Soviet internal debate is limited, there have been dis:ernible differences auong 
?olit.b0ro members on several key issues. Conflict over these and other issues, 
hei9htene::S by p:ilitical jockeyirg and the ccmplexity of the coul')try' s proble-ns, 
could lead to major i:olicy shifts in the next three to five years. 

The most imrrediate chaD9es are likely in economic ;:vlicy, ~~ere the current 
in-,,1es~erit strate;y has provoked considerable debate. Differences in priorities 
al:eo:j h2ve e-:-,erge:5 bet-...:een the p:-onounce:nents of one grou? ( re?resented by 
~ir~le~ko, Shcherbitskiy, an.:5 others) that has advocatej the priority develoµnent 
of hecvy industry, and a'"Jother (represented 1T12inly by Cnernenko) that has 
=.,,:::--,2.sized the need to in:::re2se the 2vailabili tv of consmer ooods. '\•l;-iatever the 
o~:cx,e o: this debate, a r:-iajor reallocation of· resources alm;st certainly will be 
LZ",jert2.i(e:1 in the i11..~edi2.te ;:vst-B!"ezh:-iev era, with agriculture--in the absence of 
i t.s ;:r.:- in:::i]=Bl P3t.ron--becm.ing 2 likely target for cuts. Other sectors also will 
::-e af.:ected by the p:ili tical fortunes of their sp:::insors, however, m2king the 
eve:, ti.El e::ono;;1ic benef i:::: iar ies largely w1eerta in. 

"',i li t2:-y S;>2nding. 

Con:::ern about ·the dmestic econ~uy also could evehtLBlly impel one or another 
leade!" to prop:ise in the rnid-1980s some reduction in the rate of growth of 
r:-.il i tary S?==nding, if not a:-i absolute cut as Knrushchev did in the rnid-1950s. A 
nL:..,be::- o::: adci tion2.l factors, ho',,,)ever, m2ke even syrrbolic redu:::tions in the growth 
of. the defense budget unlikely in the ne2r term, including: 

the p:ior state of US-Soviet relations; 
~~e p:ilitical canmit:ment of most Soviet leaders to a strong oefense; 
the challenge of ?lanned US defense programs; and 
the rromentLITI of wea?)n develoµnent ar,d production Fog ra:ns that are 
under way. 



_, a su::cess1on environ.l2:-:t, ho·wever, rio new le2~2r, L1"1less he yerceives an 
::xistin::; consens~, is likely to risk 2.n'::.c~onizi;-i; the m~li t2.ry esta'.)lish:nent and 
::::'1servcti·1e forces in the pcrty by p:::-o?:.Sii-'8 cuts in the grc:,.,-d) of defense 
--"'""\~•,-- 1-n,.::ec..--= "-~e _.;7 ~-----v C0 1 1""l~ CT. 7 0·.,...;''- :'"'"'!"'"1&: a· ·-1 ~:'o- ~he C .: - 'r'n t...~-=:-r.:: -1~.;, 11:, • I -..l '-'"'I l. ; J Jt; --~\...:::~. _,;_.__. .,_,_;; 1_.v ... - ..,,C. .:..~ ,:I \..Ji- QTl._r";:/ l"'"'""rr1,;.!, 

c":.nJ~;le 1,,;i -ch so:ne in::recse in the rcte :.)f grm .. t.h for a few years. 

O.;er time, as the p:ist-Erez.'rinev i'ea:5e:-ship stru~gles with declining economic 
=:-o-...:t :'1 , there r,,ay be greater pressure ·to redu:::e the growt.h in military S?endin; in 
::-der to free LI? the lajor a~d ca?ital res:iurces urgently needed in key civilian 
;~tors. In this cc~~ection, the cost-avoidance benefits of arms control 
:;ree:ie:-::ts could assL:ne c;:--eater irnp::,rtance. Even in the mid-1980s, however, 
:jsolute reductions in the defense effort seec1 m.likely, b1:.rrins economic 
= 3tes::ro?:1e. l"oreover, S:lviet mil i t1:.ry investment is now so large the. t even wi t.,.1 
~25xe.-:: grow"':r.--or frideed -...:: th no growth at al 1-mi li t2ry cap2!:)ili ties would 
-:::mt.i:1L~ to incre2se well into t.he 1990s. 

:n adcition to in?es::;nent cisputes, su:::cession p.:,litics rr.ay bri~ forth ner....1 

:ro;::cxls to improve the econo~y 's efficiency. Concern over declinin; growth 
=??=rent..ly has les 5:);ne leaders . to reevalIJ.=te econcxnic and cr.....rninistrative reforms 
~7ey earlier fol.l!XS macce?ta:)le. Since 1978 several Soviet leaders have publicly 
~xorsed Hi...Fl9ary 1 s "New E:ono;nic Mechanis-n"--2 systffil resed on centrally 
::)□uJ.ated pla~s an.:5 econo!liic goals but usirr; sorn~ rr-12.rket forces to guide the 
-::--:::ono:::y at the micrc-lE.vel . 

. :Uth::u;h there is little p:-osr::ect that the Soviet Union will a:iopt changes so 
:::·,..se?:.r.g, SOiTP- a'.i"i'linistrative reforms m2y well be enacted. Tue multitu:3e of 
:::ictionally related a.rd overla??in; ministries might be place: mder more 
:::::-,trc.lize:: r.,=:nagement. T':;is could be accm,pc.ni ed !:)y some decentralization of 
:?2rational autlx:rity-a 2r::>ve that alrea(Sy has been at least started in t.rie 
.:::-:.C'J.ltu:-al sector. ( It is in this 2::-e2 that the Eu.'l9c:rian model has been most 
:.:.osely stu:ie:: a.'ld e-;,,ulated .) Cha~es that 2:-e t=0li tic2lly feasible, ho-.,.;,ever, 
::-o::i=::l v ,,.;~l: no:: s i9:-1i f i::2:-1tl y ir:1?::-ove the e::onornic: situation. 

-::-·:1e existins conse:1s:..:.s on foreign ?=Jlicy is stro~er than that on dcmestic 
. .ss:..:::s, 2n: f.',ajor chan3es ere less 1 ikel1 ir, th2.t area in the next fe·.,.,, years. 
:x,e iss\..Es, nonetheless, could beco:.1e c bone of contention in the ?)St-Brezhnev 
:<-litburo. ~ithough these issues will be detem,ined largely by the international 
::.tL2tion ct the time, 2 s1.rcesS::>r r~irne 'will have to deal i,.,,ith both the 
=~2llenJes a~~ opp::>rt~-iities outlined ajove. 

Rb2.l claimants to leadership in the ir:1.i1r2di2te p:ist-3::-ezhnev e:ra are likely 
:.::; share a co:,1mit~ent to sustain the global dimensions of Soviet i:olicy. 'Ihis 
:::i.c1,,i tnent could be rein.forcej by a i:ossible ten:lency on the p:::rt of a youriger 
~e:1er2tion of Soviet leaders to equate the growth of military p:)'w'2r with the 
:::-o,,.-':.:"l of globa.l p::i;.,-::::- and infJ.uence. S'Jpp:)rting soch thinking, moreover, are 
.::=:::tcrs tha.t go beyon:5 tangible or rneas,Ta!:)le indexes-ideological conviction, a 
=:ense o insecurity 2:1:l of hostile enc ircle:ne;.t, and a contrasting confidence and 
:e:-,se o 2.chieve11e;1t in the USSR 1 s e;1e:-gence as a global supe:rp:)wer. 



S:Niet lea::ie:-s proba'.:lly will w"ish to continue an am.s control dialogue with 
-1---c 1 1_: .. ~ c:: .... - .... ec:: fo,.. _ .... }0 :as .... the .... fe · - - ,,· t t1--- .... L.,J_ v, J .;.1.-~-..; vi.CL. - .. C:L. -'-' 1.. nex\.. W yecrs, Sc::e,,1n-; ne ... 1 agree:nen_s !JC\.. 

·.,;ill slo·..,; US ~ap)ns progrc:::ns, thereby facilitatiin; Soviet pl2n.""Jin;, redu:-ing 
... ~2.;::or:s costs, an.:5 lesse;,in:; t.,1e ?)SSibility of technolo~ical SU:-?rise. A.lth:::iu;h 
:he ?oli tburo as a whole now see;ns to be} ieve the prospects for improved Soviet-US 
re~a~ior.s are c1w, in the P3-St some leaders (su::h as Andro:p:::iv and Chernenko) have 
seeue-j m:::ire enL1usiastic about pursuing this goal than others (such as 
:<irile:-iKo). Tue p:-ice the Soviet leadership is willing to pay for an arms 
ls,it5tion a3reement, therefore, may de?end in part on the outcome of the 
st..ecession. 

J.:.. new S:iviet leadership may, in addi ti.on, mdertake new initiatives designed 
~o alter the geop:ilitical environment. They may, for instance, atte:npt a 
:::irea:.S.throu;h in relations towc.rd i~stern Europe or China. ?-'os:ow 1 s princip::.l 
assets in these instances would be the ability to offer greater intercourse 
::>et' ... een E~st and West Gt:nnany and to offer China significant concessions on 
conte~tious military and border issues. 

T:-ie Soviet Union's other. future p:>licy opt.ions will depc:nd on events beyond 
its co:-itrol. A collapse of the Saudi monarchy, for exa,T:?le, could usher in an 
anti-•1·J2stern r83 i.rne, pre sen ting t...rie Soviets ... i t.h major new p:i ssibil i ties for 
ex?anoing its influence in the area. Like~ise, the outcome of the Iran-Irag wcr 
.--;-:ight also create significant opp:>rtt.ni ties or dangers fro:-;-i 1"0s:ow1 s ?SrSfeCtive 
~hat could lead to p:::ilicy shifts~ 

:.Ofl?er-Rarqe Uncertainties. 

For the next 3 to 5 years, the Soviet leadership will continUe to be 
::So:--:-,in2tej by Brezhnev's current colleagues in the Politburo. Present p:::ilicy 
.::lrea::y re::lects their influence, an: they ·m2y be less willing than their y-::it.mger 
colleagues ~Bitirs in the wings top~&~ for major p:ilicy or syste~ic change. 

S:::i\'iet ;_:olic:ies 'rlill be::::o:-ne less predictable in t.rie late 1980s and early 
:?9Cs, fKJ"wever I as the gap between e-cono:riic perfom,ance and leadership 
~x?=c':.a:.ions 'nidens, as the bi:;sis for optimisn about future econo.,1ic i=erfor,nance 
erodes, and as the generational chan;e in the Soviet leadership takes hold. The 
?:-: icy preferences of this yomger generc.tion are largely mkno1-,n. Al thou;h they 
,2·,,::: c:iscretionary authority in irr,?le-;ue:-iting the Politburo's do:nestic policies, 
:hese of::ic ials no·...,, h:::ild ?)Si tions--in the Central Committee ap?3ratus, re:; ional 
?2:-:.y c::rgani~tions, and the govern'Tlent bureairra::y-that provide little 
:. nvolve"'ile:-1t in foreign p::il icy. 

\•::,at little evidence we have of this yoLlriger grou? 1 s views re1,;eals no clearly 
:o;-;;ii1ant orientation and no apparent consensus re;arding the direction of future 
;x::,licies. Their e-.jentual do.nestic course will probably reflect elffilents of both 
:irtho:Sox and reformist views, perhaps mdertaking some decentralization of 
econo~ic Jlani3:3enent, while at the s~ue time tightening labor discipline. 

Their foreign p:ilicy course is even more difficult to predict. Conceivably, 
s~"'ile ~e:-:-,bers of this group might favor a more accarurodating foreign p::ilicy stance 
:n order to increase trade ~~th the West and ease domestic economic proble:ns. T.le 
32:":"!E ?=-essu:::-es, however, might lead others to urge the a:3option of econo.~ic self-
3uf:iciency (autarky) at home and a more adventurist p:::ilicy abroad, increasing the 
risk of a Soviet-US confrontation. 



D'i?LIO.TIONS FCR US !)8r.,ICY 

Chc.n?es in t:1e Soviet sys:E!c': o:: ;:vli~'i~s over the next de::cdE: prob2~ly will 
ha·,:e little b.F,c::t on the be sic na.tur_e o~ the S-o·vi et-US relationship. Even if the 
::lirrate of relc:ticns i.wproved so:ne,,.,tiat,, the anta9onistic nature of the interaction 
a2..c--:1:,st cert.2.i,ly \,till ;ersi st be::c.use ·of con£1 icting vie,.,.·s and p::)li tica.l goals. 
LL-:-,i te:5 ccco:.:710::at.ior,s in the are2.s cf arms control or other bilateral issues iTay 
be ::ossible, but a mre e:-ican::.assim a::corc on bilateral relations or aeopolitical 
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:>e~avior is p:-eclLDe:: by fmda~entally divergent attitu:ies re9c.rding oesirabl~ 
?Jl i ti cal or s:icial chan9e· in the inter-national order. 

J-.l thou;h tlle Soviets will not wish a m2jor confrontetion . with the United 
States, their belief that they now enjoy str2t~ic eqU2lity anc s:;me ajvantages 
e~1cnces the pros?ects for a mre assertive foreign p::ilicy. Soviet leaders 
p:-ol:c0ly 2.lso can be ex?=cte:3 to seize new op?)rtmities offerej by instability in 
the T;;i::-d W:irlc to enJ1ance Soviet geop::ili ticc.l influence and divert US attention 
:ro~ areas of direct US-Soviet interaction, even in sitLE.tions "'-.~ere the USSR has 
li~tle prcs?=ct of rn=kin3 significant gains for itself. If the Soviets are able 
tc c::-,Eliorate SJrT!e of their cu:-rent internal end exter-nal weaknessf:s---for exa;nple, 
;:)'.' ste:,-:;irs the decline of econor:iic growt.h-this also 'nOuld irn?rove their ability 
to co.-:,:=:,2te ;..11th the United States for global influence. 

