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ROBERT C. McFARLANE 

MICHAEL O. WHEELER UuJ 
Attendance List for the NSC Me eting, 
April 16, 1982 (U) 

The following officials plan to attend the Nationa l ~Se curity 
Council meeting on NSSD 1-82 which is scheduled for April 16, 
1982, at 11:00 a.m. in the Cabinet Room. (C) 

The Vice President 
Admiral Daniel J. Murphy (Chief of Staff to the Vice President ) 

State: 
~ Mr. Lawrence S. Eagleburger (Acting Secreta r y of State ) 

+\~w,,.\-

OSD: 
Secretary Caspar W. Weinber ger 
Dep Sec Frank C. Carlucci 

CIA: 
Mr. William J. Casev . .,_ 

0MB: 
Mr. William Schneider (Associate Director for National Security 

and International Affairs) 

USUN: 
Amb Jeane J. Kirkpatrick 

JCS: 
General David C. Jones 
Lt General Paul F. Gorman 

White House: 
Mr. Edwin Meese III 
Mr. James A. Baker III 
Judge William P. Clark 
.Mr. Robert C. McFarlane 
Admiral John M. Poindexter 
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Review on April 15, 1983 
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April 7, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN POINDEXTER 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MIKE WHEELER 

April 16 NSC Meeting 

( N.~S1)- \ ·il) 

~l ~yer suggests the following be 
invited to subject meeting: . , ~ r .... ~1, ) •} 

i! 
1 

{, ·1. /.r ,:.- '''. L~ 
r -' t~:e~ •. ) ('{.;:,d • 

The Vice President 

State 

OSD 

0MB 

CIA 

JCS. 

I 

! , I 

4/10 

Mike W: 

Per our telephone conversation, here is 
the note per the NSC April 16 which 
has not been calendared as of today. 

I do have calendared the April 27, NSC 
NSSD 1-82. 

jh 



NSC MEETING 

Friday, April 16, 1982 
11:00-12:00 
The Cabinet Room 

The President to Chair 

Subject; National Security Strategy 

Invitees (Per Al Myer) 

VP 

State 

OSD 

0MB 

CIA 

JCS 
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MEETING 
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COLONEL MICHAEL 0. WHEELER 
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MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

UNCLASSIFIED 
WITH .ifl,0~ ~~2~¥ ATTACHMENT 

SYSTEM II 
90240 

CHRON FILE 

ACTION April 19, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

WILLIAM P. CLARK 

CHRISTOPHER SHOEMAKE~ 
ALLAN MYER c$/~ ~l-½,.. 

NSC Minutes 

Attached are · the minutes from the NSC meeting on April 16 
which dealt with NSSD 1-82, Part I, II, and III A-C. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you approve(!hese 

Approve~ 

Attachment 

Tab I NSC Minutes 

UNCLASSIFIED 

minutes. 

Disapprove 

WITH ATTACHMENT 

V./) r, 'I /1, f, '"'' 
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The Vice President 
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General David C. Jones 
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Mr. Edwin Meese III 
Mr. · James A. Baker III 
Judge William P. Clark 
Admiral James W. Nance 
Ms. Janet Colson 

NSC 
Dr. Norman A. Bailey 
Dr. Geoffrey Kemp 
Dr. Allen J. Lenz 
Dr. Richard E. Pipes 

Clark. Mr. President, we 
have allocated one hour. 
concerning Poland and the 
the Golan Heights. These 
decisions today. 

have two agenda items today for which we 
First, an update on Poland and our actions 
USSR. Second, United Nations actions on 
items will not necessarily require 

~,1988 
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,C. 

.Minutes 

Judge Clark: Today we meet to con sider the first five parts of 
NSSD 1-82. The President signed the document on February 5, and 
this is the first occasion we have had to roundiable parts of it. 
The President has asked Torn Reed to chair the effort, and the 
President has read and commented on the papers as they have been 
produced. There will be one more meeting of the NSC to consider 
the final four parts of the study. The importance of this study 
is indeed great; it will guide not only budget decisions but also 
national security for the balance of the century. 

We have general agreement on ~he first four sections; the 
one issue we have is in the fifth section. I suggest that we· 
focus our attention on that section. I now ask Tom Reed to 
discuss the first four sections and the issue we face in the 
fifth. 

Mr. Reed: This effort is this Administration's successor to 
PD-18 and PD-62. As you will see, theie are substantial 
differences between our document and .those of our predecessors. 
I will now run through, very briefly, the first four parts and 
summarize the principal findings. Part I outlines our basic 
national objectives and the global environment in which our 
objectives must be met. The threats we face and the nature of 
our objectives are such that we are at a time of greatest danger 
to our national security since World War II. It is highly likely 
that, over the course of this decade, fundamental changes in 
East-West relations will occur. In general, our objectives, as 
outlined in Part I, are more assertive and less passive than the 
approach. of our predecessors. ___ Fox.:_e..x.amp.le...,__w:e. ... ca] 1 for .-ac.ti-v.e------

• • ··--· ··-··-~easures to counter Soviet expansionism, to encourage the 
liberalizing tendencies in the Soviet bloc, and to force the 
Soviet Union to bear the brunt of its economic mismanagement. 
The bottom line is we are helping encourage the dissolution of 
the Soviet Empire. 

Part II is a bridge between the military component and the 
other components of our national strategy. We cannot rely on 
military force alone to achieve our objectives. If we are to 
succeed, we must integrate all components. 

Part III-A summarizes the threats that we face to our 
national security. Soviet imperialism remains the major threat. 
Some feel that the Soviets have now concluded that they have a 
window of opportunity and may press their advantage into a 

.confrontation. We do not accept that view; this section 
concludes that it is unlikely the Soviets will challenge us 
directly in the near future. 

Part III-B outlines the role of the Allies. Allies are 
indespensable; ~e cannot go it alone. But we need more help 
from the Allies than in the past, and this makes us more 
vulnerable to Allied behavior~ This is the reality, however, 
and we must deal with it. 

':POP SECRET 

By 



Part III-C. This section establishes o ur regional military 
objectives. Importantly, it begins by stating that we must plan 
for global war; the 2½ or l½ war strategy of the past is no 
longer sufficient. The Soviet Union is a global military power 
and our strategy must deal with that reality. We must, at the 
same time, set priorities among regions so that we are not forced 
into a decision on whether to escalate or to sacrifice vital 
interests. The global priorities laid out in the paper are 
those that we have had for several decades: North America, NATO, 
Southwest Asia, the Pacific, Latin America, and Africa, in that 
order. 

The issue in this section deals with Southwest Asia. It 
asks basically what should we try to do in Southwest Asia by the 
end of the decade~ There are two basic optioni~ either we 
should plan to retaliate on a worldwide basis if the Soviets 
attack in Southwest Asia; or we should plan to defend .in the 
Gulf. 

Before we address this issue, I invite your comments on the 
other sections. 

Mr. Meese: What about the covert-political components of 
national strategy? 

Mr. Reed: The interagency review group concluded that those 
were really strategies of implementation rather than components 
of national security. 

· Ambassa·a-or • ·Kt-rKpa:=crtc1r·:· ... u-na:er·· -·wna~ .. -·-general·~ component do covert · ····-· ------·• ·•·· 
and political actions fit? 

Mr. Reed: They fit under a number of components; partially 
under diplomatic, military, and economic. But we did not 
believe it would be correct to t~eat it separately in this 
paper. Again, we consider that issues such as arms control and 
covert action should be treated as implementing measures. The 
purpose of Part II was to show the other legs of our national 
strategy and not to discuss implementing tactics. However, 
this paper does discuss one aspect of this topic; specifically, 
unconventional warfare in Eastern Europe. 

Mr. Meese: I agree that these subjects are tactics of 
implementation, but I think we can solve the problem by calling 
the economic component in Part II "economic/political." 

to devote more covert 
them out. 

'.POP SBCRE'i? 

er severe treat, and we 
security assistance to 
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Mr. Reed: We will discuss security assistance in more detail 
in ten days at the next NSC meeting on this topic. However, I 
would argue that it is an enormously cost-effective instrument. 

Secretary Weinberger: Security assistance is the cheapest and 
best way of defending the United States. We must convince 
Congress of this. 

Mr. Reed: This is · a clear example of how Congress is impeding 
efficient expenditu.re ·of defense dollars. We must get rid of 
the tangle of restrictions. 

Judge Clark: We will focus on security assistance in ten days. 

Mr. Eagleburger: Al Haig shares completely the view that 
security assistance ·is crucial. We must take a firm stand in 
dealing with this on the Hill. 

Secretary Weinberger: We must take action to increas~ the 
number of friends we have around the world. They need to know 
that we are all in this thing together. We need to increase 
their cooperation with our efforts even in areas outside their 
immediate regions. 

Ambassador Kirkpatrick: We need a political dimension to our 
national objectives. The best way to defend our interests is to 
support friendly governments. It is a conceptual mistake not to 
think about the political dimension in national objectives. 

Mr. Meese: There are other items which do not fit wholly 
under the diplomatic component; an item such as South American 
land reform is an example. It is important, therefore, to add 
the political component to the economic component in Part II. 

Judge Clark: • It appears to me that we have general agreement 
on Parts I, II, III-A, and III-B. I suggest that we now move to 
the issue in Section III-C: what do we do about Southwest Asia? 

Mr. Reed: I suggest that we go around the table and discuss 
two questions. First, are the wartime priorities, which we have 
accepted for two decades, still our policy; and, second, what 
do we want to try to build for Southwest Asia? Do we want to 
build the capability to defend in Southwest Asia, or do we 
recognize the difficulties th~re and counter-attack in other 
parts of the world? Would we give up oil for pineapple_s or 
bananas? 

Mr. Eagleburger: Al Haig's position is strong support for 
Option Two as presented in the paper. Southwest Asia is our 
second most important region for strategic and natural resource 
reasons. It is nece$sary to posture our forces to defend in the 
area. The State Department worries that, if we adopted the 
first option, we will lose credibility in the region, and our 

CFGJ? SECRET 



Allies will be less inclined to help. We will be telling them 
that we are willing to give up this area of vital interest. We 
need to build a force of seven divisions that could be used in 
Southwest Asia. Even that force may not be sufficient to 
stand up against a determined Soviet attack. However, it will 
provide a much more credible deterrent and rea~surance for our 
regional friends and our European Allies. 