It is dowtful, ho;,.,,ever, that Soviet leaders .perceive a "window of 
o:;::::=;ortmity" ste:-rnirx; from an overweening confidence in present Soviet nu:::lear 
forces relative to future prospects. ?ro.~ the perspective of the Soviet 
lea:ers~i?, there will renain imµ:irtant deterrents to major military actions that 
directly t~recten vital US national interests. These inclu:5e the dangers of a 
:::irect co::.:lict w"ith the Uilited States that could es:alate to clobal orocortions, 

·- - .. ... 
:::o'.i::;;ts 2..:l::ict. the relia:::>ili ty of so;ne of their Ezst Euro~an allies, and 2:1 

a·~-=reness cf the greater western cc:p::city to sup?:Jrt an ex?cnde::5 defense effort. 
:':-:2s2 coii::er::s O.:) not J?recl uje ac<cion cbroc:d, but they act cs cons tr 2. ints on 

;-:-,:._:. t=.r/ c::::io:-.s in ·.,.,:;ich the risk of 2. direct US-Soviet confrontation is clear. 

US Influence on Soviet Behavior 

':':1e :ct L.::-e of the Soviet i:oli ti cal sys ten end its ::>a sic va.l ues will be 
'.3e:e:7.',i:-1e:: ?=-i::,2:rily by bternal p:ilitical forces that the Unite-6 States has 
:-Elc.:i·vely little ability to influence. Sf)=cific fOlicies, and Soviet behavior in 
t:-:::: i,,ternc.tior,c.l a::-e:12, nonetheless, can be affected by US p::ilicies designed to 
co~cition the Soviet P2rception of the costs and risks involvej in continui119 the 
:.:i} i ta::-y builciu? an5 pur sui ~ an expansionist foreign i:olicy. 

US cii8 'v-iestern influence over the Ofi:JOi!Y:J S:Jviet p:ili ti eel su:::cession process 
is hi;hly lirnitej, ~ven if this were not the case, a contender whose stance 
c:;:?=a-rs ;:,::,re fc:vo::-a.:ile to Western interests today may alter his p:isi tion \..hen he 
,:)e::G:-:ies ?2-!:"':y c:1ief. In the ini ticl stages of the Lenin soccession, for ex2:ilple, 
Stalin apt=i=arej to be one of the more moderete Soviet leaders. Diring the Stalin 
su::cession, Khrushchev at first adopted 2 hardline internal r::osition and later 
s:-::. :te::5 to a. mr-e moderate course. 



\'2ste::-n ability to influence the nzt ure ar:d evclution of the Soviet sys:en is 
sir:-,ilc:rly limited. J,..lthough the United States ancl its allies ca..r1 lend supE::Qr-t to 
cisside~ts and call attention to Soviet violations of hu"'Tlan rights, these actions
in the?,sel ves are ml ikely to hasten denocratiza tion of Soviet society. Des?i te 
t:--ie ;;--,2.ny w>22.knesses of the systei,, the fBssivi ty and fBtriotiST1 of the Soviet 
citizenry and leadership sensitivity to any effort to play up:,n t..he systen's 
vclnerabilities severely limit Western ability to effect its tra~£fomation. 

Leverc:?e over Policy 

US p:il ic ies, however, ITL2Y be able to e.xace:t>c,te several continui09 Wealmesses 
in S-:>viet foreign 2.nd domestic p::ilicy. Foreign p::ilicy actions 'which the Soviets 
?erceive as necessa.ry to p;:-ese:::ve existi09 equi ties--su:h as repressive measures 
in Scstern Euro?e"-ten:l to isol2.te the:n in the w:::irld and cm1plicate achieve-nent of 
ot..i-ier gee.ls. M:ireover, the attraction s:>me W2stern values hold for the Soviet 
?'=O?le will cause the regin1e to expend considerable effort to protect then from 
foreign conta;.ion and to pre.;ent the develop:nent of a strorger dissident 
movement. Tue Soviet econo:ny 2.lso will be he.rd pressed to keep P3ce w-i th rising 
co~smer expectations, probc.b;J.y resul tirg in more lea:Sership 2.ttention to ,,.;ork 
sto~pa~es, strikes, and other rr~nifestations of social unrest. 

Past US efforts to use trade leverage to inf1 uence sr::ecific Soviet p::>licies,. 
ho·,.,;ever, have had only limited su:cess. P.os:ow has circLinvented most economic 
restrictions and refused to modify its p::>licies sl.bstantially in return for 
increased trade. Durin:; the p::.st t,,.;o decades the Soviets have: 

t..rr,.;2.rted t.."he 1962 US-.J..·iest German enbargo on o.il pife by increasing their 
ow:1 pip:: production and cbtainifB pipe from Britain, Sweden, and Ja?3-n; 
rejected the mid-197Os offer of lo·wer tariffs and expanded traje credits 
when the Jackmn-Vanik A-..endment tied it to freer ~~igration for Soviet 
jewsi and 
su:cessfuliy exploited Western differences over sanctions related to the 
;~~~anista~ invasion arid-thus far--F-olish rc~rtial law. 

h'eSt'.=:rn goods and technolcgy are beco.--nin; more imp::irtant to the USSR' s 
strai;,'=-5 econmyi the volLine of l:TtfOrts tripled in the 197Os and i..rnp::irts have been 
cnx::ial to canpletion of seve:-c.l r.,ajor proauc:tion projects and to overcaning 
?roou:::tio:1 sho:-tfe.11s. But /v0s:ow 2.lmost cert2.inly will re.7cin resistarit to 
at-:e:.,~ts 2.t tra:je le:,1er~e. Unilateral US trade rest:-ictions could create short
rt ... '7 c.i:ficulties for the Soviets in so:ne sectors-such as the oil a:-id gas and 
che-:1ic al injustr ies--but W)uld probably not f€rsuade /vbsc:o ... ' to alter rr~j or 
do~estic or foreign p:ilicies. SL~il2.rly, the Soviets also certainly ~Duld view 
rene .... 'ed US offers of increased tra:3e for certain p::>li tical concessions w:i th 
considerable SUS?lClon. Unified anj sustained Western ·trade restrictions, 
?c.rticula:-ly in su:h areas as energy equi µnent and ~ ricul tural p:-odu::ts, however, 
could irnfQS€ st.bstantial costs on the Soviets. Tney probably w:,uld not change 
basic p:ilicies, p:3rticularly if internationc.l tensions 'w2re high, but i,.,tJuld affect 
the Soviet c2.lculation of costs 2.nd benefits in particular sitLEtions. 

t<oreover, the U:-iited States can affect the USSR's behavior in other 'ways, 
chiefly by conditionin::i the leaders perceptions of the costs and risks involved in 
Soviet exoansionisn. It is the Soviet leadership's resp;ct for US military 
caoa:::>il i ties, for exarnole, that has p:-evented •it fran becoming invol ve:5 in 
wiiit2.ry hostilities in the Middle East over the ye2.rs. The Soviets rec03nize, 
m:ireover, that if the US has the p:ilitical will, it is better p::isitioned to use 
its militar-)1 I ecart1.t1iC I and -p)litical p)Wer on a global s::ale than they are. 



S,.'.)·.riet ::::.::rceot.ions of ·Western vulnerabilities c:n:; weakr1esses, on the other 
h2:-:2, serve tc e:-ihcnce their confidence in their ab ility to cw,?E:te with the US. 
'I'::e s.'.)·viets curre:-i':.lv vie·.,, it~s!lirr::::tor/ s abi1itv to heiohte:1 t:-1e economic arx:i 

• _.J I ' ' J _, 

r.:::..l i -cc.:-v costs to 1-'os:o·,.,, as s:i:;,"iect to ccin'0=t.irx:; US CY.lest.ic e-con:rr1ic priori ties, - . .,, .. .., 
t.;;e c:,ili ty to rally ?O?ular su?;:ort, ia.n3 re:i0ctance on the F--2-rt of US 2. l lies to 
incur be costs of incr_ecsed defense ~,q)enditures or increased tensions with 
!·'.cs:o·,.,.•. Tne Soviets re-eog:-iize, rro::-eo•,;e.!'."; t h2::: diven:'ent vi e v-'S within NL.TO p::-ese:-it 
o?~r'c\Il i ties to p:ovoke rujor c.ivisions between t..l-ie U:-ii ted States and its 
?=- incip.:l allies. Strengthe;1ed \-.estern unity an:i continued US resolve, therefore, 
co2c hcve a significarit ir.tµ3c: on futu:-e Soviet calculations and behavior. 
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U.S. Relations With The USSR 

Introduction and Overview 

The rec6rd 'of ' tLt.·-s·o~iet relations "Since o·ctober, · 1917;' has b'Efen 
one of tension and hostility, interrupted by short-lived periods of 
cooperation. The Soviet challenge to U.S. interests has many roots, 
including: (1) an imperial tradition: (2) threat perceptions rooted 
in Russian history: and (3) the nature of the Communist regime, its 
superpower ambitions, and its ideologically-mandated antipathy toward 
the United States as the •main bastion of capitalism.• 

Our tensions with the Soviet Union have resulted in substantial 
measure from the unrelenting growth of Soviet military power and 
Moscow's readiness to use force in ways which threaten our Allies 
and pose a threat to the security of the United States. We have 
built up our military .power vis-a-vis the Soviets, and we have pur
sued intermittently a policy of containment on the periphery of the 
Soviet Union. Such responses are essential, and we must ensure that 
the United States sustains the resources and the will to compete 
effectively with the Soviet Union in all of these dimensions. This 
wi.11 remain the primary focus of American national security policy. 

Because Soviet aggressiveness has sources in the Soviet internal 
system, an effective national strategy requires that our policies 
toward that country also take into account their impact on its 
internal development. It is inconsistent to raise the defense 

· budget to meet the Soviet threat and at the same time allow our 
economic relations with Moscow to contribute directly to the growth 
of Soviet military power. It is also inconsistent to contest the 
expansion of Soviet power without exploiting the internal vulner
abilities that could weaken that power at its source. Finally, 
there is a strong and broadly-based concern among Americans about 
the human rights situation in the Soviet Union and the lack of 
individual freedom in Soviet society. This too compels us to keep · 
the nature of the Soviet system at the center of our policy. 

The Reagan policy toward the Soviet Union proceeds on the 
assumption that the maintenance of power by the Soviet regime rests 
ultimately on force and that soviet external aggression stems in 
part from the nature of the soviet political system. Our policy 
must therefore have a dynamic thrust which recognizes that a primary 
source of Soviet militarism and imperialism is the system itself. 

We must, within the limits of our capabilities, design political, 
economic, and other measures which advance our long-term objective of 
promoting: (1) the decentralization and demilitarizatio~ of the 
Soviet economy; (2) the weakening of the power and privileged posi
tion of the ruling communist elite; (3) the creation of a more equi
table relationship between the ruling Great Russian nation and its 
non-Russian subjects; and (4) gradual democratization of the USSR. 

~F.~F.T . 
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Thus, the first two tracks of our policy toward the Soviet Union 
.c1.re: 

To compete effectively on a sustained basis with the Soviet 
Union in all international arenas in which our interests conflict, 
particularly in the overall military balance and in geographical 
regions of priority concern to the United States. 

To undertake a coordinated, long-term effort to reduce 
the threat that the Soviet system poses to our interests. 

There is an important third track. We need to engage the Soviet 
Union in dialogue and negotiations to convey our concerns clearly 
and also to attempt to reach agreements based on strict reciprocity 
and mutual .interest. 

We need to create and sustain negative and positive incentives 
powerful enough to influence Soviet behavior. Moscow must know that 
behavior unacceptable to us will incur costs that would outweigh any 
gains. At the same time, we must make clear to the Soviets that real 
restraint in their behavior would pave the way for a stable and con
structive East-West relationship that would have important benefits 
for the Soviet Union. 

The study which follows is in two parts. The first examines in 
detail the determinants of Soviet behavior, the strengths and weak
nesses of the Soviet system, prospects for future development in 
Soviet foreign policy and within the Soviet Union itself, and the 
degree of vulnerability of the system to external leverage. The 
second part sets forth in greater detail a Reagan Administration 
policy ioward the soviet Uniorit with emphasis on the role of the 
military balance, relationships with our Allies and developing 
countries, interaction with Soviet allies in Eastern Europe and 
the Third Uorld, and our bilateral relations with the Soviet Union 
itself. Uithin the latter we have laid particular emphasis on how 
our economic relations and expanded political action programs can 
be structured and utilized to advance our interests. 

\ 
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PART I - THE DETERMINAflTS OF SOVIET BEHAVIOR 

' · .~ 

The primary determinants of Soviet international behavioi are 
geography, an imperial tradition and ideology. The first of these 
is immutable; the second was inherited by the Soviet leadership in 
1917; and the third has served to reinforce the imperial tradition 
and preserve some of its chief characteristics--suspicion, 
aggressiveness, and xenophobia. 

Comnunist ideology posits an inevitable struggle between 
capitalism and socialism and thus views non-socialist states both as 
potential targets for revolution and as potential threats. It sees 
class antagonism as the drivin~ force behind pblitical and e~onomic 
chang.e, .and the policies. of other nations as shaped by domestic 
economic and social struggles. This view p7t' 6vides the intellectual 
prism through which soviet leaders perceive the outside world, 
reinforces the expansionist tendencies inherited from the Russian 
tradition, and assures them that history is on their side . 

Most importantly, Communist ideology is the main source of the 
regime's legitimacy. It explains why there is only one political 
party, which controls the state administration and all spheres of 
society, why the media are subject to censorship, and why the party 
Politburo dominates political life. For a variety of reasons--includ i ng 
a deeply rooted fear of anarchy and the absence of any regularized 
process for transferring power--questions of the regime's legitimacy 
continue to be of basic concern to soviet leaders. 

But Soviet authorities also see their own international role in 
· terms of iraditiorial ~reat powet interests. · While as Marxists the~ 
believe in the ultimate transformation of the world along socialist 
lines, their specific policies and ta~tics are perforce often shaped 
more by geopolitical considerations. 

The insecurity and suspicion engendered by Russian history and 
Marxist-Leninist ideology have been tempered somewhat by the USSR's 
emergence as a military superpower and the concomitant growth of its 
political role in world affairs. Soviet leaders see military power 
as the essential foundation of an assertive foreign policy. The 
pattern of their policies since the mid-1970's suggests increased 
confidence in their global power position--expressed in Soviet par
lance ~s •the changing correlation of forces in favor of Socialism.• 
The Soviet leadership also sees continuing opportunities to exploit 
and foster international tensions and instabilities to their own 
advantage and the detriment of the United States. At the same time 
a new element of insecurity probably has been added by the growing 
recognition that serious domestic problems seem to defy solution. 

\. 
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SOVIET STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES 

. . . .. - . " . _-. . / ' . . -- • ' .·· ... _ . . " ·- . . 

The political syst'em that has ·evo'l ved ' oht :-of this· historical and 
ideological tradition has provided the means for a serious challenge 
to U.S. interests. Its leaders have formidable military power and 
considerable economic might at their disposal. 7he highly centra
lized decision making apparatus enhances the Soviet leadership's 
ability to develop a cohesive foreign and domestic policy and to 
move quickly to take advantage of international opportunities. At 
the same time such centralization often makes Soviet domestic poli~y 
rigid, and ideological orthodoxy inhibits adaptations to changing 
internal and international conditions. These screngths and weak
nesses will be partictilarly in evidence as the Soviet Union deals 
wit6 major global challenges and opportunities in the 1980s . 

Internal Factors 

The Economy 

The USSR has entered a period of slow economic growth that 
confronts the leadership with tough policy choices. Shortfalls in 
industrial production, and four consecutive harvest failures have 
reduced the growth in Soviet GNP to less that 2 percent a year since 
1978--its lowest rate since World War II. 

This decline indicates that the formula Moscow has used to 
stimulate growth over the past 25 years--maxirnum inputs of labor 
and investrnent--no longer ~orks. During the past few years, the 
USSR has experienced: 

a sharp slowdown in oil production growth and a decline 
in coal production; 

a major rise in raw material costs; 
a fall-off in investment and labor-force growth; and 
a sharp decline in labor productivity growth. 

To judge from 11th Five-Year Plan figures, the Soviet leadership 
nevertheless expects GNP to grow 4 percent per year through the 
mid-l980s. This goal, however, is based on highly unrealistic 
assumptions about labor productivity growth. Ue estimate that GNP 
will continue to grow at less than 2 percent through the mid-1980s. 

These economic difficulties have not led the leadership to make 
fundamental changes in policy. To maintain the military buildup, it 
has lowered the rates of growth for consumption and capital invest
ment. If these priorities continue, however, the living standard 
will hold steady and may decline and investment will be squeezed 
further. The defense burden, as measured by share of GNP going to 

2/ 



defense spending, might approach 20 percent by the early 1990s 
compared to its current level of 13-14 percent--sharply restricting 
othe~ . claimants to reS:Ources .and heightening political · tensions over ai'loca'tion decisions~ , ·. . .. . ,.. ' .· . . . · . .. . . . . . 

Despite these gloomy prospects, the USSR continues to possess 
great economic strengths. It has: 

a wealth of natural resources, leading the world in the 
production of such key industrial commodities as oil, 
steel, iron ore, and nickle: 
the world's largest military-industrial complex: and 
a highly centralized economy that has enabled the 
leadership to comma.nd resources and set priorities between 
regions and sectors. 

Moreover, although keenly aware of their difficulties, Soviet leaders 
apparently believe that the 1990s will bring some relief from at 
least two of their major problems--manpower shortages and energy 
constraints. They also take comfort in the gloomy projections of 
growth for most Western industrial nations and have expressed doubt 
publicly and privately about the United States' ability to carry out 
its defense buildup. 

Social Issues 

The sources of popular discontent in the Soviet Union--a 
perceived decline in the quality of life, continuing restrictions on 
freedom of expression and belief,_ and rising national consciousness 
among more than 20 major ethnic groups--pose problems of varying 

. severi_ty . for _the soviet leadership. Discontent over the quality of 
Soviet lite probably repr·esents the ·most immediate and important .. 
challenge. The Soviet people no longer are confident that their 
standard of living will continue to improve. Food shortages have 
become more apparent and the availability of some consumer goods has 
dropped. The sense of rising expectations, made possible by real 
consumer advances until the mid-1970s, has yielded to an apparent 
growth of dissatisfaction and cynicism. This is manifesting itself 
in declining growth in labor productivity--a trend that will make it 
more difficult to achieve the rates of economic growth that the 
leaders plan. Recent regime actions--such as massive imports of 
grain and the creation of special food distribution systems--indicate 
that they are aware of the problems, but their policies are as yet 
inadequate to solve them. 

The slowing of economic growth, and the consequent near 
stagnation in per-capita consumption, has led to a growing malaise 
in Soviet society--manifested in growing consumption of alcohol, 
increasing labor turnover, sporadic strike activity, a flourishing 
black market, and corruption. such phenomena are not only con
tributing to the reduction of labor productivity, but also creating 
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elite concern over the political implications of this shift in 
popular attitudes. 

·The· malaise- in Soviet society ,is symptomatic _ of .an underlying 
loss of comnitment to the system and to ~he ~olitic~~ ord~r~ · · 
Although impossible to quantify, the ideological underpinings of the 
system have clearly been eroding. Some erosion was probably 
inevitable as the generation that made the revolution passed from 
the scene, but a more fundamental problem has been the increasingly 
palpable inconsistency between the socialist ideal -- equality, 
community, etc. -- and the reality of a bureaucratic state whose 
principal purpose is maintaining in power the present elite. The 
threat this loss of moral authority poses to the regime and its 
order is hard to determine -- to the Soviet leaders as well as to 
ourselves. But from the Soviet peispective the trends are not good, 
and it is hard to see how the current set of leaders could lead or 
~ontrol a r~foimation th~t wotild restore a sense of shared belief in 
the rightness of the present order. It seems likely that this 
problem will loom larger in the concerns of soviet leaders, and they 
will feel themselves increasingly defensive and vulnerable to 
efforts by the West to give succor to the idea that beneficent 
change is possible in the USSR. 

The Soviet leadership thus far has been successful in isolating 
and repressing political, religious, and cultural dissent through 
widespread arrests and imprisonment of dissident leaders, confinement 
in psychiatric hospitals, and exile. In the long term, dissidence 
could become more widespread--because of dissatisfaction with living 
standards, a continuing decline in ideological commitment, and an 
apparent resurgence of interest in religious faith--and require even 
more leadership attention, but over the next 10 years there is 

-little prospect that such _ activity ·will get out o-f hand and threaten_ 
party rule. · · 

Discontent among the minority nationalities also represents a 
latent vulnerability. There is no widespread, disruptive protest 
now, however, nor does any appear likely in the near or mid-term. 
Regime policies--granting linguistic, territorial, and some cultural 
autonomy; improving the standard of living; and expanding the 
educational base--combined with the use of police power, have been 
largely successful thus far. A rising national consciousness among 
many of these groups, however, suggests that discontent could become 
more serious over the next several decades. It could result in work 
stoppages, demonstrations and greater assertiveness by local 
leaders--particularly in the Baltic States, the Ukraine, and Central 
Asia--requiring the regime to reassess its basic approach to the 
problem. 



Political Process and Structure 

Soviet· leaders ex:e:rcise pervas.ive control .over poli.tical activity 
in the USSR, and their determination ~o irisure the pr~emirien~~ ~f · 
the party and implementation of its decisions is an important under
pinning of all national policy objectives. The successful pursuit 
of this aim, together with effective restrictions on public dissent, 
has given unity and cohesiveness to both domestic and foreign policy. 

This focus on the maintenance of party control, however, also 
has introduced some rigidity and inefficiency that have been harmful 
to the pursuit of national goals. This has been especially evident 
in the economy. Party leaders, despite their interest in improving 
the efficieticy and technological base of the economy, have been 
reluctant to back fully the kind of decentralization and economic 
inceritiv~s thai ~ou1d contribute to this erid~ · mainly for fear that 
this would dilute their power. They have also been unwilling to 
codify their powers and responsibilities within the political system 
and develop an institutionalized process for replacing the top 
leader. As a result, political succession creates potentially 
disruptive personal and policy conflict. The lack of any mechanism 
to ensure rejuvenation of the administrative elite--has reduced the 
flow of fresh ideas and lessened the regime's ability to respond 
effectively to new challenges. 

Foreign Policy 

Instruments of Policy 

Tb judge . f .rom ·. the USSR's sustained heavy investment in military 
forces and weapons research and development, the Soviet leaders 
believe that military power is the principal basis of their influence 
and status in international relations. In strategic nuclear forces, 
the Soviets probably now credit themselves with aggregate nuclear 
capabilities at least equal to those of the United States and in 
some respects, such as the ability to threaten land-based missile 
silos, with superiority. The Soviets have also significantly 
improved theater nuclear and conventional forces, thus reinforcing 
Moscow's regional superiority vis-a-vis China and Western Europe. 

In the Third World, arms sales, military training, and advisors 
also are effective instruments of Soviet policy. While such aid 
does not necessarily translate directly into political leverage, it 
usually is the keystone of Soviet relations with less developed 
countries anu with revolutionary and insurgent groups. Despite 
Soviet interest in garnering hard currency from arms sale~, Moscow 
has been willing, where it perceives political advantage, to make 
major concessions, such as extended repayment periods and payment in 
soft currency. This, combined with their apparent responsiveness, 
allows the Soviets to depict their actions as manifestations of 
solidarity with the Third World. 
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Another trend in Soviet Third World involvement is the 
continuing use of proxies and other intermediaries, together 
with .covert · Soviet inyolvement in supporting insurg.ent groups . _ _ 
and in aiding the military ventures of client or· d~pendent regiMes. 
For the Soviets, the proxy relationship--one that has proven most 
successful in Angola and Ethiopia--minimizes the level of direct 
Soviet involvement while achieving Soviet aims and projecting the 
image of •socialist solidarity• with the recipient regimes. 

Foreign debt obligations and hard curr~ncy shortages, however, 
affect the overall level of Moscow's commitment to client regimes. 
The hard currency crunch has made the Soviets reluctant to provide 

. other clients with economic aid as extensive as that provided to 
Cuba or Vietnam~ The net · result is that Moscow is more dependent 
on military aid as an entree of influence in the Third World. 

In recent years the Soviets also have strengthened their 
traditional diplomatic activities, supplementing them with increased 
usage of a broad range of pseudo-official and covert activities that 
the Soviets themselves refer to as •active measures.• The increased 
use of such measures is in part a reflection of the importance Moscow 
attributes to the •ideological struggle,• which is waged not only 
through propaganda, but also with psychological warfare and 
subversion. 

The Soviet Union and International Communism 

The international Communist movement is no longer the- unambigious 
asset to the USSR that it once was. Threats to soviet leadership 
and control of both ruling and non-ruling parties are growing. The 
~urmoil in Poland and problems in Romania underscore the limited 
effectiveness of ~oscow's costly policy · of buying stability and 
loyalty in Eastern Europe through economic subsidies. 

The objective possibilities for continuing to pursue this policy, 
moreover, are fading quickly due to Soviet economic problems and 
Western resistance to deeper economic involvement in Eastern Europe. 
In the coming decade slow economic growth in Eastern Europe will 
threaten regime stability in bloc countries. The downfall of a cor
rupt and incompetent party leadership in Poland, precipitated by the 
protests of a popular workers' movement, and the use of the military 
to fill the gap, also raise disquieting questions about the legiti
macy and effectiveness of Communist party rule throughout the bloc. 

Despite these problems, Moscow's options are limited. An 
economic bailout would be too costly. Economic reform and greater 
Western involvement would diminish central control and could 
stimulate pressures for political reform. A resort to greater 
repression, on the other hand, would further complicate Moscow's 
relations in the West and the Third World. 
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Beyond Eastern Europe, the most serious challenge to Soviet 
control and orthodoxy in the world Communist movement comes from 
Eu_rocornrnuni,sm •. _. Th~. W$'.st European parties are trying to balance 
their ties to the ·soviet Communist ·party with their own ·national 
and political interests. They resist Soviet efforts to subordinate 
national parties to Soviet control. Criticism of Soviet policies 
has now become common and probably will increase if the Soviets 
increase repression at home and political and military expansion 
abroad. 