Secretary Weinberger: Nobody disagrees with the importance of 
the oil fields; we need to hold them for our national security. 
We also do not disagree on the requirements for seven divisions, 
but we need to understand what we are dealing with. The · 
assumption in Option Two is that we could .limit the conflict to 
the region. In fact, the Soviets themselves might be delighted 
to do just that. The Soviets could mount 40 divisions in just 
a few days, and they would enjoy shorter lines of communications. 
On the other hand, we could project two divisions in 14 days and 
would then have to worry about resupply and reinforcement. 

If we want to have the capability to defend the oil fields 
in the region, we will need to do three things. First, we will 
have to increase enormously our defense resources in order to 
expand greatly our air- and sealift assets. Second, we will 
have to expand our force structure. At this point, we have 16 
divisions, and resources may force us to deactivate one. Third, 
we will have to have. a far more friendly atmosphere in the 
region. We cannot defend the Persian Gulf unless we have the 
full cooperation of regional states, particularly Saudi Arabia. 
Yet, Saudi Arabia is totally Ul)Willing to associate itse.lf with 
our military efforts. Jcirdan is making overtures to the Soviet 
Union, and Israel remains politically isolated. We do not have 
the bases • 

fields. Considering the way Option 
cannot do it. 

is 

The option DOD would prefer is to work in other theaters 
to hold the oil fields. It is not a question of giving up the 
oil fields; the question is how best to defend them. The 
threat of escalation is the key. We also need to work with 
NATO to overcome their great reluctance to help us in Southwest 
Asia. This is somewhat ironic since the loss of Persian Gulf 
oil would hurt Europe far more th~n us. The UK is the only 
country that is thinking about defense outside the NATO area. 
Option B would require budget and force structure increases, 
and far more friends in the region than we now have. We would 
need bases well in advance of a contingency. 

TOP SECRET 
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ALTERNATIVE WORDING 

To enhance deterrence by sufficiently improving our 

global capability to deploy and sustain military 

forces so as to ensure that should the Soviet Union 

attack in SWA, it would .be confronted with the 
1))/v,S, 

prospect o.f . a maj o;: A ~o?fr:-¢c~.in thc~=r and the 

threat. of escalation. 

, .. ... •. 
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General Jones: I agree with State; we need to work as hard as 
we can to get seven divisions to Southwest Asia. In a recent war 
game, in which we made the most optimistic assumptions, we found 
that we could hold _ in Iran for a while, but would eventually 
lose. We need a credible capability for Southwest Asia, but 
also need the threat of escalation. [General Jones then 
distributed suggested language for se·ction C.) 

Secretary Weinberger: We cannot give up the oil fields. We 
need to have the Sdviets face the prospects of major conflict 
with the United States in the region and the threat of 
escalation. The realities dictate that we cannot defend 
in-place. 

The President: I have always been of the view that the 
Soviets, if they think they are ready to engage us, will not 
need an excuse, but at ,the same time they will not engage us if 
they feel -threatened. What we need is presence so that they 
know if they come in, they will have to confront- the US. Can't 
we use our presence in Europe to that effect? 

Secretary Weinberger: That's the underlying theme of the new 
language that has just been circulated . . We need a presence _in 
the region, plus we need a threat of escalation. 

The President: You look a~ Russian history. Protecting the 
homeland has always been of paramount importance. If they know 
that we might respond to them by hitting them anywhere in the 
world, that's a strong deterrent. 

Mr. Reed: If the Soviets know they will face a war with the US 
in Southwest Asia and that we will be prepared to escalate if 
necessary, that will be an effective deterrent. I support the 
JCS proposal. 

Mr. Eagleburger: State can live with the language if seven 
divisions remains our · objective. We also need to carefully 
avoid implying that we will draw forces from the central front 
in Europe for use in Southwest Asia. That could. cause big 
problems with the Allies. 

Secretary Weinberger: That's true, but there's a limit to how 
far you can stretch sixteen divisions. 

Judge Clark: We should insert in the JCS language'' ... conflicts 
with the us ... ". 

Secretary Weinberger: Our big problem in NATO is to get our 
Allies to see beyond Europe. 

Mr. Meese: I agree. In fact, NATO has larger interests in 
Southwest Asia than we do. 

qiop SECRET 
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Mr. Eagleburger: NATO will be more apt to support our 
objectives outside o f Europe if the Allies see the US is 
serious about keeping up our forces. 

Secretary Weinberger: That's what we are doing. 

Mr. Eagleburger: It will also help with our Saudi relationship. 

Secretary Weinberger: We desperately need bases in Saudi 
Arabia. 

Mr. Burt: Let me ask a specific question. 
forces" mean seven divisions plus support? 

Does "military • 

Secretary Weinberger: Yes, at a minimum. But those divisions 
are going to need support. The danger is that they might be 
committed to Southwest Asia and then cut off. 

The President: 
region, Israel? 

What about use of our oldest ally in the 

Weinberger: We need to do a lot of work to avoid 
other states. 

ion. 

Resource 
implications are enormous. This is a far greater objective 
than those we are now planning for. [General Jones then passed 
out a graphic illustration of our budgetary shortfall.] I want 
to ensure that everybody understands what it is that we are 
saying. 

Mr. Reed: That issue is taken up in Section G, which says 
that we cannot get there from here, and there is a large gap 
between resources and plans. There are enormous risks involved. 

Secretary Weinberger: The FYDP is not the panacea. We have 
clear constraints and have a long way to go. Our reach is 
exceeding our grasp, but the gap will become far greater if we 
do not fund the FYDP. 

TOP GECRJ;'l' 
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The President: We will do whatever is necessary to meet our 
objectives. A vigorous defense build-up will also be a great 
help at arms control talks. The Soviets do not believe that 
they can keep up with us. 

Mr. Eagleburger: 
to do more. 

We must also continue to push the Europeans 

The President: If you compare Western Europe to the Soviet 
Union, you find that our Allies collectively have a greater 
population and higher.GNP. Why should the Russians look ten 
feet tall and our Allies look like pygmies? 

Mr . . :schneider: We . should not have too conspicuous a gap between 
objectives and programs. We need to ensure a high level of 
congruence. Otherwise Congress will become unmanageable. 

The President: We have a far more coherent policy than Congress. 

Mr. Reed: To summarize, the NSC has accepted the alternative 
proposed by General Jones. The President has also approved the 
package. 

The NSC adjourned at 12:05. 

The decisions reached were: 

(1) Parts I, II, III-A and III-B were approved as written, 
except that Part II will be amended to include an 
economic/political component of national strategy. 

(2) Part III-C was accepted and the issue was resolved by 
accepting JCS language, as amended by the NSC. This 
language is to b~ included as peacetime military 
objectives for Southwest Asia and reads: 

* 

To enhance deterrence by sufficiently improving 
our global capability to deploy and sustain 
military forces so as to ensure that should the 
Soviet Union attack in Southwest Asia, it would 
be confronted with the prospect of a major 
conflict· with the US in-theater* and the threat 
of ·escalation. 

This language means seven divisions plus support. 
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SUBJECT: National Security Council Decision (U) 

Attached is a memorandum from you to the President (Tab I) 
presenting the decisions on U.S. National Security Strategy, 
Parts I, II, and III A-C reached at the April 16 National 
Security Council meeting for the President 1 s formal approval. 

Because the decisions reached at the April 16 meeting will 
drive the remainder of the study, it is of great importance 
that the President sign the attached memorandum and NSDD (Tab A) 
as soon as possbile. 

RECOM.i."".lENDAT ION 

That you sign the ndum at Tab I President. to the 

Disapprove . Q/_,. 
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DECLASSIFIED 

NLRR M 3z5/, ~ Io' 7" g • MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT c _ J 
FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK~ 

BY l½k NARA DATE ,rv;•'3 
SUBJECT: Decisions at the April .16,· 1982 Meeting of 

the National Security Council 

Issue 

What were the decisions at the April 16 meeting of the National 
Security Council? 

Facts 

On Febru~ry 5, by signing NSSD 1-82, you directed the drafting 
of _a U.S. National Security Strategy for NSC consideration. An 
exhaustive interagency review chaired by the NSC staff produced 
the first five segments of the study, and they were addressed 
by the NSC on April 16 for consideration and decision. The 
remaining four segments are now scheduled for NSC consideration 
on April 27. The NSDD at Tab A is an interim document designed 
to formalize decisions on the first four parts. 

Discussion 

At the meeting~ the NSC approved the following: 

1) Parts I, II, III-A and B were approved as written except 
that Part II will amend the economic component of our 
national strategy by adding a political component. 

2) Part III-C (Regional Military Objectives) was approved 
with the revision provided by General Jones and amended 
by the NSC. The NSC approved this revision with the 
understanding that the language meant a seven-division 
force for Southwest Asia. 

Recommendation 

OK NO That you approve NSC decision to approve Parts I, 
II, III-A-C as stated above, and sign the NSDD 
at Tab A. 

-Review April 16, 2002 
Cl'd. & ext'd. by W.P. Clark 
Reason for extension: NSC l.13(e) 
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Prepared by: 
Allan A. Myer 

Chris •shoemaker 
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NATIONAL SECURITY VECISION 
VIRECTIVE NUMBER 

NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY · 

On February 5, 1982, I directed that a major review of our 
national security be undertaken. The first five parts of this 
study were reviewed by the National Security Council on 
April 16, 1982. 

As a result of that review, I direct that the following serve 
as interim guidance for th~ study and for the resulting 
national security strategy . . 

1) Parts I, III-A and III-B of NSSD 1-82 (attached) are 
approved as written. 

2) Part II is -approved, except that the economic component 
of our national strategy will be changed to an • 
economic/political component. 

3) Part III-C is approved with the following language 
added as a peacetime military objective for Southwest 
Asia: 

"To enhance deterrence by sufficiently 
improving our global capability to deploy 
and sustain military forces so as to ensure that, 
if the Soviet Union attacks in Southwest Asia, 
it would be confronted with the prospect 
of a major conflict with the US in-theater 
and the threat of escalation." 