The return of the Chinese Communist Party to active involvement 
in the international movement and its opposition to Soviet hegemony 
also are potentially severe challenges facing the Soviet leadership. 
The Chinese are in the prcicess of forming a tacit alliance with 
several of the leading West European parties. The Chinese, in 
addition, have indicated their · intent.ion to compete with -the -Soviets . 
for influence with •progressive forces• in the Third World, including 
such pro-soviet radical regimes as Ethiopia, Angola, and Mozambique. 

The Economic Burdens of Empire 

The soviets almost certainly believe that their economic support 
of other Communist countries and clients brings substantial strategic 
and political benefits, but rising costs and economic stringencies 
are prompting a tougher aid posture. Assistance to East European and 
Third World clients -rose dramatically from $1.7 billion in 1971 to 
$23 billion in 1980--some 1.5 percent of GNP. Moscow is prepared to 
shoulder a large aid burden for its Communist clients: their econo
mies are generally in trouble, and their stability is important to 
soviet foreign policy objectives. The Soviet leadership is 
attempting to s1ow- the. ri-se in . aid ·costs, however, _by cutting subsi
dized oil deliveries to some East European allies, refusing increased 
deliveries of fuel to Vietnam and demanding that allies end their 
trade deficits with the USSR. 

Moscow's t~ght-fisted aid policy toward non-Communist LDCs will 
almost certainly continue as well. Moscow's present hard currency 
problems will make it even more reluctant to extend substantial hard 
currency aid to such countries as Nicaragua, despite repeated 
requests for it. Several radical clients, such as Ethiopia and south 
Yemen, are increasingly unhappy with their inability to augment 
Soviet military support with extensive economic cooperation. 

Opportunities and Challenges 

The Soviets are faced with both opportunities and challenges 
abroad. Their international strengths derive for the most part from 
their huge military investments; their vulnerabilities stem princi
pally from changes in the international environment that could 
threaten past gains. 
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The Soviet Union's growing military power has strengthened its 
ability to pursue political goals in Western Europe. By threatening 
additional nuclear deployments if NATO's INF decision is implemented, 

· the · Soviets are in. ef'tect, att,empting . to fo.r.ce the West Europeans to 
accept de facto Sovi~t military superiority on the continent. · 

The Soviets also believe Washington's ability to raise the 
economic and military costs of the East-\lest competition is subject 
to competing U.S. economic priorities and to reluctance on the part 
of U.S. allies to follow our lead. The Soviets think that conflict 
between Western Europe and the United States over arms control and 
East-West economic relations presents opportunities to provoke 
divisions within the alliance. In particular, the failure thus far 
of U.S. efforts to dissuade its ~est European allies from partici
pati6n in the Ya~al gas pipeline project has probably encouraged the 
Soviets in their assumption that differences in the Western alliance 
can be exploited to Soviet advantage. Moscow also remains hopeful 
that NATO's fragile consensus in favor of new intermediate-range 
missile deployments can be broken, perhaps leading to a serious 
rupture in the alliance. 

In the Far East, Moscow's military buildup opposite China remains 
not only a lever on the PRC but a potential bargaining chip should 
Beijing become more serious in its desire to ameliorate Sino-Soviet 
tensions. Opportunities in the Far East are also afforded by the 
fiictions in U.S.-Chinese relations and potential divergences between 
the United States and Japan stemming from trade pro~lems, disagree
ments over economic sanctions against the USSR, and Japanese reluc-
tance to accelerate defense spending. · 

Moscow believes that its military investment also has improved 
somewhat its .capabilities for . projection of its military . power into . 
more distant regions. Although the Soviets re~ognize the limitations 
of that capability against a major military power, they hope that 
their increased capacity will deter U.S. military action against 
Soviet proxies or clients and assure the favorable resolution of 
regional conflicts. Moscow's increased involvement in the Third 
World also reflects a belief that the United States has been con
strained from direct military intervention there by the trauma of 
Vietna~ and the difficulty of reaching a domestic political consensus 
on foreign policy in general. Indeed, political and economic insta
bility throughout the Third World, together with the radicalization 
of postcolonial elites, have been viewed by the Soviets as major 
U.S. and Western vulnerabilities and, conversely, relatively 
low-risk opportunities for the Soviet Union to insinuate itself 
through offers of military and technical aid. 

An overriding issue is the extent to which Moscow's international 
posture will be affected by a growing preoccupation with the country's 
great, and growing, domestic problems. Economic problems, the loss 
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of ideological commitment, a growing malaise in society and the 
succession problem should impinge more on the consciousness of the 
leaders in the Kremlin in the coming decad.e than they did in the 
past_. It is possible''that a. new leade.rship might wish . to turn its 
attention to sorting out its own internal political squabbles as it 
has in previous successions and try to avoid foreign policy actions 
that they perceive as risky and deliberately provocative. They may, 
in fact, propose initiatives designed to give them a respite to deal 
with internal problems. They also may try to reduce external economic 
commitments in order to devote more resources to domestic economic 
problems. This would be especially likely if there is growing 
domestic unrest, in the form of strikes and demonstrations, over 
declining economic conditions. At this juncture all of these 
domestic problems seem manageable, but neither we nor the soviets can 
be c6nfident about what the futtire may bring. 

~he deter{o~a~ing u ~s:-soviet · relationship is a major source of · 
concern, potentially eroding Soviet military and foreign policy gains 
of the past decade. Planned U. S. strategic and theater nuclear 
programs also are seen by the Soviets as an attempt to negate the 
USSR's strategic advantages and to create a credible •first strike• 
capability. 

In the Far East, the Soviets view China's improved relations with 
both the United States and Japan as a serious security problem, 
raising the possibility that the USSR might be opposed by all three 
countries in a conflict in the Far East. More immediately, the USSR 
suspects that this trilateral rapproachment portends active U.S. and 
Japanese aid in the modernization of Chinese armed forces. Moscow's 
territorial disputes with both China and Japan, moreover, are major 
obstacles to any dramatic improvement in its relations with either 
country·~ . ' . . 

In the Third World, the Soviets recognize that even where they 
have substantial political and military investments their continued 
influence is not guaranteed. The defeat of Soviet clients in Lebanon 
and Soviet inability to intervene effectively was the most recent 
demonstration. Similarly, the Soviets see current U.S. efforts to 
broker a more comprehensive peace settlement in the Middle East and 
to achieve a settlement in Namibia as potentially leading to a 
further erosion of Soviet influence in the Third World. 

PROSPECTS FOR CHANGE 

Soviet economic and social problems will provide the strongest 
impetus for systemic or policy change over the next 10 years. Unless 
major changes are forthcoming, economic growth rates will remain at 
historically low levels, popular dissatisfaction with a perceived 
decline in the quality of life will grow, and resource allocation 
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decisions will become more difficult for the leadership. The gravity 
of these problems for the Soviet system, however, remains difficult 
to measure, and there~re important uncertainties in our judgments 
about the . possib{lity .,that · they could ' cause major system' o·r policy ·., 
changes. 

The Soviet leadership obviously has a more sanguine view of its 
problems than we do. While their rhetoric reflects evident concern, 
there is no sense of mortal danger to the Soviet state. The gloo~ier 
projections of foreign observers, on the other hand, reflect a per
ception that Soviet problems are intractable and less optimism that 
the added manpower and energy resources the Soviets are counting on 
in the 1990s will reverse adverse economic trends. 

Even with a more riegative assessment 6f Soviei economic and 
=social difficultiesr however, .we believe that _the strengths of the 
system--its control mechanisms, its economic power, the patri~tism 
and passivity of its populace--will allow Soviet leaders to manage 
whatever internal pressures for systemic change (i.e., changes in 
basic philosophy or the nature of Communist party rule) are likely 
to develop over the next decade. The regime while facing important 
long-term vulnerabilities, does not, in our judgment, appear to be in 
imminent danger. Preserving this stability, however, may ultimately 
require the regime to devote more attention and resources to its eco
nomic problems and to maintaining an acceptable standard of living 
rather than to foreign adventures or to continuing an expanding rate 
of military growth. 

While this assessment leads us to believe that the prospect for 
major systemic change in the next years is relatively low, the like
lihood _ of pol.icy shifts is muc_h higher. The immediate post-Brezhnev 
leadership will almost cert airily ·make a more vigorous effort in ·the ·· 
next 3-5 years to reverse the economic slowdown, and in the process 
alter sectoral and regional resource allocations, administrative 
structures, prices and incentives, and even tighten administrative 
controls. Toward the end of the decade and with the emergence of a 
new generation of leaders, more far-reaching solutions to this funda
mental problem could emerge, involving perhaps much greater use of 
market forces, cuts in the growth rate for military spending or more . 
repression. At the same time, any group of leaders almost certainly 
will continue to rely on military power as a key instrument of foreign 
policy and will seek to maintain its competitive strength vis-a-vis 
the United States. They are likely to count on Third World develop
ments to provide new political and diplomatic opportunities as well. 

Changes in the Political System 

Despite internal weaknesses, the institutions of political 
control remain strong and firmly entrenched in the USSR. Popular 
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discontent--although threatening to economic goals--does not as yet 
_ challenge _th• party's/authority. ~evolutionary collapse or major 
alterations · in the · system are highly unlikely in the next three to 
·five years. 

In the longer run, institutional rivalries will persist, and may 
increase as economic growth declines, but the party apparatus will 
probably remain the dominant political institution for at least the 
next decade. Although the party's potential competitors--the 
military, the KGB, and the government bureaucracy--have political 
clout that can be especially important during periods of intra-party 
strife, none of them is will equipped to supplant the party and none 
seems inclined to try in the near term. 

A military coup? . 

There is at most an outside chance of a military takeover within 
the next 10 years. Although the military has the organizational 
skills and certainly the muscle to take charge, its has been indoc
trinated from the regime's beginnings to stand aside from higher 
politics and historically has rarely been a major political actor. 
Moreover, its interests have been well served by the current party 
leadership. It has, for example, been given a large role in defining 
the security threat and in determining the programs required to deal 
with it--its two main political interests. The party, in addition, 
has developed a wide array of checks and controls to forestall a 
military coup. The military probably would attempt to assume power 
only in the event of a significant •liberalization• of the political 
system that was viewed as undermining social discipline and threaten
ing the .milit_ary_;'s priority claim to i:e$ources _o;- under . conditions of 
political" and economic chaos ·similar to that in the Polish ctisis. · 

Return to One-Man Rule 

Within the framework of the existing system of party rule, 
however, a variety of changes are possible. During the next decade, 
for example, a leader who exercised power far in excess of that 
wielded by Brezhnev or Khrushchev could emerge. Such a development 
(perhaps a .20 percent possibility) could result from frustration with 
the lack of clear national direction, a perception that more disci
pline is needed in the party and society, and a confluence of serious 
domestic and international problems. Although no leader who succeeds 
Brezhnev will initially have such authority, the time required for 
his consolidation of power could be far shortened by a shared sense 
of urgent national tasks. The emergence of such a leader, less con
stricted by the need for consensus, would make major policy shifts 
and changes much more likely. Domestic policies probably would take 
an authoritarian turn, but external policies could range from highly 
aggressive to pragmatic. 
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•Liberalization• of the System 
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.. . . Another possibilit:y would be some liberalizing reform that would 
allow for much greater personal freedom · and decentralization of poli
tical and economic authority. This seems a less likely pros~ect (per
haps a 10 percent possibility over the next decade), considering the 
absence of effective popular pressure for such change, the strength 
of the regime's control mechanisms, and the apparent lack of signifi
cant sentiment in that direction within the Soviet establishment. 
Given the nature of the great power rivalry, however, a •1ibera1• 
Soviet regime would not necessarily be more accommodating to U.S. 
interests. Indeed, such a regime might be more effective at over
coming sone of the Soviet Union's systemic and policy weaknesses, 

. making it an even more formidable adversary. 

. . . . 

Cha~ges in P61~cies thr6ugh the Mid-198Os 

More likely than systemic change are changes in specific 
policies, some probably following shortly on Brezhnev's departure. 
Although our knowledge of Soviet internal debate is limited, there 
have been discernible differences among Politburo members on several 
key issues. Conflict over these and other issues, heightened by 
political jockeying and the complexity of the country's problems, 
could lead to major policy shifts in the next three to five years. 

Economic Policy 

The most immediate changes are likely in economic policy, where 
the current investment strategy has provided considerable debate. 
Differences in priorities already have emerged between the pronounce
ments of •One group (represented: by ·KitilenkO, Shcherbitskiy, and 
others) that has advocated the priority development of heavy indus
try, and another (represented mainly by Chernenko) that has empha
sized the need to increase the availability of consumer goods. 
Whatever the outcome of this debate, a major reallocation of 
resources almost certainly will be undertaken in the immediate 
post-Brezhnev era, with agriculture--in the absence of its principal 
parton--becoming a likely target for cuts. Other sectors also will 
be affected by the political fortunes of their sponsors, however, 
making the eventual economic beneficiaries laregly uncertain. 

Military Spending 

Concern about the domestic economy also could eventually impel 
one or another leader to propose in the mid-1980s some reduction in 
the rate of growth of military spending, if not an absolute cut as 
Khrushchev did in the mid-1950s. A number of additional factors, 
however, make even symbolic reductions in the growth of the defense 
budget unlikely in the near term, including 

SECRET 



the poor state of u.s.-soviet relations; 
the political commitment of most Soviet leaders to a strong 
defense: - ✓ _ _ 

· ~~ the chall~n~i of planned u.s.·· defense pr6gramsf-~nd: • 
the momentum of weapon development and production programs 
that are underway. 