This language is understood to mean that a peace­
time military objective for the defense program is 
a capability to project and sustain a seven-division 
force in Southwest Asia by the end of the FYDP. 

The specific language contained in each of the first five parts 
of NSSD 1-82 may be modified as necessary to reflect decisions 
made in the last four parts. 

This NSDD will be superseded by a final NSDD to be issued after 
the completion of the entire study. 
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Cl'd. & ext'd. by W.P.Clark 
Review April 20, 1988 
Reason for ext.: NSC l.13(f) 

------
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TOP SECRB':P-
WASHINGTON / / 

NATIONAL SECURITY VECISION • 
VIRECTIVE NUMBER I 

NATIONAL SECURITY ?LTEGY 

On February 5, 1982, I directed tqft a major review of our 
national security be undertaken. ·The first five parts of this 
study were reviewed by the Natio al Security Council on 
April 16, 1982. 

As a result of that review, the following serve 
the resulting as interim guidance for the s 

national security strategy. 

1) Parts I, III-A an 
approved as writt 

of NSSD 1-82 (attached) are 

2) Part II is appro ed, except that the economic component 
of our national strategy will be changed to an 
economic/politi al component. 

3) Part III-C is pproved with the following language 
added as a peJcetime military objective for Southwest 
Asia: / 

"To enhance~eterrence by sufficiently 
improving oµr global capability to deploy 
and sustaiq military forces so as to ensure that, 
if the Sovtet Union attacks in Southwest Asia, 
it would b~ confronted with the prospect 
of a majori conflict with the US in-theater 
and the tfreat of escalation." . 

This lang~age is understood to mean that a peace­
time mili~ary objective for the defense program is 
a capabil~ty to project and sustain a seven-division 
force in /6outhwest Asia by the end of the FYDP. 

The specific langu~ge contained in each of the first five parts 
of NSSD 1-82 may b~ modified as necessary to reflect decisions 
made in the last four parts. 

I 

This NSDD will be/superseded by a final NSDD to be issued after 
the completion of / the entire study. 

! 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

90228 

4/17/82 

' Any presidential decision ought to 
be cast as an NSDD. Thus the cover 
is OK but it should have attached an 
NSDD setting forthe exactly what the 
approved. 

Presidj 

In the NSDD we can put a section that 
with respect tothe threat, the section 
is approved subject, of course to 
updating to take into account events 
which may take place ad interim. 

Also, on the addition of the political 
category, I think TomLs effort 

to 
associate "political" with diplomatic 
makes more sense. In short, " ... the 
spectrum of components to our strategy 
should be revised.to reflect political/ 
diplomatic vice cliplomatic." / 
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INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM -FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: WILLIAM P. CLARK 

NL~ . H 1 2/r3 -# 7 

~ BY ¥ , NARA, DATE 

SUBJECT: NSC Meeting, Friday, April 16, 1982 

-

Issue. Should the first five segments of the review of U.S. National 
Security Strategy (NSSD · l-82) be approved? 

Facts. On February 5, by signing NSSD 1-82, you directed .the drafting 
of a National Security Strategy for NSC consideration. An exhaustive 
interagency review chaired by the NSC staff has produced the first 
five segments of the study and they are ready for discussion, 
decision, and approval. 

The five segments are: (1) Part I, U.S. National Objectives and 
the International Environment; (2) Part II, Implementing Strategies; 
( 3) Part III-A, Threat; ( 4) Part ' III-B, Role of Allies; ( 5) Part III-C, 
Regional Military Objectives. You have seen drafts of each of these 
segments. 

The final four segments of· the review will be the subject of an 
NSC meeting now scheduled for April 27. 

Discussion. Parts I, II, IIIA, and IIIB have broad interagency 
agreement. 

Part IIIC has produced one major issue: the question of what 
conventional military capability should we be building for 
Southwest Asia? Inherent in this issue are fundamental questions 
of military strategy and force development. 

Decisions to be taken: 

1. Approve Parts I, II, IIIA-C, NSSD 1-82 
2. What military capability should we be building for 

Southwest Asia? 

Attachments 

Talking Points Tab A 
Tab B 
Tab C 

NSSD 1-82, Parts I, II, IIIA-C 
Discussion Papers (Parts IIIA-C) and Issue Paper (Part IIIC) 

~ITH 
~HMENT 
Review April 12, 1988 

Prepared by: 
Allan A. Myer/Thomas C. Reed 
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Talking Paper for Use at the 

April 16 NSC Meeting 

I want to underscore what Bill Clark has said about the 

importance of this effort. In my view, this study should 

lead to the most clear articulation of our national strategy 

that this Administration will produce. 

We have come under · some criticism from various sources about 

our reported lack of a national strategy. These accusations 

are clearly untrue, but what we have failed to do is present 

our strategy both to ourselves and to the country in a 

comprehensive package. 

I appreciate the cooperation between agencies and the efforts 

which have marked this study to date. We now need to make 

some hard decisions in this group. 

The key to success in this effort as well as other National 

Security Study Directives is to present sharply focused 

issues, no matter how contentious they may be. We serve no 

purpose in hiding issues or in pretending that they don't 

exist. I fully expect this study and other studies to examine 

all aspects of our strategies and to bring contentious issues 

to this forum. 
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U.S. National Security Strategy 

Part I 

National Objectives and the International Environment 

Broad Purposes of U.S. National Security Policy 

The national security policy of the United States shall serve the 
following broad nurposes: 

To preserve the political identity, framework and 
institutions of the· United States as embodied in 
the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution. (U) 

To protect the United States -- its national territory, 
citizenry, military forces, and assets abroad -- from 
military, paramilitary, or terrorist attack. (U) 

To foster the economic well-being of the United States, 
in particular, by maintaining and strengthening the 
nation's industrial, agricultural and technological base 
and by ensuring access to foreign markets and resources. (U) 

To foster an international order supportive of the vital 
interests of the United States by maintaining and 
strengthening constructive, cooperative relationships and 
alliances, and by encouraging and reinforcing wherever 
possible and practicable, freedom, rule of law, economic 
development and national independence throughout the 
world. (U) 

The International Environment 

United States national security policy will be guided by the 
following assessment of the current international situation and 
of trends and prospective developments affecting the pursuit of 
our broad objectives. (U) 

The Soviet Union is and will remain for the foreseeable future 
the most formidable threat to the United States and to American 
interests globally. The growth of Soviet military power over the 

-TOi> ' ·SE'CRE'f- .-
Review March 9, 2002 
Classified & Extended by William P. Clark 
Reason for Extension: NSC l.13(e) 
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last decade has called into question the ability of the United 
States and its allies to deter attack by the Soviet Union and its 
allies across the spectrum of conflict. At the same time, the 
Soviet policy of unparallelled global expansionism challenges the 
strategic interests and position of the United States around the 
world. fe-r 

The loss of U.S. nuclea-r superiority means that · the U.S. cannot 
depend on nuclear forces to offset . its general purpose force 
deficiencies. This fact, expanded Soviet conventional capabilities 
and a growing capability to project their military power, have 
increased the relative importance of U.S. and allied conventional 
capabilities. The increased likelihood that a u.s.-soviet conflict 
could be both- global ·and protracted, heightens the need for a 
substantial U.S. industrial base for mobilization. 

Building on their strengthened military position, the Soviets 
have developed a comprehensive and sophisticated political/ 
military/economic strategy 'combining selective use of their own 
and proxy military and security forces, arms sales and grants, 
economic incentives and disincentives, manipulation of terrorist 
and subversive organizations, diplomatic and arms control initiatives, 
and propaganda and disinformation activities. The near-term 
objectives of their strategy are to extend Soviet influence globally 
and to weaken the United States, first by blockin~ access to strategic 
resources and land and sea routes; second, by isolating the U.S. by 
fomenting disharmony wfth allies, friends, and neutrals, and third, 
by undermining political will in the west . .-4-S+- • 

At the same time, the Soviets will continue to have important 
vulnerabilities. The economies and the . social systems of the 
Soviet Union and of most Soviet allies continue to exhibit 
serious structural weaknesses. The appeal of Communist ideologies 
appears to be decreasing .throughout much of the world, including 
the Soviet bloc itself. The Soviet involvement in Afghanistan has 
revealed some of the limitations on the effectiveness of Soviet 
power projection capabilities. Non-Russian nationalities are 
growing relative to the dominant Russian population. Events in 
Poland have underlined, and could contribute further to, the 
internal weakness of most Warsaw Pact countries. r9"r 

The passing of the Brezhnev era and the likelihood of an ensuing 
succession struggle will make Soviet policy less predictable. 
Political and economic vulnerabilities at home could induce new 
leaders to seek reduced tensions abroad. However, gr.eater military 
strength and possibly a greater sense of international self-confidence 
among the younger generation of leaders could make them more willing · 
to risk confrontation with the West. e-s-,--
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In the Near East and Southwest Asia, the chronic instability of 
the region both within and among states, including the Arab-Israel 
conflict, the rise of militant nationalist and religious movements, 
together with an expanded Soviet presence, poses a critical threat 
to Western political, economic and security interests. ~ 

A critical stake in this region is the oil in the Persian Gulf. 
The western economic system needs ready access to it while control 
of this energy source by the Soviet Union would give it a strangle 
hold over the West and enormously ease the Soviet economic 
difficulties. Herein lies an issue of potential superpower 
confrontation. 4&r-

The People's Republic of China remains hostile to the Soviet 
Union and its Vietnamese client, and appears to have begun an 
ideological evolution away from Soviet-style Communism. As such, 
China plays an important role in United States global policy toward 
the Soviet Union. At· the same time, the uncertainties of China's 
future internal evolution and the possibility of a closer relation­
ship with the USSR pose a latent long-term threat to U.S. and 
allied interests. ~ _ 

Unstable governments, weak political institutions, inefficient 
unproductive economies, rising expectations, rapid social change, 
the persistence of traditional conflicts and the prevalence of 
violence, create opportunities for Soviet expansion in many countries 
of the Developing World.~ 

Acceleration of efforts by several nations to acquire nuclear 
weapons threatens the viability of the international non­
proliferation regime, with potentially serious consequences £or 
regional stability as well as for the security of the United 
States. ~ ., 

The unwillingness of our major allies to expand -their military 
programs significantly and to rethink political and military 
strategies in the light of the increasing Soviet threat are driven 
by economic requirements, domestic political conditions and 
differing views of the nature and objectives of the adversary. 
However, the economic strength and _shared interests and values of 
the nations within the Western alliance are assets of great 
importance if effectively mobilized. 4-S-t-

For all of these reasons, the . decade of the eighties will pose 
the greatest challenge to the survival and well-being of the U.S. 
since World War II. Our response to this challenge could result in 
a fundamentally different East-West relationship by the end of the 
decade.~ 
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Objectives of U.S. National Security Policy 

The national security policy of the United States will be guided 
by the following global objectives: 

To deter military attack by the USSR and its allies 
against the U.S., its allies, and other impor't.ant 
countries across the spectrum of conflict, to defeat 
such attack should deterrence fail, and to prevent or 
neutralize Soviet_ efforts to intimidate or coerce the 
U.S. or others through its military power. 4&r-

To strengthen the influence of the U.S. throughout the 
world by strengthening existing alliances, by improving 
relations with other nations that have potential strategic 
importance for us, by forming and supporting coalitions of 
states friendly to U.S. interests, by selective diplomatic 
and economic initiatives, by economic policies that enhance 
our influence, by helping to resolve regional conflicts 
that threaten U.S. interests, and by expanded political 
action and information efforts. -(.S+-

To contain and reverse the expansion of Soviet control 
and military presence throughout the world, and to 
increase the costs of Soviet support and use of proxy, 
terrorist, and subversive forces. (.S..)-

To neutralize the efforts of the USSR to increase its , 
influence through their use of diplomacy, arms transfers, 
economic pressure, political action, propaganda, and dis­
information. ~ 

To foster, if possible in concert with our allies, 
restraint in Soviet military spending, discourage 
Soviet adventurism, and weaken the Soviet alliance system 
by forcing the USSR to bear the brunt of its economic 
shortcomings, and_ to encourage long-term liberalizing 

--'l'O'P SECRET 

and nationalist tendencies within the Soviet Union and 
allied countries. .r.r-s+--

To limit the growth of, and where possible, to reduce 
Soviet military capabilities by demonstrating the sustained 
commitment of the U.S. to · increase its military strength, 
to redress any significant imbalance favoring the Soviet 
Union, pursuing equitable and verifiable arms control 
agreements that limit Soviet power, and preventing the 
flow of militarily significant technologies and resources 
to the Soviet Union. (".P-s+-, _ 
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To ensure the U.S. access to foreign markets, and to 
ensure the U.S. and its allies and friends access to 
foreign eriergy and mineral resources. (U) 

To ensure U.S. access to space and the oceans. (U) 

To discourage further proliferation of nuclear weapons. (U) 

To encourage and strongly support aid, trade, and investment 
programs that promote economic development and the growth 
of humane social and political orders in the Third World. (U) 

To ensure a well~functioning international economic system 
with minimal distortions to trade and investment and broadly 
agreed and respected rules for managing and resolving • 
differences. 

In addition to the foregoing, U.S. national security policy will 
be guided by the following operational objectives in specific 
regions: 

In Europe, to preserve the NATO alliance, while 
strengthening NATO capabilities and, if necessary 
adjusting NATO strategy to deter and defeat the threat 
posed by dramatically improved Soviet and Warsaw Pact 
forces; to counter West European political trends that 
inhibit effective U.S. and allied action in this 
direction; to encourage the European allies to provide 
support for our objectives in other regions, particularly 
Southwest Asia; to work with the ·Europeans in their efforts 
to overcome the serious economic problems ~hat have 
limited the freedom of action of certain Western 
governments; to increase the costs of, Soviet repression 
of popular movements and institutions in Poland and other 
East European countries; and to maximize prospects for 
their independent evolution. (~ 

In the Western Hemisphere, to blunt and contain the 
projection of Soviet and Cuban military power and 
influence ·in the Caribbean Basin and South America; to 
reduce and if possible eliminate Soviet influence in Cuba; 
to discourage the USSR from using Cuba as a base for 
mounting a strategic threat to the security of the 
hemisphere; to strengthen U.S. political and military 
relationships with key countries; to promote sustained 
economic progress in the Caribbean Basin area, and to 
assist friendly governments in cornbatting Marxist­
Leninist insurgencies. ~ 

-fOP SECRET 
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In Africa, to defeat · aggression, subversive and terrorist 
activities sponsored by Libya or other forces hostile to 
U.S. interests; to secure the withdrawal of Soviet and 
Soviet proxy forces on the continent; to ensure U.S. and 
allied access to strategically important mineral resources, 
while promoting improvement in regional racial policies; 
and to establish a . u.s. presence on the continent and 
adjacent areas. ~ 

In Asia, to preserve our existing alliances; to recognize 
our relationship with Japan as the cornerstone of U.S. 
policy in East Asia; to encourage Japan to increase its 
military capabilities to be able to participate meaningfully 
with the U.S. in a rational division of labor in the 
Asia-Pacific area by. attaining the self-defense power 
necessary to provide for regional security in the 
Northwest Pacific ·in this decade; to deter aggression 
by North Korea and Vietnam, and to secure the withdrawal 
or increase the costs of the Vietnamese presence in Laos 
and Kampuchea; while maintaining our unofficial relationship 
and fulfilling our obligations to Taiwan, preserve a broad, 
effective working relationship with the PRC, and to encourage 
its interest in friendship with the U.S. and to strengthen 
its ability to resist Soviet invasion and intimidation, so 
that the PRC remains a strategic counter against the Soviet 
Union without posing a threat to U.S. and allied interests 
over the long term; to encourage the economic and political 
development of the ASEAN states as a source of stability 
within Southeast Asia; to strengthen the U.S. strategic 
relationship with Australia -and New Zealand within the 
ANZ US framework. f-!¥Sf- • 

In the Near East, Southwest and South Asia, to ensure 
Western access to Persian Gulf oil; to gain and maintain 
sufficient influence and presence to support U.S. interests 
in the region; to preserve the independence of Israel and 
other key states in the region and to strengthen their ability 
to resist aggression or subversion by a regional or extra­
regional power or movement; to gain the cooperation of 
countries outside the region in accomplishing our various 
objectives in the region; to enhance the possibility of 
resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict in a manner that 
respects the security interests of all parties; to secure 
the withdrawal or increase the costs of the. Soviet presence 
in Afghanistan; to deter or frustrate further military 
intervention or subversion by the Soviet Union, Soviet 
proxies, or regional states or movements hostile to Western 
interests; to ensure a network of military facilities in 
the region for the rapid introduction of sizeable U.S. 
forces; to encourage India to seek greater independence 
from the Soviet Union, and to establish stable relations 
with other states in the region; and to support the 
further development of a secure and independent Pakistan. ~ 
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Part II 

Implementing Strategies 

The overall national objectives of the United States ~re to be 
implemented through an interlocking set of strategies that 
principally include the following: 

diplomatic; 

information; 

economic; 

military. 

The full articulation of U.S. National Strategy requires the 
development and integration of each set of strategies into a 
comprehensive whole. The various instruments of U.S. national 
power and the strategies for their use do not stand alone; 
rather, they are inextricably linked and, to be effective, must 
be mutually supportive. Part I of this study provides the 
common starting point towards this end. 

The overall study process will build upon this common starting 
point by means of individual study segments. Part III of this 
study will consider the military component only. The other 
components of U.S. national strategy as outlined above are 
the subject of companion studies being undertaken on an 
expeditious basis. Additional studies will also be undertaken 
concerning the· role of intelligence, covert operations, and 
arms control in supporting the implementing strategies. (C) 
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Summary of Part ID-A: Threats to United States National Security 

1. The key military threats to US security during the 1980s will continue to be posed 
by the USSR and its allies and clients. Despite increasing pressures on its economy and the 
growing vulnerabilities of its empire, the Soviet Union continues to expand and modernize its 
military forces. Current Soviet leaders, moreover, are probably prepared to accept 
sacrifices to sustain this expansion, which they see as the most important element in the 
growth of their influence The Soviets are concerned about current US modernization 
programs, but probably anticipate that US defense spending will be tempered by domestic 
resistance. 

2. Conflict resulting from regional tensions that could again involve us in a war with a 
Soviet client is much more likely than a direct conflict with the USSR. In such a conflict, 
the risk of confrontation with the USSR would vary according to the situation; but, as a 
result of their expanded strategic military power, the Soviets are probably less averse than in 
the past to take risks which might lead to such a confrontation. Such action is most likely in 
a region in which they have superiority, face unstable countries, and do not face US allies­
especially in Southwest Asia. Moreover, they may expect that the burden of avoiding such a 
confrontation is shifting to the US. We do not believe that at present the USSR is prepared 
to initiate military action directly against the US or its allies but rather sees military power 
as the necessary backdrop for exerting pressure along the Soviet periphery and elsewhere, 
and for use, if necessary, in conflict with the US. 

3. The Soviet buiidup, combined with weak resistance, has also encouraged Soviet 
activities in the Third World. Using proxies and a diversified arsenal of arms, military 
training, logistical assistance, propaganda, and economic aid, the USSR, in opportunistic 
fashion, exploits indigenous unrest in many regions to undermine US influence, to bring Soviet 
sympathizers to power, and to acquire additional military bases. A number of Soviet friends 
act as surrogates for the USSR and, in the cases of Cuba, Libya, the PLO, and Syria, as 
conduits for Soviet-bloc arms and training to groups that undertake terrorism. 

4. In Europe, the USSR continues to strengthen its theater nuclear and conventional 
forces. Moscow is deeply concerned about unrest in Poland and engages in exploiting and 
encouraging US-West European differences and the West European "peace movement." In 
East and Southeast Asia, the Soviets endeavor to contain China, and to hedge against the 
possibility of a Washington-Beijing-Tokyo military "axis" by the buildup of Soviet military 
might. Additionally, military threats to US security in this region include the possibility of 
aggression by North Korea or Vietnam. 