In the succession environment, no new leader, unless he perceives an 
existing consensus, is likely to risk antagonizing the military 
establishment and conservative forces in the party by proposing cuts 
in the growth of defense spending. Indeed, the military could even 
come away from the coming power struggle with some increase in the 
rate of growth of defense spending for a few years. 

O~er time, as the post-Breihriev leadership struggles with 
declining economic growth~ there may be greater pressure to reduce 
the growth in military spending in order to free up the labor and -
capital resources urgently needed in key civilian sectors. In this 
connection, the cost-avoidance benefits of arms control agreements 
could assume greater importance. Even in the mid-1980s, however, 
absolute reductions in the defense effort seem unlikely, barring 
economic catastrophe. Moreover, Soviet military investment is now 
so large that even with reduced growth--or indeed with no growth at 
all--military capabilities would continue to increase well into the 
1990s. 

Econor.1ic Reforms 

In addition to investment disputes, succession politics may bring 
forth new proposals to improve the economy's efficiency. Concern 
over declining gr.owth apparently _has led som,e leaders to reevaluate 
economic and · administra·t"1.ve ·retor1ns they earlier found unacceptable. 
Since 1978 several Soviet leaders have publicly endorsed Hungary's 
•New Economic Mechanism•--a system based on centrally formulated 
plans and economic goals but using some market forces to guide the 
economy at the micro-level. 

Although there is little prospect that the Soviet Union will adopt 
changes so sweeping, some administrative reforms may well be enacted. 
The multitude of functionally related and overlapping ministries might 
be placed under more centralized management. This could be accompained 
by some decentralization of operational authority--a move that already 
has been at least started in the agricultural sector. (It is in this 
area that the Hungarian model has been most closely studied and 
emulated.) Changes that are politically feasible, however, probably 
will not significantly improve the economic situation. 

Foreign Policy 

The existing consensus on foreign policy is stronger than that 
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on domestic issues, and major changes are less likely in that area 
in the next few years. Some issues, nonetheless, could become a 
bone of contention in✓.the post-Brezhnev Politburo. Although these 
issues will be determined largely by the international situation·. at · 
the time, a successor regime will have to deal with both the 
challenges and opportunities outlined above. 

Rival claimants to leadership in the immediate post-Brezhnev era 
are likely to share a commitment to sustain the global dimensions of 
Soviet policy. This commitment could be reinforced by a possible 
tendency on the part of a younger generation of Soviet leaders to 
equate the growth of military power with the growth of global power 
and influence. Supporting such thinking, moreover, are factors that 
go beyond tangible o·r measurable indexes--ideological conviction, a 
sense of insecurity and of hostile encirclement, and a contrasting 
confidence and sense of achievement in the USSR's emergence as a 
global superpower. · 

Soviet leaders probably will wish to continue an arms control 
dialogue with the United States for at least the next few years, 
seeking new agreements that will slow U.S. weapons programs, thereby 
facilitating Soviet planning, reducing weapons costs, and lessening 
the possibility of technological surprise. Although the Politburo 
as a whole now seems to believe the prospects for improved Soviet-U.S. 
relations are dim, in the past some leaders (such as Andropov and 
Chernenko) have seemed more enthusiastic about pursuing this goal 
than others (such as Kirilenko). The price the Soviet leadership 
is willing to pay for an arms limitation agreement, therefore, may 
depend in part on the outcome of the succession. 

A new Sovi~t leadership may, in addition, undertake new 
·initiativi~ designed t6 alt~r t~~-~eopolitic•l environmerit. , They 
may, for instance, attempt a breakthrough in relations toward West
ern Europe or China. Moscow's principal assets in these instances 
would be the ability to offer greater intercourse between East and 
West Germany and to offer China significant concessions on conten
tious military and border issues. 

The Soviet Union's other future policy options will depend on 
events beyond its control. A collapse of the Saudi monarchy, for 
example, could usher ·in an anti-Western regime, presenting the 
Soviets with major new possibilities for expanding its influence in 
the area. Likewise, the outcome of the Iran-Iraq war might also 
create significant opportunities or dangers from Moscow's 
perspective that could lead to policy shifts. 

Longer-Range Undertainties 

For the next 3 to 5 years, the Soviet leadership will continue 
to be dominated by Brezhnev's current colleagues in the Politburo. 
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Present policy already reflects their influence, and they may be 
less willing than their younger colleagues waiting in the wings to 
push for' ·major policy .of systemic .. chang.e . ... 

Soviet policies will become less predictable in the late 1980s 
and early 1990s, however, as the gap between economic performance 
and leadership expectations widens, as the basis for optimism about 
future economic performance erodes, and as the generational change 
in the Soviet leadership takes hold . The policy preferences of this 
younger generation are largely unknown. Although they have discre
tionary authority in implementing the Politburo's domestic policies, 
these officials now hold positions--in the Central Committee 
apparatus, regional party organizations, and the government 
bureaucracy--that provide little involvement in foreign policy. 

What littre · ~~idence we have of this ybunger group's views 
reveals no clearly dominant orientation and no apparent consensus 
regarding the direction of future policies. Their eventual domestic 
course will probably reflect elements of both orthodox and reformist 
views, perhaps undertaking some decentralization of economic manage
ment, while at the same time tightening labor discipline. 

Their foreign policy course is even more difficult to predict. 
Conceivably, some members of this group might favor a more accom
modating foreign policy stance in order to increase trade with the 
West and ease domestic economic problems. The same pressures, 
however, might lead others to urge the adoption of economic 
self-sufficiency (autarky) at home and a more adventurist policy 
abroad, increasing the risk of a u.s.-soviet confrontation . 

· . ..... · . . 

I~PLICA~iONS FOR U.S. ~OLiCY . 

Changes in the Soviet system or policies over the next decade, 
could affect Soviet behavior in areas that the United States con
siders important. The succession and difficult internal problems 
could lead a new leadership to be more circumspect in using Soviet 
power and resources abroad and even cause it eventually to restrain 
the rate of growth of its military machine. Limited accommodations 
in the areas of arms control or other bilateial issues may by pos
sible, but a more encompassing accord on bilateral relations or geo
political behavior is precluded by fundamentally divergent attitudes 
regarding desirable political or social change in the international 
order. 1 

Although the Soviets will not wish a major confrontati9n with 
the United States, their belief that they now enjoy strategic 
equality and some advantages enhances the prospects for a more 
assertive foreign policy. Soviet leaders probably also can be 
expected to seize new opportunities offered by instability in the 
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Third World to enhance Soviet geopolitical influence and divert U.S. 
attention from areas of direct u.s.-soviet interaction, even in 
situations where the tlj>SR has little prospect of making significant 
gain• f6r itseif; - If:~he soviets are- able to ameliorate some of . 
their current internal and external weaknesses--for example, by 
stemming the decline of economic growth--this also would improve 
their ability to compete with the United States for global influence. 

It is doubtful, however, that Soviet leaders perceive a •window 
of opportunity• stemming from an overweening of confidence in present 
Soviet nuclear forces relative to future prospects. From the per
spective of the Soviet leadership, there will remain important deter
rents to major military actions that directly threaten vital U.S. 
national interests. These include the dangers of a direct conflict 
with the United States that could e-calate to global proportions, 

. doubts a.bout the reliab.ili ty of some of their East European allies, 
and an awaren·ess of the greater Western capacity to support an ex- · 
panded defense effort. These concerns do not preclude action abroad, 
but they act as constraints on military actions in which the risk of 
a direct u.s.-soviet confrontation is clear. 

U.S. Influence on Soviet Behavior 

The future of the Soviet political system and its basic values 
will be determined primarily by internal political forces that the 
United States has only marginal ability to influence. Although also 
limited, we have greater ability to affect Soviet behavior in the 
international arena. 

Impact on the Political System 

U.S. and Western influence over the ongoing Sovie~ p61{{i~ai 
succession process is highly limited. Even if this were not the 
case, a contender whose stance appears more favorable to Western 
interests today may alter his position when he becomes party chief. 
In the initial stages of the Lenin succession, for example, Stalin 
appeared to be one of the more moderate Soviet leaders. During the 
Stalin succession, Khrushchev at first adopted a hardline internal 
position and later shifted to a more moderate course. 

The West's ability to influence the nature and evolution of the 
Soviet system is almost certainly limited . The degree of vulner
ability of the USSR is difficult to judge, for the Soviet system has 
never undergone the kind of passage it will be taking in the 1980s 
and the West has not in the post-war period made change in.the Soviet 
Union an explicit objective of its dealings with the USSRi and taken 
steps to give practical meaning to that objective. Clearly, the 
Soviet system is extremely formidable in its ability to command 
control of its population, perhaps the most formidable in the modern 



era. And it would be very difficult for the West to be confident 
that its actions, even if affecting change in the USSR, would affect 
change t ,hat was democ.µtic or otherwise positive for the Soviet 
people and the -USSR's de~liri~s with th~ Wesi. Indeed, iri · th~ short 
term, a Soviet regime that f•lt itself genuinely threatened would 
likely make life even tougher for the Soviet people and those within 
Soviet society who had the tenacity to suggest that a less 
repressive system was needed. 

U.S. policies, however, may be able to exacerbate several 
continuing weaknesses in Soviet foreign and domestic policy. 
Foreign policy actions which the Soviets perceive as necessary to 
preserve existing equities--such as repressive measures in Eastern 
'Europe~~tend. to isolate them in the world and complicate achievement 
of other goals. Moreover, the attraction some Western values hold 
for ·the Soviet people will cause the regime to expend .considerable 
effort to protect them from foreign contagion and to prevent the 
development of a stronger dissident movement. The Soviet economy 
also will be hard pressed to keep pace with rising consumer 
expectations, probably resulting in more leadership attention to 
work stoppages, strikes, and other manifestations of social unrest. 

Past U.S. efforts to use trade leverage to influence specific 
Soviet policies, however, have had only limited success. Moscow 
has circumvented most economic restrictions and refused to modify 
its policies substantially in return for increased trade. 

Western ·goods and technology however are becoming more important 
to the USSR's strained economy; the volume of imports tripled in the 
1970s and imports have been crucial to completion of several major 
production• proj.ects ar1d. to. overcom_ing produ.ction ~hortfalls. But . 
Moscow almost c~rtainly will re~ain re~ist•nt to atte~ptj; at · trad~ 
leverage. Unilateral U.S. trade restrictions could create short-run 
difficulties for the soviets in some sectors--such as the oil and 
gas and chemical industries--but would probably not persuade Moscow 
to alter major domestic or foreign policies. Similarly, the Soviets 
also certainly would view renewed U.S. offers of increased trade for 
certain political concessions with considerable suspicion. Unified 
and sustained Western trade restrictions, particularly in such areas 
as energy equipment and agricultural products, however, could impose 
substantial costs on the Soviets. They probably would not change 
basic policies, particularly if international tensions were high, 
but would affect the Soviet calculation of costs and benefits in 
particular situations. 

Jb 



PART II. - Meeting the Soviet Challenge 

_ . The foregc>ing analysis indicates . clearly that we face a sustained 
Sovi~t challenge which iequire~ a firm arid ~~a~ut~d long-term ~~sterri 
effort. This will be forthcoming only if the United States exercises 
fully its capacity for leadership. The Reagan Administration policy 
toward the Soviet Union must therefore address the immediate require
ment to contain and reverse Soviet expansion and the need to begin a 
longer-term process of promoting change within the USSR itself that 
will reduce the Soviet threat to our interests and those of our 
allies. Our policy towards the Soviet Union is not designed to 
preserve the status quo, but to bring about peaceful change in our 
direction. 

. . 
.. . . . . . ~- - . . 

In addition to these two trac~s -of ~ur p~licy -~ effective and 
sustained competition with the Soviet Union and promotion of internal 
change -- there is an important third track. We need to engage the 
Soviet Union in a dialogue and negotiations to convey our concerns 
clearly and also to attempt to reach agreements based on strict 
reciprocity and mutual interest. 

We need to create and sustain negative and positive incentives 
powerful enough to influence Soviet behavior. Moscow must know that 
behavior unacceptable to us will incur costs that would outweigh any 
gains. At the same time, we must make clear to the Soviets that 
real restraint in their behavior would pave the way for a stable and 
constructive East-West relationship that would have important 
benefits for the Soviet Union. 

This approach to u.s.-soviet relations could involve important 
-. __ opportunities .. and .benefits for th~ -United States. _It _assigns appro-
priate piiority td th~ task 6f meetirig th~ Soviit ~ilitary thr•at · 
with a credible deterrent and Soviet aggression in third areas with 
appropriate countermeasures. By identifying the promotion of evolu
tionary change within the Soviet Union itself as an objective of 
U.S. policy, this approach enables the United States to take the 
long-term strategic offensive. It therefore contrasts with the 
essentially reactive and defensive strategy of containment, which 
concedes the initiative to the Soviet Union and its allies and 
surrogates. While entertaining no illusions that this kind of 
change can be affected easily or quickly, this strategic approach 
does hold out the possibility of an ultimate reduction of the Soviet 
threat to U.S. interests and the level of U.~. resources that must 
be devoted to countering that threat. 

The strategic approach outlined above also has potential risks 
and costs which we must minimize if the strategy is to succeed: 

1. Some opponents of an offensive American strategy believe 
that such an effort would involve the abandonment or downgrading of 
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u.s.-soviet negotiating efforts, especially in the arms control 
area. We must be particularly conscious of Congressional and Allied 
concerns on this .score. We can, to some extent, address and minimize 
those concerns . by empYiasizing that our approach is gradual and peace
ful and that our ultimate 6bje~ii~e i~ nbt corifront~tion, but a . stable 
and constructive basis for East-West relations. At the same time, we 
must recognize that our policy will not gain universal acceptance in 
the West, and that energetic American leadership to implement it will 
at times be divisive domestically and within the Alliance. 