5. In the Middle East, the most severe dangers are that Iran might succumb to 
increased Soviet influence and large-scale military intervention; that friendly states may be 
attacked by other local states-most immediately that the Iran-Iraq war might increase the 
intensity and scope of the fighting and threaten other Gulf Arabs-; and that friendly 
governments may be toppled by internal insurrections, possibly stimulated or exploited by the 
Soviets. In addition, acute Arab-Israeli tensions continue to threaten a war that would harm 
US interests in the region. • 

6. In Latin America Communist exploitation of social and political unrest in Central 
America will continue to pose the most serious challenge to US interests in the hemisphere 
since Cuba became allied with the USSR. Military threats in Sub-Saharan Africa are 
currently quite small. There are, however, a number of potential flashpoints in Africa that 
impinge on US security interests that could draw in the superpowers while others would 
probably not result in Soviet involvement. 

End of Summary 
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Part III-A 

Threats To United States National Security 

1. Throughout the 1980s the growing military might of the USSR, its gradually 
increasing capacity to operate far from its frontiers, and its willingness to provide 
military advisers and arms to radical governments and insurgency movements in the 
Third World will pose growing challenges to the US. The growth in Soviet strategic 
nuclear power and conventional military capability along its borders is especially 
striking. • However, actual extensions of Soviet power have depended on perceived 
opportunities around the world, opportunities heightened by the absence of effective 
resistance. Moreover, it will become increasingly difficult for the Soviets to sustain 
their military buildup as their economic growth slows. 

2. Despite the growth in Soviet strength, a premeditated US-Soviet military 
conflict is much less probable than conflict resulting from regional tensions, especially in 
the Middle East, that could once again involve the US in a war with a Soviet ally or 
client. Without attributing to the Soviet leadership a propensity to assume high risks, 
increased relative Soviet power suggests that the USSR might tak~ bolder action in 
lower-level crises than in the past. 

3. The sense of enhanced security created by the Soviet military posture may 
encourage the USSR to continue to take advantage of local unrest in the developing 
world through proxies, the provision of arms, advisers, and the deployment of its combat 
forces in a few countries. It will continue to do so wherever Moscow perceives that it 
can undermine pro-Western governments, especially if this can be done without risking a 
confrontation with the US. 

4. In addition, nuclear prolif era ti on will become an increasingly serious problem 
in coming years as more countries acquire the ability to make nuclear weapons and, in 
some instances, actually do so. 

5. During the 197 Os, the Soviets achieved their long sought-after goal of 
superpower status alongside the US. However, Moscow did . not regard "parity11 or 
acceptance of 11detente" as requiring adherence to a global code of conduct acceptable to 
Washington. Moscow has perceived the US as politically constrained not only by the 
trauma of Vietnam but by an inability to achieve domestic consensus on foreign policy. 
In turn, the Soviets have probed US resolve in the Third World, as witnessed by their 
military support ventures in Angola and Ethiopia. The Soviets have also exploited 
detente to promote divisions between the US and its NATO allies, and, most importantly, 
to encourage neutralism in West Germany. 

6. The scale of Soviet investment in nuclear forces demonstrates their 
importance in Moscow's strategy. They believe that in the present US-Soviet strategic 
relationship each side possesses sufficient strategic capabilities to devastate the other 
after absorbing an attack. Soviet leaders state that nuclear war with the US would be a 
catastrophe that must be avoided and that they do not regard such a conflict as 
inevitable. Nevertheless, they regard nuclear war as a continuing possibility and have 
not accepted mutual vulnerability as a desirable or permanent basis for the US-Soviet 
strategic relationship. They have been willing to negotiate restraints on force 
improvements and deployments when it serves their interests, but they prefer possession 
of superior capabilities and have been working to improve their chances of prevailing in a 
conflict with the US. A tenet in their strategic thinking appears to be that the better 
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prepared the USSR is to fight in various contingencies, the more likely it is that potential 
enemies will be deterred from attacking the USSR and its allies and will be hesitant to 
counter Soviet political and military actions. 

7. The USSR will continue to improve the striking power and survivability of its 
strategic intercontinental and intermediate range nuclear offensive forces, overcome 
some of the weaknesses of its strategic defenses, and improve their supporting command, 
control, and communications systems. Because the Soviets rely heavily on ICBMs, the 
increasing vulnerability of their ICBM silos to improving US weapons will cause them to 
be concerned with the adequacy of their strategic force capabilities. The Soviets are 
expanding the capabilities of their SLBM force and are developing mobile ICBMs and a 
new swing-wing intercontinental bomber. Even with ongoing improvements in their 
strategic defenses, the Soviets will be unable to prevent massive damage to the USSR 
from surviving US strategic forces. 

8. Soviet efforts in non-acoustic sensors for ASW and directed energy weapons 
could have profound consequences if · major technological breakthroughs occur, although 
we do not foresee such successes in the near future. It is unlikely that the Soviets could 
develop prototype high-powered directed energy weapons for antisatellite applications 
until the late 1980s or for ballistic missile defense until the 1990s. Deployment of 
operational systems would require an additional several years to a decade. However, 
Soviet military capabilities in space will continue to improve, especially in the use of 
manned space platforms and in antisatellite capabilities. 

9. The Soviets are attempting to prepare their leaders and military forces for the 
possibility of having to fight a nuclear war and are training to be able to maintain control 
over increasingly complex conflict situations. Soviet leaders are aware that the course 
of a nuclear conflict will probably not go according to plans, but they have seriously 
address~d many of the problems of conducting military operations in nuclear war, 
improving their ability to deal with the many contingencies of such a conflict and raising 
the probability of outcomes favorable to the USSR. 

10. The Soviets have vigorously modernized and expanded their theater and 
peripheral nuclear forces. They are now in a better position to escalate a European 
conflict and have acquired increased capabilities to use peripheral strike forces opposite 
China and throughout the Eurasian periphery. 

11. Soviet leaders view their current strategic position as supporting the conduct 
of an assertive foreign policy and the expansion of Soviet influence abroad. They do not 
believe that they currently enjoy significant strategic military" advantages over the US, 
and they do not wish a major confrontation, but they are probably less fearful of this 
occurring than they were five years ago. Thus, although the Soviets are unlikely to 
initiate military hostilities in an area of central importance to the US like the Persian 
Gulf, they may be prepared to seize opportunities offered by instability in Iran or 
Pakistan, and they may increasingly expect that the burden of avoiding confrontation 
should shift to the US-reflecting the change in the "correlation of forces" since the 1962 
Cuban missile crisis. 

12. Although they fear the possible consequences of , US military modernization 
efforts, the Soviets seem willing to wait for current US determination to wane as a result 
of domestic opposition. None of the current contenders to succeed Brezhnev seems 
likely to depart radically from established Soviet priorities. The military establishment 
has great influence on current Soviet policy formulation and that influence may increase 
during a succession struggle. As a result, Brezhnev's immediate successors are unlikely 
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to change the present emphasis on defense spending or decrease their efforts to project 
Soviet power. 

13. In the conventional realm, the Soviets have significantly modernized their 
massive land and air forces opposite Europe and China. When fully mobilized after 30 
days, the Soviets can bring to bear concurrently 124 divisions in Central Europe, 28 
divisions against Iran, Turkey, and the Persian Gulf region, and 51 divisions against 
China. Significantly, the Soviets have separate forces for each of these theaters and can 
take major action in one theater without drawing down capabilities elsewhere. Although 
they have not developed forces specifically for overseas operations, they have developed 
an ability to project forces on a modest scale into the Third World, and this is one of the 
most rapidly expanding areas of Soviet capability. They are significantly increasing their 
airlift capability, VSTOL aircraft carriers and fast sealift capability. Most significantly, 
the USSR's 7 airborne divisions are maintained in a high state of readiness and are a 
potential tool of Soviet intervention. For the most part, however, the Soviets will 
continue to rely on surrogates in the Third World. 

14. Complementing other efforts is Moscow's involvement in support of 
revolutionary violence worldwide. Some radical regimes have come to power with 
Moscow's aid, while others have done so largely on their own-for instance in Nicaragua 
and Ethiopia--and later turned to the USSR for support. The USSR also directly or 
indirectly supports a number of national insurgencies and ethnic-separatist movements by 
providing them with arms, advice, military training, and political backing. In addition, 
the USSR and Eastern Europe support allied or friendly governments and entities-­
notably Libya, certain Palestinian groups, South Yemen, Syria, and Cuba-which in turn 
directly or indirectly aid the subversive or terrorist activities of a broad spectrum of 
violent revolutionaries. Overall, there will be increasing terrorist threats to US military 
and civilian personnel and facilities which will stem from disparate conditions, political 
causes, and groups. An increase in anti-American terrorism is expected in Western 
Europe, the Middle East, Latin America and, to a lesser extent, southern Africa. 

15. The Soviets will undoubtedly attempt to increase hard-currency earnings as 
well as promote political and strategic interests through arms sales. Soviet and Soviet­
bloc military sales, military technicians and advisers, and military training are important 
sources of political influence in the Third World. There has been an influx of large 
numbers of Soviet-bloc military technicians and civilian advisers in Third World 
countries. In 1981 these totalled over 80,000 in the Middle East, about 10,000 in Sub­
Saharan Africa, and 11,000 in Asia. The amount of influence such assistance buys is 
arguable, but there is no question the arms sold enable the buyers to engage in stronger 
military actions. Although recipients of Soviet aid are capable of changing policies 
against Soviet interests-as shown by Egypt-the Soviets have gained political leverage, a 
potential basis for a greater military presence in the future, and, in some cases, actual 
battlefield experience. And the military training of large numbers of Third World 
nationals in the East Bloc provides Moscow with a potential cadre of sympathizers. 

16. The Soviets have a number of military vulnerabilities in each of their five 
services. • At the highest level, there are serious questions about the reliability of their 
NSWP allies. Their strategic bomber force is old and vulnerable to modern air defenses. 
Their SSBNs are relatively noisy, and their ASW systems are inadequate. Their strategic 
air defenses would in general perform poorly against low-altitude penetrators. Their 
general purpose forces also have deficiencies, for instance, in advancing under unforseen 
and quickly changing circumstances. They also have logistical vulnerabilities, including a 
heavy reliance on rail transportation. 



17. The Soviets face severe economic problems. Economic growth throughout the 
~- 1980s will probably be 2% or less per year. Contributing to this bleak economic outlook 

/ ""'-. are slow growth in the labor force, slowing growth of energy production, prolonged 
foreign exchange stringencies, greater costs in extracting raw materials, and continuing 

, _,, difficulties in introducing new technology. Living standards in the USSR will probably 
stagnate owing to the growing defense burden and inefficent investment practices. As 
Soviet citizens perceive a decline in the quality of life, productivity growth will also 
decline unless dramatic economic reforms are introduced--an unlikely prospect. These 
problems will force Moscow to make difficult choices among priorities. While it will be 
increasingly difficult for it to sustain growth in military spending, the primacy of the 
military will continue in Soviet planning. 

18. Although Soviet economic troubles are not dominated by a shortage of energy, 
the Soviet economy is consuming increasing amounts of energy at progressively higher 
cost. Oil exports, the biggest hard currency earner, are declining; oil and coal production 
at best is stagnant; only natural gas production is expanding. Moscow will have to decide 
among domestic needs for energy, politically sensitive--and highly subsidized-sales to 
allies, and oil sales to the West for badly needed hard currency. 

19. The Soviets have several external problems. Hostility with China and turmoil 
along the USSR's borders (e.g., Poland and Afghanistan) reinforce its obsession with the 
need for order and friendly regimes along its frontiers. The potential for ideological 
contamination of its allies and friends, due to recent events in Poland and Afghanistan, 
also gives them cause for concern. Moreover, internal unrest and insurgency have come 
to plague a number of Soviet clients; these countries continue to consume scarce 
resources. 

a 20. Parallel to Moscow's military effort, the Soviets will try to pursue an arms 
~ control dialogue with the West. The strategic arms control process in particular remains 

important as a means of constraining military competition with the US. A major Soviet 
motivation in this dialogue has been to reduce the possibility of a US technological 
breakthrough that might jeopardize Moscow's strategic nuclear status. 

21. So far the Soviets have continued to constrain their strategic force programs 
in accordance with the SALT I Interim Agreement and the key provisions of the 
unratified SALT II Treaty. If the Soviets conclude there is no prospect in the near term 
for meaningful results from renewed SALT, they may decide to go beyond the SALT II 
constraints. Among the earliest indications that they had decided to do so would be the 
failure to dismantle older systems as new ones are deployed, the testing of ICBMs with 
more RVs than permitted under SALT II limits, and the testing of more than one new 
ICBM. They are well positioned for potential force expansion and could increase the 
number of MIRVed ICBMs, continue SSBN production without any SSBN dismantlement, 
increase Backfire production, and test and deploy new strategic systems. We are not 
able to judge whether, if the Soviets wished to expand significantly several of their 
nuclear force capabilities simultaneously, they would encounter constraints in the 
availability of fissile material. The history of Soviet willingness to sign long-term 
contracts for the sale of enriched uranium suggests that Moscow has not been concerned 
about potential shortfalls in nuclear material for weapons. 

22. The Soviets probably want to preserve the ABM treaty without amendments 
for at least the next few years. They are concerned that the US could eventually deploy 
effective ABM systems. Also, their own systems are still under development, and they 

. are probably not confident about how effective a widespread ABM defense might be . 
.' There are, however, uncertainties about US actions and Soviet technical capabilil ties 

\~ __ • • beyond the mid-l 980s that might cause the Soviets to revise their views of a widespread 
ABM defense. 
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23. To sum up, it is doubtful that Soviet leaders perceive a "window of 
opportunity" in the next several years, but they very likely believe that schisms in the 

/ \ West and domestic inhibitions in the US provide them some latitude for additional 
actions. During the next 3-5 years, Moscow may attempt to secure political advantage 
from its military arsenal in anticipation of US force modernization programs. From the 
perspective of the present and probable future Soviet leadership, there will remain 
important deterrents to major military actions. These include the dangers seen in a 
direct conflict with the US, doubts about the reliability of their Eastern European allies, 
worries about Chinese exploitation of any Soviet losses, and an awareness of the greater 
Western economic capacity to support extended wartime operations. These concerns 
clearly do not preclude action abroad but they constrain them. 

Europe 

24. For the foreseeable future, it will be a Soviet objective to acquire and 
maintain forces capable of winning a war in Europe whether conventional or nuclear, and 
the Soviets have kept a clear numerical edge over NATO. NATO's strength and the 
instability in Eastern Europe make the Soviets very -unlikely to initiate military 
hostilities against NATO, but they will use their military advantages to exert political 
pressure on NATO members and probably also to continue to encourage US-West 
European differences. This effort has been especially strong against the key NATO ally, . 
West Germany, which remains divided from East Germany and so is especially susceptible 
to Soviet influence 

25. The Soviets intend any European conflict to take place on Western, not 
Eastern, territory and stress the need for large, combat-ready forces to be in place at 
the outset of hostilities. They prefer to achieve theater objectives without using nuclear 
weapons. They apparently believe that a theater nuclear war would arise either if NA TO 
used nuclear weapons to avoid losing a conventional war-circumstances in which the 
Soviets would plan on preemptive use of their nuclear weapons-or, less likely, if the 
Warsaw Pact had to use nuclear weapons to halt a NATO break-through. In such a 
conflict the Soviets would use, in addition to tactical nuclear weapons, peripheral and 
some intercontinental range missiles and aircraft against NATO's forward-based nuclear 
forces. 

26. The military balance in Europe poses a problem for Soviet policy. The Soviets 
know that, if they appear too threatening, they risk galvanizing NATO sentiment in favor 
of renewed defense efforts. Thus, Moscow has pursued a dual policy: improving its 
military strength--including SS-20 deployments and procurement of Backfire bombers-­
while engaging in arms control talks, attempting to improve trade and diplomatic 
relations, and undertaking a massive propaganda campaign-supplemented by covert 

.activities--designed to undermine public support for NATO's defense effort, particularly 
INF. Such Soviet efforts concentrate on West Germany, the Netherlands, and Belgium. 

27. Potentially the most threatening · problem for the USSR is the questionable 
reliability of the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact countries in a war with the West, and recent 
events in Poland have made it more pressing. 

28. The military balance in Europe and NATO will be affected by developments in 
Western Europe. Strains within NATO and the potential estrangement of some West 
European neutrals from some US policies are likely to make US relations with these 
countries more contentious. The West European allies will seek increasingly to 
coordinate their policies in order to present the US with agreed alternatives to disputed 

1 US positions. This tendency toward divergence within the Alliance may increasingly 
·,, ./ hinder NATO as a mechanism for determining and coordinating security policy. 
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East and Southeast Asia 

29. The Far East is second only to Europe in strategic importance for Soviet 
military policy. In contrast with Europe, the USSR directly borders its major potential 
enemy. Furthermore, the Soviet supply line, the Trans-Siberian Railroad, is dangerously 
close to a hostile China. 

30. In the coming few years, Soviet military power in East Asia will seek to 
contain or reduce China's influence, decrease American and Japanese influence, 
discourage anti-Soviet policies on the part of Asian governments, and encourage the 
evolution of a Soviet-sponsored Asian collective security system. 

31. The most immediate threat to peace in Asia that could involve US forces is in 
Korea. North Korea is dedicated to reunifying the Peninsula on its own terms, and the 
decade-long North Korean military buildup is aimed at promoting a military option. The 
US security commitment and US military presence, the strength of South Korea's 
military forces, the stability of its government, and the desire of the Chinese and the 
Soviets to maintain the status quo are substantial deterrents to a North Korean move. 
However, these factors may not be sufficient to prevent a North Korean attack, 
particularly if the US were preoccupied elsewhere. 

32. Moscow's principal concerns in Southeast Asia are to contain China and 
diminish US influence. For their sizeable economic investment in support of Vietnamese 
policy, the Soviets have already realized substantial returns. They have a highly visible 
advisory presence throughout Indochina, and have gained access to Vietnamese air and 
naval facilities. These facilities enable the Soviets better to support Indian Ocean 
deployments and to expand intelligence collection capabilities in the region. Even though 
Vietnam is a major drain on Soviet economic resources, Moscow probably will seek 
greater influence in Southeast Asia. 

33. Action by Vietnam against Thailand is the most likely cause of expanded 
regional conflict in Southeast Asia. Vietnamese forces might strike into Thailand if 
Hanoi concluded that it could no longer tolerate Thai support of anti-Vietnamese 
guerrilla forces in Kampuchea. A Vietnamese attack would have severe consequences, 
especially in view of US and Chinese security ties to Thailand and the USSR's 
commitment to Hanoi. China might initiate a second border war with Vietnam to tie 
down Vietnamese forces. Soviet forces might then apply pressure on China. A Sino­
Soviet conflict would sorely test the evolving US-Chinese relationship, forcing the United 
States to decide whether it wished to be involved and, if so, how. 

34. Although the Soviet military position in the Far East is reasonably secure, the 
Soviets probably expect no change in China's hostile posture toward the USSR. At the 
same time, they expect intensified US pressure on Japan to assume a greater security 
role in Northeast Asia, evolving Sino-Japanese trade and political ties inimical to Soviet 
goals, and an evolving US-Chinese military relationship directed specifically against the 
USSR. They have also seen a reaffirmation by the United States of its commitment to 
maintain sizeable forces in South Korea. 

35. Whether the Far East would be a defensive theater for the Soviets in .a global 
war or whether they would attempt to seize and hold major portions of Chinese territory 
would depend on their political objectives and the military situation in other theaters. In 
general, the Soviets would want to avoid a "two-front" war. In a strictly Sino-Soviet war, 

\..._)· the Soviets would probably seize portions of North China and establish new buffer zones 
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along the frontier. In a NATO-Warsaw Pact war the US would be faced with coercive 
threats or military operations designed to prevent the use of Japanese bases. 