2. There is also the danger that our policy might provoke a more 
militant Soviet response designed to utilize the USSR's current mili
tary advantage to maximum effect before our efforts to redress the 
military balance and exploit Soviet internal vulnerabilities have 
time to succeed. While ~ecognizing that this is not a negligible 
risk, we nevertheless believe . that the combination of our increased 
vi~ilance, our military buildup, and our diplomatic offensive in 
areas such as the Middle East will limit Soviet options, particularly 
at a time of leadership succession. 

3. As noted above, our knowledge of the structure and dynamics 
of the soviet regime is at best imperfect, and we cannot be certain 
what kinds of U.S. policies would be effective in promoting evolu
tionary change within the Soviet system. Indeed, U.S. policies which 
forced the USSR to undertake economic reform or otherwise modify in
ternal practices mandated by communist ideology might actually enable 
the Soviet Union to . compete more effectively with the West. Never
theless, we believe that, with appropriate recognition of the neces
sity for flexibility and a pragmatic approach, an effective strategy 
for promoting evolutionary change within the Soviet Union is possible. 

Shaping the · Soviet Environment: ' Arenas 'of Engagement . 

Implementation of our strategy must focus on shaping the 
environment in which Soviet decisions are made both in the wide 
variety of functional and geopolitical arenas in which our interests 
are engaged and in the u.s.-soviet bilateral relationship. 

(A) Functional 

(1) The Military Balance 

Foremost in shaping the military environment Moscow faces is the 
US-Soviet military balance. The U.S. must modernize its military 
forces so that several goals are achieved: 

--soviet leaders must perceive that the U.S. is determined never 
to accep~ a second-place or deteriorating strategic posture. We must 
act to minimize doubts about the military capabilities of U.S. 



strategic nuclear deterrent forces, and about the U.S. will to use 
them if necessary; 

.. --sovi~t calcul?iti'ons of possible nuclear war outcomes, under any 
contin~ency, m~~t ·always r~s~lt · iri outco~es so unfavorable - to the · USSR. 
that there would be no incentive for the Soviet leaders to initiate a 
nuclear attack; 

--Leaders and the publics in all states must be able to observe 
that this indicator of U.S. strength remains equal to or greater than 
that of the USSR. They will then understand that U.S. capacity for 
pursuing the broader US-Soviet competition shall not be encumbered by 
direct soviet coercion of the U.S.; 

-~Th~- future of. U.S. military_ strength must also appear to friend 
and foe as strong: technological advances must be exploited, research 
and d~v~lopment vigorously pursued, and sensible follow-on programs 
undertaken so that the viability of U.S. deterrent policy is not 
placed in question. 

--We must tighten our controls over transfer of military related/dual 
use technology, products, services and know-how in order to protect the 
lead-time on which the qualitative advantage of our military strength 
depends. 

In Europe, the Soviet leadership must be faced with a reinvigorated 
NATO focused on three primary tasks: strengthening of conventional 
forces, modernization of intermediate-range nuclear forces, and 
improved mobility and sustainability for U.S. units assigned rapid 
deployment and other reinforcing missions to the NATO area and 
Southwest Asia. Worldwide, U.S. general-purpose forces must be 

. ready to move quickl~ fro~ peacet~me _to wartime roles, and must be 
flexible enough to , affect' Soviet ·calcula .. tions in a wi'de '· range of 
contingencies. 

The us-soviet military balance is also a critical determinant 
shaping Third World perceptions of the relative positions and 
influence of the two major powers. Moscow must know with certainty 
that, in addition to the obvious priority of North American defense, 
other areas of vital interest to the U.S. will be defended against 
Soviet attacks or threats. But it must know also that areas less 
critical to U.S. interests cannot be attacked or threatened without 
risk of serious U.S. military countermeasures. 

(2) Economic Policy 

o.s. policy on economic relations with the USSR must _serve our 
strategic and foreign policy goals as well as our economic interests. 
Economic policy should therefore be seen in the context of our 
larger, long-term effort to encourage evolutionary change in the 



Soviet Union and to moderate Soviet external policies. Economic 
measures alone cannot realize these goals, but economic diplomacy 
can .. be · a critical co~onent in a larger strategy to meet the Soviet 
military i political· and economic challenge · to the US and' our Allies • . · 
To be effective, such an economic policy must be sustainable over 
the long-term; hence, we must be realistic about what we can or 
cannot achieve and specific in our aims. 

Within this overall framework, our economic objectives should 
be to: 

Above all, ensure that East-West economic relations do not 
facilitate the Soviet military build-up. This requires 
that we prevent the transfer of critical technology and 
equipment . which would . make a significant contribution 
directly or indirectly to Soviet military power. 

Seek to restrict Soviet military and foreign policy 
options through appropriate long-term measures of 
economic diplomacy. 

Seek to minimize the potential for Soviet exercise of 
reverse leverage on western countries based on trade, 
energy supply, and financial relationships. 

Avoid subsidizing the Soviet economy or unduly easing the 
burden of Soviet resource allocation decisions, so as . not 
to dilute pressures for structural change in the soviet 
system. 

Permit mutually beneficial trade with the USSR in 
nori-strafegie areas~ . such ·as · gra'ins. 

A strategy of sustained, disciplined economic diplomacy must 
flow from these objectives. While uncertainties remain about the 
exact effects on soviet policy of the economic constraints analyzed 
in Section One, it is clear that the Soviets, faced with grim eco
nomic prospects in the 1980s, look to inputs of Western equipment, 
technology, and products to ease the increasingly difficult choices 
they face between military spending on the one hand and consumption 
and investment on the other. Diminished Soviet prospects for growth 
in hard currency exports make the availability of western credit 
important to maintain current import levels. As Section One points 
out, unilateral US trade restrictions could create short-run 
difficulties for the soviets in some sectors but would probably not 
persuade Moscow to alter major domestic or foreign policies. Unified 
and sustained western trade restrictions on credits, militarily cri
tical technology, and other selected controls on exports or imports, 
however, could impose substantial costs on the Soviets by forcing 
them to face hard choices over the next decade, increase their 
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preoccupation with domestic problems, and thereby decrease their 
expansionist tendencies. The possibility of foreign policy sanctions 

. on. some or . al_l non-s~ategic items remains for extreme situations 
where, on a unified basis, the west cari ~ffect Stiviet calculations 
of costs and benefits for particular decisions. 

The U.S. can and should seek to restrict Soviet military and 
foreign policy options through economic policies. Because US-Soviet 
trade is only a fraction of total western trade with the USSR, we 
need the support of our European Allies and other key trading part
ners. Indeed, the USSR's best.hope of improving its strained hard 
currency position in the longer run is to secure the cooperation of 
Western Europe in building new large pipelines for the delivery of 
additional natural gas .in the -late 1980s and 1990s. At the same 
time, our policies should be based on our special iesponsibilities 
within the Alliance and not on the lowest comnon denominator. 

We must therefore, exercise strong leadership with our Allies 
and others to develop a common understanding of the strategic impli
cations of East-West trade. Under present circumstances, this does 
not encompass economic warfare against the USSR. We pay a heavy 
cost in terras of alliance cohesion when our policies are perceived 
as including economic warfare measures. West European reluctance to 
accept restrictions on trade and credits to the USSR to the extent 
we believe are strategically and economically justified stems from 
economic as well as . political considerations. Although trade with 
the Soviet Union and its CEMA partners is not of critical importance 
to any Western country, it is more significant economically to our 
West European Allies than to the U.S., especially in some sub-sectors 
(e.g., steel pipe). They are reluctant to restrict export credits 
t .hat.mi.gbt - enhanpe .; their . ability to export _to the East. They oppose 
stopping construction of · the Yamal '. pipeline, in part, because it .. 
will enhance Soviet hard currency earnings and hence Soviet ability 
to purchase more goods from them. They perceive not only such 
short-term economic self interests but also a contribution to 
long-term improvement in East-West political relations resulting 
from increased trade with the Soviets. 

Our task is to shift their emphasis to a more realistic 
appreciation of strategic realities in order to forge a common 
approach to East-Uest economic relations. At the same time we must 
take into account the interests of specific U.S. constituencies, 
e.g., grain, to avoid constant policy oscillations because of 
domestic pressures. We must be prepared for the Europe~ns to raise 
the issue of U.S. agricultural exports and we must argue it. We 
must also recognize that the Allies have groups whose int~rests 
cannot be ignored, analagous to U.S. grain farmers. 

While there is general agreement with the· Allies on the need for 
control of military-related equipment and technology exports to the 
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Soviets, there is no consensus on which of three basic approaches to 
the management of East-West economic relations we should take. 

/," 

-- · The detente policy of the .1970s, postu·lated . that .growth in 
East-West trade would, over the long term, induce more 
responsible Soviet behavior. A condition of this policy 
was that Soviet failure to respond as expected could lead 
to the withdrawal of benefits. However, the resultant 
Soviet appetite for western equipment, technology and 
credits has been turned to western political and strategic 
advantage in only limited ways. Producer pressures and 
concern about the ripple effects of a financial squeeze 
prevented the West from using trade as political leverage 
except for relatively modest measures. Moreover, the 
detenie policy did not avoid Soviet mi~behavior in Poland 
and Afghanistan. 

A second approach starts from the premise that a sustained 
strategy of economic diplomacy employing long-term selective 
controls can limit Soviet options over the short term and 
move toward long term structural change. This approach does 
not, however, embody full scale trade war. It recognizes 
that trade is beneficial to both sides but must be conducted 
in a larger strategic context. It must also be managed so 
as to minimize Soviet reverse leverage, and ensure that the 
West is the net economic beneficiary. 

Such an approach, although it cannot significantly reduce Soviet 
freedom of action in the short term, could affect the Soviet cal
culation of costs and benefits of fundamental policy approaches over 

. time. Implementing such a policy will pose major problems, as it 
:will · require exfensfve consultations ·with the Allies ,. on· the . re1at.ive . . 
priority of objectives.toward the USSR and on clarifying our common 
assumptions and approaches. The more emphasis the U.S. places 
publicly on internal change in the USSR and on linkage to Soviet 
external behavior, the harder it will be to obtain allied consent. 
Nevertheless, this approach offers the best chance for achieving a 
common understanding with the Allies on the strategic implications 
of East-West trade and on a set of basic ground rules and mechanisms 
to safeguard western interests and take long-term advantage of 
Soviet economic vulnerabilities. 

The third approach, characterized as ~economic warfare,• is 
not formally advocated by any U.S. Government agency even though 
some Europeans allege this is the basic goal of our sanctions policy. 
Economic warfare would be a virtually total denial of Western trade 
and finance with the USSR to force fundamental changes iri the USSR 
by accelerating a collapse of the Soviet economy. Economic warfare 
most closely would resemble the measures taken by the UK against 
Argentina during the Falklands war and is a measure usually con-
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ceived of as one step short of full-scale war. Economic warfare 
is unreasonable and unacceptable to the Allies and unnecessary to 
furt~er US o~jectives~ 

For now, US policy should be the second approach of long-term 
selective controls including either the present set of sanctions on 
Poland or similar alternatives. If any alternative package is agreen 
to, it must be at least as painful to the Soviet Union and must be 
broadly supported by Europe and Japan. 

The specific -Polish sanctions should be lifted if the NATO 
January 11 conditions for improvement in Poland are satisfied. 
However, our longer-term objective of limiting soviet options and 
encouraging systemic change in the USSR must be pursued even if the 
situation in Poland should improve. We will need to engage the 
Allies in extended discussions and negotiations to achieve a common 
understanding of the strategic implications of East-West trade. To 
succeed, our objectives must be precise, realistic and sustainable, 
and we must assure our Allies that we are seeking a balance of 
benefits and sacrifices. We have already made progress in reaching 
agreement on some basic considerations of East-West economic policy: 
that it does not make sense to provide the USSR with technology it 
can use to enhance its military potential; that it makes no sense 
to subsidize the Soviet economy, and that we must not contribute 
to soviet strategic advantage. 

These basic undirstandings create the framework in which we can 
begin to study specific issues in the appropriate fora to set the 
stage for agreement on a common approach. The program which would 
flow from this common approach should aim at elements, within the 

. Western .. purvie¥[ of inf lu.e~ce, currently assisting the Soviet military 
· bufldup ~ These include ·principally WestEfrn• · miTi tary-telated · tech~ · 
nology, European markets for Soviet gas and Western subsidized 
credit. The following specific measures would make more difficult 
the decisions the USSR must make among key priorities in the 1980's: 

Enhanced controls through COCOM on the flow of critical 
and certain non-critical military items used in the Soviet 
military and critical technology and equipment used in 
Soviet defense priority industries. In the long run, 
tighter COCOM restrictions on militarily sensitive 
technology would perhaps be the most valuable action 
for the West. 

Developing alternative energy proposals so that the 
Europeans eschew future gas projects with the USSR. This 
could cause the USSR to lose up to an estimated ten billion 
dollars a year in hard currency earnings in the 1990s. 



Restriction of the export of oil and gas technology on any 
future contracts with the USSR. Here the Europeans may be 

·. unwilling t~agree with . us, and they have powerful vested 
irit~rest~; ·aowever, they might be brought to accept a _ .· 
limited and reversible export embargo linked to NATO's 
three conditions for Poland. The USSR depends on the west 
for specialized oil exploration, drilling, pumping and 
processing equipment. Denying all Western oil equipment 
and technology would cost the USSR an estimated ten billion 
dollars annually for several years, but a decreasing amount 
thereafter. 

Agreement to stricter limits on the terms and volume of 
. Government supported credits. Eliminating interest 
subsidies ~ould cost th~ Soviets some five hundred million 
dollars a year. European acceptance of credit restraints 
and the need to end credit subsidies may be a realistic 
goal over time and we may be able to construct a common 
regime. 

Enhance the stature and scope of activities of the NATO 
Economic Committee and the OECD in East-West trade analysis 
and policy consideration. 

Looking to the longer term, we can go either of two ways. If 
Soviet behavior should worsen i.e. an invasion of Poland, we would 
need to consider extreme measures such as a total trade boycott, in
cluding grain, in which allied cohesion would be essential. Should 
Soviet behavior improve, there is room at the margins to calibrate 
the program of sustained economic measures while still retaining its 

. basics s~ as . to force the Soviets to face up to the defects of their 
economic . system. . . . ·, ' '·. .· . . 

(3) Political Action 

The U.S. relationship with the soviet Union must have an 
ideological thrust which clearly demonstrates the superiority of 
U.S. and Western values of individual dignity and freedom, a free 
press, free trade unions, free enterprise and political democracy 
over the repressive character of Soviet communism. We should state 
openly -- as the President did in the British Parliament -- our 
belief that people in communist countries have the right to demo
cratic systems. We need to stress that, 65 years after the October 
Revolution, the Soviet regime continues to deny its people funda
mental human rights arid to pour enormous economic resources into the 
military sector at the cost of continuing to fall behind the U.S., 
the Western democracies and Japan in agricultural and industrial 
productivity and in the provisions of basic economic benefits. 
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We need to review and significantly strengthen our instruments 
of political action to encourage democratization. These should 
include: 

-- The President's London initiative to suppo~t democr~t -iciorces ~ 
This initiative seeks concrete support for building democratic 

institutions such as a free press, labor unions, political parties, 
an independent judiciary, and churches. This will include training 
of journalists, support for regional institutes that promote demo
cratic values, and support for organizations that promote democratic 
procedures and principles. · 

Focus on Soviet human rights violations: We should 
emphasize Soviet responsibility for human rights violations in 
Afghanistan and Poland. It should also be our objective to gather 
information on Soviet violations of the human rights of their own 
population and to maintain effective means for publicizing these 
violations. We should consider strengthening the reporting capa
bility of the foreign (particularly U.S.) press corps in the USSR. 
We might, for example, consider providing Russian language training 
for U.S. journalists assigned to the USSR, thus easing their access 
to Soviet society. We should encourage private and official contact 
with non-official Soviet citizens, including dissidents. 

U.S. policy should recognize the diversity of Soviet 
nationalities and, to the extent of our capabilities, promote the 
emergence of a mor~ equitable relationship between the ruling Great 
Russian nation and non-Russian nationalities. This emphasis of our 
policy is reflected in formation of an inter-agency committee on our 
policy toward the nationality question in the USSR. 

· -- sr·oadeasting Policy:;~ 'Additional resources should ,be _.devoted 
to RFE and RL: technical means to penetrate Eastern jamming sho1:.i"ld 
be developed on a priority basis. RFE/RL should be given access to 
USG information on events in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. 
We would have to be cautious in sourcing, but the requirement that 
news be in the public media before RFE/RL can quote it ' is an 
unnecessary handicap. 

-
Other Measures: Political action is the least developed 

of our tools to influence Soviet policy. We have done and are doing 
much more in the defense and economic areas. But the potential 
impact of political measures is so substantial that much more 
thought needs to be given to how to develop them. 

(B) Geopolitical 

(1) The Industrial Democracies: 

One of the central propositions of U.S. foreign policy throughout 
the post-war period has been and continues to be that an effective 
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response to the Soviet challenge requires close partnership among 
__ the in~ustri_al democrJcies. To meet successfully the challenges to 
our interests~ theU~S. wil l require stronger and more effective · 
collective defense arrangements. There will continue to be inevi
table tensions between our determination to exercise leadership and 
our need for allied support in making our policy work. More effec
tive procedures for consultation with our allies can contribute to 
the building of consensus and cushion the impact of intra-alliance 
disagreements. However, we must recognize that, on occasion, we may 
be forced to act to protect our vital interests without allied 
support and even in the face of allied opposition. 

Our allies have been slow to support in concrete ways our 
overall approach to East-West relations. In part because of the 
intensive program of consultation we have undertaken, allied gov
ernments have expressed rhetorical support for our assessment of the 
Soviet military challenge, our rearmament program, and our negotiat
ing positions in START and INF. Less progress has been made in 
obtaining allied action in the vital areas of upgrading conventional 
defense and in gaining Allied support for our military planning to 
protect vital Western interests in the developing world, particularly 
the Persian Gulf. With INF deployments scheduled to begin in 1983, 
West European governments will come under increasing domestic pres
sure to press us for progress in START and INF. If we cannot obtain 
an INF agreement with Moscow acceptable to us, we may need during 
1983 to subordinate some other policy initiatives with our allies to 
the overriding objective of obtaining allied action to move forward 
on INF deployments. Improving conventional defense, however, should 
remain a high priority goal. 

(2) · · The Th:ird· wo·r1d ' · 

As in the 1970s, the Soviet challenge to U.S. interests in the 
Third World will continue. Thus, we must continue our efforts to 
rebuild the credibility of our commitment to resist Soviet encroach
ment on our interests and those of our allies and friends and to 
support effectively those Third World states that are willing to 
resist Soviet pressures. We must where possible erode the advances 
of Soviet influence in the developing world made during the 1970s. 

Given the continued improvement of Moscow's force projection 
capabilities and the Soviet emphasis on arms aid to pro-Soviet Third 
World clients, any effective U.S. response must involve a military 
dimension. U.S. security assistance and foreign military sales play 
an important role in shaping the security environment around the 
periphery of the USSR and beyond Eurasia. But security a~sistance 
will not be enough unless we make clear to the Soviets and to our 
friends that the U.S. is prepared to use its own military forces 
where necessary to protect vital u.s. interests and support 
endangered friends and allies. Above all, we must be able to 
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demonstrate the capability and the will for timely action to bring 
U.S. resources to bear in response to fast-moving events in Third 
World trouble spots. / · 

. . . . ·r '. . .:./ 

An effective U.S. policy in the ~hird World also depends 
critically upon diplomatic initiatives (e.g., the President's 
Mid-East proposal, the Caribbean Basin Initiative, and the 
Namibia/Angola initiative) to promote the resolution of regional 
crises vulnerable to Soviet exploitation. The U.S. should counter, 
and if possible weaken or displace, Soviet aid relationships, par
ticularly those involving states that host a Soviet military presence 
or act as Soviet proxies. The U.S. must also develop an appropriate 
mixture of economic assistance programs and private sector initia
tives to demonstrate the relevance of the free economies to the eco
nomic problems of the developing world, while exposing the bankruptcy 
of the Soviet ~conomic and political model. In this connection, we 
must develop the means to extend U.S. support to individuals and 
movements in the developing world that share our commitment to 
political democracy and individual freedom. Long-term political 
cadre and organization building programs, long a strongly emphasized 
instrument of Soviet policy, must become a regular, and more 
developed, part of our policy. 

Possibly the greatest obstacle we face in carrying out this 
approach in the developing world is the problem of obtaining ade
quate budgetary resources. As in the case of our rearmament program, 
pressures for budgetary restraint are certain to generate calls fot 
reduction of the resources devoted to meeting the soviet challenge 
in the developing world. These pressures must be resisted if we are 

. t .o be . able. to mee~ . (?Ur comm; tments and secure our vital interests. 

(3) Weakening the Soviet Empire (Eastern Europe, 
Cuba, Third World Alliances) 

As noted above, there are a number of important vulnerabilities 
and weaknesses within the Soviet empire which the U.S. should seek 
to exacerbate and exploit. This will involve differentiated policies 
that recognize the need for a different mix of tools for each 
problem. The prospects for change may be greater on the extremities 
of Soviet power (Soviet alliances in the developing world) than 
closer to the center of the Soviet empire (Eastern Europe) -- though 
the latter obviously offers potential as well. The central point is 
that we should not accept the notion that, once a communist or 
pro-soviet regime has come to power in a state, this situation is 
irreversible. Indeed, we should seek whereever possible bo.th to 
encourage such states to distance themselves from the Soviet Union 
in foreign policy and to move toward democratization domestically. 



Eastern E~rope: Although the crackdown in Poland cut short a 
process of peaceful change, the continuing instability in that 
country is . certain,..to have far-reaching repercussions throughout 
Eastern Europe. ·1ri addition, the deteriora-ting economic position 
of East Europ~an countries and the possible long-term drying up of 
Western resources flowing to the region will force them to face some 
difficult choices: greater depenJence on the Soviets and relative 
stagnation; or reforms to generate a renewal of Western resources. 

The primary U.S. objective in Eastern Europe is to loosen 
Moscow's hold on the region. We can advance this objective by 
carefully discriminating in favor of countries that show relative 
independence from the USSR in their foreign policy, or show a greate r 
degree of internal liberalization~ Western influence in the region 
is limited by Moscow'.s willingness to use force against developments 
which threaten what it perceives as its vital interests. The United 
States, however, can have an important impact on the region, 
provided it continues to differentiate in its policies toward the 
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries, and among the countries 
of Eastern Europe, so as to encourage diversity through political 
and economic policies tailored to individual countries. While the 
impact of differentiation in some cases may be marginal, it offers 
the best vehicle for achieving the primary U.S. goal of weakening 
overall Soviet control. This policy of differentiation in Eastern 
Europe is the subject of NSSD 5-82. 

Afghanistan: A significant vulnerability in the Soviet empire 
is Afghanistan, where Moscow's imperial reach has bogged Soviet 
forces down in a stalemated struggle to suppress the Afghan resis
tance. A withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan followed by 
a real .exercise of _self~determination by the Afghan people would be 
perceived as a major foreign policy . def·eat for t .he · Soviet _ Union- and 
thus might well increase the likelihood that other Third World 
countries would resist Soviet pressures. Thus, our objective should 
be to keep maximum pressure on Moscow for withdrawal and to ensure 
that the soviets' political and other costs remain high while the 
occupation continues. 

Cuba: The challenge to U.S. interests represented by 
alliance with Cuba requires an effective u.s. response. 
Soviet-Cuban challenge has three critical dimensions (as 
numerous other problems): 

Moscow's 
The 
well as 

-- soviet deliveries of advanced weapons to Havana: The flow of 
advanced Soviet weapons to Cuba has accelerated so as to represent a 
growing threat to the security of other Latin American .countries, 
U.S. sea lines of communication and, in the case of potentially 
nuclear-capable systems, the U.S. itself. We must be prepared to 
take strong countermeasures to offset the political/military impact 
of these deliveries. 

\ 
SE~ET 

\ 



s&6ET 
x · 32 -

-- Soviet-supported Cuban destabilizing activities in Central 
America: The U.S. response must involve bilateral economic and 
military assistanc~ to friendly governments i~ the region, as well 

· as ·multilatera1 inf'tiatives to deal' with· the political, economic, . 
and social sources of instability • . We should retain the option of 
direct action against Cuba, while maki~g clear our willingness 
seriously to address Cuba's concerns if Havana is willing to reduce 
its dependence on and cooperation with the Soviet Union. We should 
also take steps to prevent or neutralize the impact of transfers of 
advanced Soviet weapons to Nicaragua. 

-- Soviet-Cuban interventionism in Southern Africa: We should 
counter and reduce Soviet and Cuban influence by strengthening our 
own relations with friendly African states, and by energetic 
leadership of the diplomatic effort to bring about a Cuban with
drawal from Angola in the context of a Namibia settlement and 
appropriate external guarantees of Angola's security. 

Soviet Third World Alliances: Our policy should seek to weaken 
and, where possible, undermine the existing links between the Soviet 
Union and its Third World allies and clients. In implementing this 
policy, w~ will need to take into account the individual vulner
abilities of Soviet Third World allies and the unique circumstances 
which influence the degree of cohesion between them and the Soviet 
Union. In some cases, these ties are so strong as to make the Third 
World state a virtual proxy or surrogate of the Soviet Union. We 
should be prepared to work with our allies and Third World friends 
to neutralize the activities of these Soviet proxies. In other 
cases, ties between the Soviet Union and a Third world client may 
be tenuous or subject to strains which a nuanced u.s. policy can 
exploit to move the Third World state away from the Soviet orbit. 
Our pol icy should·. be . flexible,. enough to take • advantage of these 
opportunities. 

- Finally, we should seek where possible and prudent to encourage 
democratic movements and forces to bring about political change 
inside these countries. 

( 4) China 

We view China as a friendly country with which we are not allied 
but with which we share many common interests. China continues to 
support our efforts to strengthen the world's defenses against Soviet 
expansionism, and its perception of the Soviets as the number one 
threat to world peace influences its policies in various areas. The 
PRC has supported the Khmer coalition effort and provided supplies 
and equipment to the resistance forces, mainly the Khiner Rouge, which 
is the most effective armed resistance to the Soviet-supported Viet
nam occupation of Kampuchea. It ties down as many North Vietnamese 
(500,000) in northern Vietnam as it ties down Soviet troops along 
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the entire Soviet border and in Mongolia. It openly stresses the 
importance of improved Japanese defense efforts and close u.s.-Japan 
rela.tions, works hard to reduce Soviet influence in North Korea and 
to restrain Kim Il-1rnng~ and provides military and e·conomic . aid to 
Pakistan. And it also provides defense-related equipment to Egypt 
and some military assistance to Syria, the Yemens, and Somalia in 
an effort to reduce Soviet influence. 