36. China has deployed a small force of ICBMs and MRBMs and is developing an 
SLBM. A shared Chinese-US assessment of the Soviet threat is likely--not certain--to 
insure that this missile force remains trained on Soviet targets. The same circumstances 
also lead China to support most US interests in the trilateral strategic relationship 
among the US, China, and the USSR. Only a sharp and prolonged retrogression in 
Chinese-US bilateral ties would change this equation significantly and cause China to 
reemerge as a threat to US interests in its own right. 

The Near East, South, and Southwest Asia 

37. There are a large number of potential military threats to US interests in this 
region. The Iranian revolution, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and the war between 
Iran and Iraq have made the Persian Gulf area the dominant US strategic concern in the 
Middle East. The most severe danger is that Iran might succumb to increased Soviet 
influence or a large-scale military intervention with the Soviets using the 1921 Soviet­
Iran treaty as a legal pretext. 

38. Other potential dangers in the region are that friendly states may be attacked 
by other local states--most immediately that the end game of the Iran-Iraq war might 
increase the intensity and scope of the fighting and threaten other Gulf Arabs-; and that 
friendly governments may be toppled by internal insurrections, possibly stimulated or 
exploited by the Soviets. 

39. However it might happen, Soviet political or military control of the principal 
oil supplies to the West European and Japanese economies could threaten the dissolution 
of our alliance system by subjecting our allies to Soviet pressure. In addition, the Soviets 
might view control over some of the lowest cost energy in the world as a potentially 
important contributor to easing their serious economic difficulties. .If friendly 
governments, dependent on Soviet support, were to assume power in one or more oil-rich 
states, the Soviets could acquire a valuable flow of hard currency. 

40. The most immediate threats to US interests in the Gulf region are from 
Islamic revolutionaries in Iran and the potential of direct Iranian military attacks on Gulf 
regimes, or more likely, acceleration of Iranian sponsored subversion. In addition, 
Pakistan may be subjected to increased Soviet pressure and possibly military action in 
retaliation for its support of the Afghan insurgents. • The Soviets already have sought to 
intimidate Islamabad by diplomatic warnings, by condoning, if not provoking a number of 
attacks by Afghan helicopters on Pakistani border outposts, and by supporting anti-
government terrorist elements. • 

41. The tensions around the Gulf have sharply reduced for the present the number 
of Arab forces that could be arrayed against Israel. Even without this advantage, Israel 
will maintain its wide margin of military superiority over the Arab states. Although this 
superiority would serve to deter a premeditated Arab attack, actions in Lebanon or 
elsewhere could lead to a wider conflict in ·which the possibility of Soviet intervention 
must be considered. 

42. Another threat is posed by Libya, with its sizeable equipment inventories, 
interventions in Africa, and support for subversion and terrorism. Although Qadhafi may 
from time to time modify his activities, his efforts to undermine moderate regimes and 
Western influence in the area will continue. Nevertheless, the Libyan military will 
remain ineffective in exploiting its plethora of weapons in conventional combat. 
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43. Like Libya's military adventures and support for subversion, the war in the 
_,,. •• Western Sahara and developments in Morocco and Algeria will remain a lesser threat to 

•
1 US interests than the conditions around the Persian Gulf and the threat of Arab-Israeli 

hostilities. 

44. Tensions between Pakistan and India will remain, fed in part by Pakistan's 
pursuit of a nuclear program aimed primarily at the development of a nuclear weapons 
production capability. India will become increasingly concerned and might undertake 
either a military strike against Pakistan's nuclear facilities or the production of its own 
nuclear weapons as, in New Delhi's calculation, Pakistan begins to acquire significant 
quantities of weapons-usable fissile material. Any Indian attack could rapidly escalate 
into a full-scale war. 

Latin America 

45. The threat environment in Latin America through the mid-l 980s will be 
dominated by Communist exploitation of social and political trends in Central America. 
However, it is most unlikely that the USSR would be prepared to engage in a major 
confrontation with the United States in the Caribbean or Central America. 

46. Cuba is capable of taking independent action as well as operating in concert 
with the USSR-or in response to its wishes. Perceiving a weakening of US influence and 
capability and opportunities to undermine US prestige, Castro since 1978 has increased 
assistance to revolutionaries in the region. The Soviet Union, while allowing Cuba to 
take the lead, has gradually expanded its involvement-efforts complemented by some 
East European nations, some Communist and Arab states, and the PLO. Unless faced 
with important new costs or inducements, Moscow is unlikely to abandon this tack. 

47. Soviet-Cuban military ties have led to a continuous Soviet upgrading of the 
capabilities of the Cuban Armed Forces, have enabled the USSR to make extensive use of 
Cuban facilities, and have resulted in Soviet-Cuban collaboration abroad. By now, the 
principal objectives of Cuba and the USSR in Central America are to consolidate the 
Sandinista revolution in Nicaragua and to use Nicaragua as a base for spreading leftist 
insurgency elsewhere in the region. External support has enabled the Sandinistas to build 
the region's largest standing army, and this buildup is intimidating governments in the 
region and will give the Sandinistas added confidence to expand their export of 
revolution. 

48. The threats to US security interests from Cuba . are compounded by its 
capability for effective military action within the Caribbean region. While there is little 
likelihood of Cuban offensive military action against the US, there are a number of US 
targets vulnerable to Cuban actions such as harassment of various sea and air routes. It 
is, however, unlikely that Cuba would undertake such drastic action unless it felt directly 
threatened by US activity. Cuba might act, however, at the insistence of the Soviets 
during a time of general war. 

49. A continuation of present trends could result in victory for the extreme left 
in El Salvador, and such a victory would heighten prospects for revolutionaries in 
Guatemala and elsewhere in the region. It may be that those Communist and radical 
Arab forces providing external support and management help to the insurgencies intend 
to make Central America a battleground over the next few years which would distract, 
weaken, and undermine the United States in other parts of the world. These scenarios 
could bring revolution to Mexico's border and to Panama, and this region will come to 
have even greater significance for US security interests if present trends continue. 
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50. Elsewhere in the hemisphere, there is little direct military threat to the US, 
but other troubles for US security interests. There has been a trend over the last 15 

\ years away from close traditional ties with the US which has been reflected in a 
reluctance on the part of many Latin American governments to accept US leadership or 
to cooperate with the US on a number of political, economic, and security issues. A 
neutral or hostile position on the part of Latin American nations could have significant 
negative consequences for the US, particularly in the case of the larger, more important 
countries like Brazil and Argentina which have the military potential to contribute to US 
defense objectives or will have the potential to develop nuclear weapons during this 
decade. 

V 

51. There is a potential threat to the Panama Canal and its facilities which are 
vulnerable to a variety of actions that could disrupt operations or close the Canal for 
varying lengths of time. In addition, traditional antagonisms between countries such as 
Argentina and Chile, although unlikely to lead to major or sustained armed conflict, 
could produce border clashes and short-term hostilities. Political and economic 
instability in Latin America will continue to provide opportunities for direct or indirect 
Soviet involvement in the future. 

Sub-Saharan Africa 

52. Military threats to US interests in Sub-Saharan Africa are currently quite 
small and involve the possibility of local conflicts or domestic instabilities broadening to 
draw in the superpowers on the side of local clients. For the most part the problems are 
indigenous: racial animosities and ethnic and tribal communalism. 

53. Of the many problems Soviet and Soviet proxy actions in Africa may create 
for the US in the next several years, the most acute could be: 

Extension of the USSR's influence in Sub-Saharan Africa by providing military 
assistance-either directly or through the Cubans-to Soviet clients in the 
event of internal instability in Zaire, Zambia, or Zimbabwe, or by 
collaborating with the Libyans to exploit instability in Chad or Sudan. 
Soviet provision of significantly larger numbers of advisers and equipment, or 
more support for the Cubans, in order to prop up Moscow's "own" regimes in 
Angola, Mozambique, and Ethiopia if threatened with internal collapse. 
Military conflict between a Soviet client regime and a third country--with or 
without Soviet encouragement. 
Soviet acquisition of a new foothold in West Africa. 
An increased Soviet naval and air presence in the region. 
Stepped up Cuban and Soviet involvement with southern African states which 
may increasingly rely on Moscow and Havana to counter South Africa's 
military posture. 

54. Soviet behavior in Sub-Saharan Africa, however, is unlikely to endanger long­
term Western access to strategic . metals or oil. The Soviets would not be able to seize 
Sub-Saharan strategic metals for themselves, or--barring a collapse of political order in 
South Africa-to impose a prolonged denial of them to the West. Rather, the USSR seeks 
to promote political objectives and to enhance the USSR's future strategic capabilities in 
the area. While not necessarily entailing Soviet involvement, there are other potential 
flashpoints that may impinge on US security interests in Africa through the mid-l 980s 
(e.g., Ethiopia's activities in the Horn, South Africa's domestic and foreign policies, and 
internal conflict in Zaire). 

-9-
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55. Increased Soviet activity in Sub-Saharan Africa will not necessarily assure 
heightened future Soviet influence. The Soviets are probably worried by the possibility 
of a peaceful Western-sponsored Namibian settlement, by their failure to back the right 
horse in Zimbabwe, by US success in winning a grant of military facilities from Kenya, by 
the pro-Western stance of Nigeria, and by the tendency even for clients like Angola and 
Mozambique to seek economic ties with the West. And in the 1980s the Soviets will be 
vulnerable to Western counteraction in areas of current Soviet influence. 

Continuing Uncertainties 

.56. Although the future portrayed here is fraught with problems for the US, it is 
quite possible that on balance this assessment is too optimistic. Soviet willingness to 
employ military force on a larger scale than they have so far might be substantially 
increased by the late 1980s if events move in their favor more strongly than suggested 
above: the US does not sustain its military buildup, the growth of "peace" sentiment in 
the US, the spread of neutralism in Western Europe-especially West Germany-, a 
deterioration in Sino-US relations, or greater disarray in the Middle East and Southwest 
Asia. 