U.S.-China relations have cooled over the past year as we 
struggled with the issue of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. As we now 
move forward to develop renewed dialogue, our aim should be, over 
time, to achieve enhanced strategic cooperation and policy coordina
tion. In this regard, we will continue to pursue a policy of sub
stantially liberalized technology transfer in keeping with the 
President's policy, which states that •our strategic interests 
dictate th~ preservation of China as an effective counterweight 
to growing Soviet military power and the strengthening of strategic 
cooperation with China.• We will also be willing to consider the 
sale of military equipment to China on a case-by-case basis within 
the carefully constructed parameters of the policy approved by the 
President in 1981. 

We will be developing the relationship on its own merits as 
well. U.S.-China trade has expanded five fold since normalization 
in 1979. China is now our 14th largest trading partner and fourth 
largest market for agricultural products. Bilateral exchanges in 
the areas of cult~re, science, arid technology have expanded rapidly. 
Each year, for example, approximately 9,000 Chinese study in the U.S . 
and some 100,000 Americans visit China. 

_ (C) _ .Bilateral Relationships 

Despite the post-Afghanistan, post-Poland attenuation of 
US-Soviet bilateral ties, there remain sectors of the bilateral 
relationship that are important to Moscow and thus to any effort 
to induce moderation of Soviet conduct. 

(1) Arms Control 

Arms control negotiations and agreements, pursued soberly and 
without illusions, are an important part of our overall national 
security policy. We should be willing to enter into arms control 
negotiations and seek agreements when they serve our national secu
rity objectives. At the same time, we must recognize that arms con
trol agreements are not an end in themselves but are, in combination 
with continued efforts by the U.S. and its Allies to maintain the 
military balance, an important means for enhancing national security 
and global stability. we must make clear to the allies as well as 
to the USSR that our ability to reach satisfactory results will 
inevitably be influenced by the international situation, the overall 
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state of US-Soviet relations and the difficulties in defining areas 
of mutual agrement with an adversary who often seeks unilateral gain. 
However, we should not assume that ongoing arms control negotiations 
will give us leverage sufficier1t to pro.duce Soviet restraint on 
other. international issues. ·· · · · · · · · ·· · 

U.S • . arms control proposals should be consistent with necessary 
force modernization plans and should seek to achieve balanced, sig
nificant, and verifiable reductions to equal levels of comparable 
armaments. The START and INF proposals we have tabled meet these 
criteria and would, if accepted by the Soviets, help ensure the 
survivability of our nuclear deterrent and the viability of NATO's 
conventional defenses and thus enhance the national security of the 
U.S. and its Allies and reduce the risk - of war. While the commence
ment of these negotiations served to somewhat reduce public pressure 
on us and on Allied Governments for early arms control agreements 
with Moscow, in the absence of progress in. START and INF we should 
expect that pressure to grow. This is particularly relevant in INF 
as we near deployment dates for Pershing II and GLCMs in Europe. 

(2) Official Dialogue 

We can expect the Soviets to continue to press us for a return 
to a us-soviet agenda centered on arms control. We must continue to 
resist this tactic and insist that Moscow address the full range of 
our concerns about their international behavior if our relations are 
to improve. us-soviet diplomatic contacts on regional issues can 
serve our interests if they are used to keep pressure on Moscow for 
responsible behavior and to drive home that we will act to ensure 
that the costs of irresponsibility are high. We can also use such 
contacts to make clear that the way to pragmatic solutions of 

· regional problems is open if M_oscow is. w_i,lling s_eriously _to address 
our concerns. At the same ti~e, ~uch · ccint~ct~ must b~ haridled 'with 
care to avoid offering the Soviet Union a role in regional questions 
which it would not otherwise secure. 

Foreign Minister Level Dialogue: A continuing dialogue with the 
soviets at the level of Foreign Minister is essential , both to faci 
litate necessary diplomatic communication with the Soviet leadership 
and - to maintain allied understanding and support for our approach to 
East-West relations. Secretary Haig met with Gromyko on three 
occasions between September 1981 and June 1982, and this pattern of 
frequent Ministerial-level contacts should be maintained in the 
future. 

Summitry: We can expect that the question of a possible us-sov i e t 
summit will continue to be raised by the Soviets, our _allies, and 
important segments of domestic opinion. Every American President 
since Franklin Roosevelt has met with his Soviet counterpart. In 
some cases, U.S. Presidents have attended summits for the purpose 
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of establishing personal contact with their counterparts (e.g., 
Kennedy in Vienna) or in the vague expectation that an improvement 
in US-Soviet relati-<)ns would flow from the summit. In other cases, 
~lli~d pressures - for East~West dialogue at the Hea~ of ,State level . . 
have played a major role in the Presidential decision to me~t at th~ 
summit (e.g., Eisenhower at Geneva and Paris). 

The approach to summitry which prevailed throughout the 1970s 
held that American Presidents should not meet with their Soviet 
counterparts until there were concrete us-soviet agreements ready 
to serve as the centerpeice of the summit. However, these summits 
did not always produce durable improvements in US-Soviet relations, 
and sometimes complicated management of us-soviet relations by 
generating expectations that could not be realized • 

. In any summit between President Reagan and his Soviet counterpar t 
we would want to ensure that concrete, positive results were achiev~ 
able. At the same time, the experience of the 1970s demonstrates 
that the signature of pre-negotiated agreements may not necessarily 
be the most effective substantive focus of a summit from the per
spective of U.S. interests. It might also be valuable for a summit 
to reflect both the current strains in the u.s.-soviet relationship 
and our desire to see those strains reduced if the Soviet Union is 
prepared to demonstrate restraint. Thus, we should retain the option 
of a sober and serious summit that would not necessarily involve 
signature of major new u.s.-soviet agreements. We should also be 
sensitive to the possibility that a summit might play a critical 
role in shoring up Allied support for our East-West strategy. We 
would therefore need to ensure that any summit were timed to achieve 
the maximum possible positive impact in terms of U.S. interests. 

. . 

> u -.:,s~ ;.:soviet ·· .Cooperative Exchanges.: · :The role of u.s.-soviet . . · 
cultural, educational, scientific and other cooperative exchanges 
should be seen in light of our intention to maintain a strong ideo
logical component in our relations with Moscow. We should not 
further dismantle the framework of exchanges; indeed we should expand 
those exchanges which have the potential for advancing our objective 
of promoting evolutionary change within the Soviet system. 

III . Priorities in the U.S. Approach: Maximizing our 
Restraining Leverage over Soviet Behavior 

The interrelated tasks of containing and reversing Soviet expans i on 
and promoting evolutionary change within the Soviet Union itself can
not be accomplished quickly. Our success in managing us-soviet rela= 
tions during the next five to ten years may well determine whether we 
are able to attain our long-term objectives. Despite the long-term 
vulnerabilities of the Soviet system, we can expect that Soviet mili 
tary power will continue to grow throughout the 1980s. Moreover, the 
Soviet Union will have every incentive to prevent us from reversing 
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the trends of the last decade which have seen an unprecedented growth 
of Soviet military power relative to that of the U.S. Thus, the 
coming 5-10 years will be a period of considerable uncertainty in 
which•.the Sovie.ts will test our . resolve by continuing the kind of 
aggressive international behavior which . this Administration finds 
unacceptable. 

These uncertainties, moreover, will be exacerbaten by the fact 
that the Soviet Union will be engaged in the unpredictable process 
of political succession to Brezhnev. As noted above, we cannot pre
dict with confidence what policies Brezhnev's successors will adopt. 
Consequently, we should not seek to adjust our policies to the Soviet 
internal conflict, but rather try to create incentives (positive and 
negative) for any new leadership to adopt policies less detrimental 
to U.S. interests. Our posture should be one of a willingness to 
deal, on the basis of the policy approach we have taken since the 
beginning of the Administration, with whichever leadership group 
emerges. We would underscore that we remain ready for improved 
us-soviet relations if the Soviet Union makes significant changes 
in policies of concern to us; the burden for any further deteriora
tion in relations must fall squarely on Moscow. 

Throughout the coming decade, our rearmament program will be 
subject to the uncertainties of the budget process and the U.S. 
domestic debate on national security. In addition, our reassertion 
of leadership with our allies, while necessary for the long-term 
revitalization of- our alliances, is certain to create periodic 
intra-alliance disputes that may provide the Soviets with oppor
tunities for wedge driving. Our effort to reconstruct the credi
bility of U.S. commitments in the Third World will also depend upon 
our ability to sustain over time commitments of resources, despite 

· bud·ge:tary•-st.ringencies • . · As . pe>teci _ above, these _constraints on our 
capacity to shape the Soviet interriat iona1 environment will be .· 
accompanied by real limits on our capacity to use the us-soviet 
bilateral relationship as leverage to restrain Soviet behavior. 

The existing and projected gap between our finite resources and 
the level of capabilities needed to implement our strategy for 
u.s.-soviet relations makes it essential that we: l) . establish firm 
priorities for the use of limited U.S. resources where they will 
have the greatest restraining impact on the Soviet Union; and 2) 
mobilize the resources of our European and Asian allies and our 
Third World friends who are willing to join with us in containing 
the expansion of Soviet power. 

(1) U.S. Priorities 

Underlying the full range of U.S. and Western policies must be 
a strong military, capable of acting across the entire spectrum of 
potential conflicts and guided by a well conceived political and 
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military strategy. The heart of U.S. military strategy is to deter 
attack by the USSR and its allies against the U.S., our allies, or 
other important ccny:itries, and to defeat .such an attack should deter
rence fail. Achie~ing this strategic aim largely rests, as in the · 
past, on a strong U.S. capability for unilateral mili~ary action. 
Strategic nuclear forces remain a crucial element of that capability, 
but the importance of other forces -- nuclear and conventional -- has 
risen in the current era of strategic nuclear parity. 

Although unilateral U.S. efforts must lead the way in rebuilding 
Western military strength to counter the Soviet threat, the protec
tion of Western interests will require increased U.S. cooperation 
with allied and other states and greater utilization of their 
resources. U.S. military strategy must be better integrated with 
national strategies of allies and friends, and U.S. defense programs 
must consider allied arrangements in the planning stage. 

U.S. military strategy for successfully contending with peacetime, 
crisis, and wartime contingencies involving the USSR on a global 
basis is detailed in NSSD .32. This military strategy must be com
bined with a · political strategy focused on the following objectives: 

-- Creating a long-term Western consensus for dealing with the 
Soviet Union. This will require that the U.S. exercise strong 
leadership in developing policies to deal with the multi
faceted Soviet threat to Western interests. It will also 
require that the U.S. take allied concerns into account. In 
this connection, and in addition to pushing the allies to spend 
more on defense, we must make a serious effort to negotiate arms 
control agreements consistent with our military strategy, our 
force modernization plans, and our overall approach to arms 
confroi·. We must ~l~o d~v~lop, t6gether ~ith our ·alli~s~ a 
unified Western approach to East-West economic relations 
consistent with the U.S. policy outlined in this study. 

-- Building and sustaining a major ideological/political 
offensive which, together with other efforts, will be designed 
to bring about evolutionary change inside the Soviet Union 
itself. This must be a long-term program, given the nature of 
the Soviet system. 

-- Effective opposition to Moscow's efforts to consolidate its 
position in Afghanistan. This will require that we continue 
efforts to promote Soviet withdrawal in the context of a nego
tiated settlement of the conflict. At the same time, we should 
keep pressure on Moscow for withdrawal and ensure that Soviet 
costs on the ground remain high. · 

-- Maintenance of international pressure on Moscow to permit 
a relaxation of the current repression in Poland and a longer 
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term increase in diversity and independence throughout Eastern 
Europe. This will require that we continue to impose costs on 
the Soviet Union for its behavior in Poland. It will also 
require tba.t we-?maintain a U .. .s. ·policy of differentiation among· 

• East European countries. · 

-- Maintenance of our strategic relationship with China, thus 
minimizing opportunities for a Sino-Soviet rapprochement. 

-- Neutralization and reduction of the threat to U.S. national 
security interests posed by the Soviet-Cuban relationship. This 
will require that we use a variety of instruments, including 
diplomatic efforts such as the Contact Group Namibia/Angola 
initiative. U.S. security and economic assistance in Latin 
America will also be essential. However, we must retain the 
option of direct use of u.s~ military forces to protect vital 
U.S. security interests against threats which may arise from 
the Soviet-Cuban connection. 

IV. Articulating Our Approach: Sustaining Public 
and Congressional Support 

The policy outlined above is a strategy for the long haul. We 
should have no illusions that it will yield a rapid breakthrough in 
our relations with the Soviet Union. In the absence of dramatic 
near-term victories in our effort to moderate Soviet behavior, pres
sure is likely to · mount for change in our policy. We can expect 
appeals from important segments of domestic opinion for a more 
•normal• us-soviet relationship. This is inevitable given the 
historic American intolerance of ambiguity and complexity in 
foreign affairs. 

We ·~ust there£ ore c{ernonstrate that . the . Am~rican peop1e will . 
support the policy we have outlined. This will require that we 
avoid generating unrealizable expectations for near-term progress 
in US-Soviet relations. At the same time, we must demoristrate cred i bly 
that our policy is not a blueprint for an open-ended, sterile confr on
tation with Moscow, but a serious search for a stable and construct i ve 
long-term basis for us-soviet relations. 
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