57. The following are the key intelligence issues of continuing concern for further 
collection and analysis: 

Will the Soviets continue to remain within SALT limits for their strategic 
forces even though existing agreements have expired? 
Are the Soviets likely to break out from the ABM treaty? How would they 
respond to a US abrogation of this treaty? 
ls it likely that the Soviet Union would significantly reduce defense spending 
in response to domestic economic problems? How severe will these problems 
be? Will there be any radical change in the policy objectives of the current 
and post-Brezhnev leaders? 
Is any major change likely in the current situation in the Far East, to include 
Sino-Soviet relations, Sino-Soviet-Japanese-US relations, and the Korean 
Peninsula? 
Is it likely that the USSR will exploit opportunities or weaknesses in Iran, 
Pakistan, or elsewhere in the Persian Gulf region by means of direct military 
intervention? 
Will the Soviets react to INF deployments in Western Europe with similar 
deployments in Cuba? ,,. 
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NSSD 1-82, Part III, Section B 

The Role of Allies and Others 
Surnrriarv 

Given t.he loss of US strategic superiority and the overwhelrt"ing grCMth of 
Soviet ronventional forces capabilities, together with the increased p:::>litical 
am econanic strength of the industrial democracies and the heightened impor­
tance of Third World resources, the US nust increasingly draw up:>n the reso..1rces 
and rocperation of allies 'a,.~d others to protect oor interests and those of oor 
friends. w1lile our ability to cocperate with allies an:::l friends offers a p::>ten­
tially effective coJnter to Soviet threats, our dependence on such cooperation 
is a p:>tential vulnerability at which the Soviets will continue to probe. 

2. A strong unified NATO is indispensable to protecting Western interests. 
To attain t.~is goal, the US rrust press for irrplernentation of key conventional 
enhancem:nt pr09rams and INF rrodemizatioo. We rrust also continue to prarote 
improvement in integrated logistical supp:)rt (e.g., host nation support--HNS). 
For its part, the US rust maintain its NA'ID commitrrents for forwar9 deployrrent 
aro early reinforcement. 

3. Wnile encooraging all NA'ID Allies to rnaintain and increase their con­
trib.I tions in Eurcpe, we should specifically enrourage those Allies who can 
rontribute outside Europe to allocate their :peacetime marginal resources pref­
erentially to dual-purpose capabilities which rould supp:::,rt ooth out-of-area 
and Eurc:pean missions. We likewise shoold urge such Allies to share tl'1e 
political and military burdens outside Europe, including being prepared to 
fight along side of (or instead of) the us. 

4. Outside Eurcpe, the US will place primary reliance on regional states 
to deal with non-Soviet threats, providing security assistance as apprcpriate. 
The US will remain the primary p:,wer for directly resisting the Soviets. If oo 
other reasonable alternative exists, the US should _also be capable of interven­
ing militarily in regional or local conflicts. The effectiveness of US military 
capabilities for either Soviet or other contingencies will depend on access to 
facilities en roote and in the region of conflict, and on other tangible fo:rms 
of supp:,rt (e.g., HNS and prepositioning). 

5. In Southwest Asia, the US will supp:::,rt the developrent of balanced an::3. 
self-contained friendly regional forces and will errphasize assistance to cer­
tain key states for regional ronting~ncy roles. 

6. In East Asia, the Japanese should be enrouraged to contrib..lte rrore to 
their 0wr1 and rrutual defense efforts ( including eronanic assistance), altooug.11 

• we shoold not nO',y ask Japan to expand its defense responsibility beyond the 
protection of sea lines of ccrnrrunication out to 1000 nautical miles. We sha..ild 
assist the ROK tobecorre increasingly self-sufficient in its 0wr1 defense capa­
bilities, while rriaintaining the current US-ROK division of lal:x:>r (predominantly 
Korean ground forces and predaninantly US tacair); and we shoold work to facil­
itate increased defense ccx:,peration between Korea and Japan. We can also act 
to enhance the durability of the US-Olinese security relationship, although 
significant irrproverrent in Chinese military capabilities to opp:>se the Soviet 
Union can only come if and as China can devote substantial additional resourc-es 
of its o.,m for that p..1rpose. 

End of Summary 
-'fflt' SECfS:!? 
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NSSD 1-82, Part III, Section B 

The Role of Allies ana Others 

Since the establishment of a .we·stern security framework 
in the .Years immediately following World War II, global power 
relationships have shifted in several ways. •First, . there has 
been a · shift in the US-USSR nuclear balance.from clear US 
superiority to a state of -rough parity with the prospect of· us 
inferiority. Equally rnarkea, however, is the altered balance, 
especially in economic and political · terrns, between the OS and 
its industrial allies. The latter group (NATO Europ·e., Canada, ·· 
Australia, N.ew Zealand; and Japan) now produces a considerably 
large·r share of the world product than the US. In additton, 
t :he post Werld War . II d·ec.olon1za.t.ion process. has made the fn­
dustrial democracies incre·asingly depende,n't fo,r ·a · number . of 
critical ' resources .upon nati.ons ·of .the Third World; some of 
which are vulner-able to Soviet an_d proxy activity .and many of 
which. find it easier to · blame their px;oblems on the west than 
to fac.e up to the·m directly. - • 

As a result . of th~se chan.g:es, the US must i:i;1creasingly 
draw upon the resources and cooperation of our alli>es arid 
friends to oppose g,rqwing ·soyiet and s .oviet stµrp<i)ga:t·e military 
pow,er, . and to ·,pr<>.t.$-c,t inte.r ,ests . ,~hteatened ft'Qm . QtJ;ier 5ourc.es 
~$ ·-:~ie"ir~ • ·-wnJle .·our ·a:EI1Ity ··'~·o ·translat~· ~Q<iiP-ii:i:a£lpn -- ~Ith. •• ••• 
allies and f;-rfa~nds irtto an ser·fecti've coant·.e.r to Sa-\riret Mureats 
(?t:fers ,u.s an imp$ttant strength, 9ur ci~pen'1:en¢e on sJi:ch ·ob- • 
9~~ration, j.,,s a pot:,epct:.ial vul·ne.ritbility at which th.e Sovi.ets 
,w:i'11 • ·Cllrit i.-n~ e ·to: .probe .. 
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western interests require the improvement of the defense 
capabilities of all members of the Alliance, even during 
periods of. economic difficulty. The US must emphasize the 
need for Allies to achieve -measurable, real increases in 
annual NATO" defense spending and improve their forces to .re­
dress imbalances between -NATO and the Warsaw Pact; We should 
maintain ·--- in ·concert with our Allies -- strong conventional, 
theater nuclear, and strategic nuclear forc~s to provide a full 
spectrum of deterrence and defensive capabilities · adequate to • 
defeat Soviet/Pact aggression should deterrence fail. · While 
nuclear . forces, particularly ·us nuclear ·forces,_ are - essential 
to deterrence, they do not constitute a balanced defense force 
and should n·ot be allowed to serve as an. excuse for avoiding 
conventional defense improvements. • We should, th-erefore 1 press 
for Afliance implementation of key conventional enhancement 
programs, e.g., force . goals, LTDP (particularly readiness, re­
inf-Oryement, res,~rve mobili~atien, air defen5.e, logis-t:_ics,- EW, 
and C . } , . a-pn~me m::.s cooper.a,t 10n, • and hc0s t - nat 10n s,,1pport. The 
Alli:an6e must · als·•o cori·tlnue .. to · move . forw.a,rd on ·the r,NF modern-i­
zatiori proi;t.:am, w:.hlil:e . the 0-S ,aJi:d the -s:ovi-'ets continue to nego-
tiat.e an INF ·Agreeiµent in Geneva. • 

•.•• . . : .:· 
;• .: ... 
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resources .. At the same time, we must recognize that there are 
limits on standardization (e.g., the desire of each major NATO 
nation to design and procure its own tanks and tactical air..: 
craft). · Our go.als . should be .realistic .and emphasize :1nte"roper­
abil.~ty~-as a complement or an alternative to ·standardizatlon. 

Rr DALJE.D------------------------------_: ___ _ 

•:: ---c---:-------______ __:_ __________ _:_~::___-PIDAC1ED----

F..EDnCTED-------------.:-:. 
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forces, European support in ·such a contingency would be more 
significant politically than militarily. The more proximate 
threats, however~ arise out of regional conflict and domestic 
instability in the regional states .. European powers, acting 
i ,n concert · .with regional _states, bave ·. the capability of-, re- -
sponding :to some lower order threats and may ·in .some ,cases be 
better placed to .do so. Additionally, intervention by European 
instead o·f American . fo.rces would generally be a less .escal.atory 
step · a·na would ·provi"de _, less of .a · pretext for Soviet interven- • 
tion in a· regional conflict. • 

. • Thus, in addition . to asking the Allies to improve their de­
fense posture in Europe (including .in some cases compensation 
for us ·forces diverted to SWA), we . must continue ·to urge those 
Allies in a position to _do so {primarily the IJK a·nd France) to 
s.hare :th;e _po_litJcal and · mil~tary. bui;-dens oµt•sl:q;e .iurQpe: ":i.n 

• ::: • ' '::_·~: -! ' _,.: • .. ~/;;; :.~ •. : ,__ .c·. -- ,··., . _· ..... , : .•. ·:'.t:_o, l'..?968 
• As 1.\rm2ndf.'t1 ·• 
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,We -~lso • need -motlility s1.1pport (both . lift and facil;i ties 
• ~ccess) for us · 'f ,or¢es that ini gh-t be deployed· to either NATO . 
or ·SWA~ Building upon tneir p 'oli-tJ:~al and e:con0mic relations 
with coun;tr.ies in. S~A, the lfl.l_ies ·. can prpvi_d~· :secur'itY1 • • 
ec-011.ol:tli,c ·an.cl t -~~ipirig • as~ist:~iiqe J:o • local st!r,1-t.~$,. AcGoroing 
to their ca:pabilitie.s,. 9.ert~in.'~llies ·can . e:ooperate ·1n main­
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Southwest. Asia (SWA) 

The security environment in SWA bear$ little resemblance 
to that in Europe. The greater likelihood of regional con­
flicts and/or internal instabilities considerably complicates 
the problems of_ security planning. Moreover, . not only is there 
no formal security framework, but the Arab-Israeli and other 
regional conflicts sometime set .our regional friends ·against 
one another. Nonetheless, while an alliance stru.cture is uri­
obtainable, a set- of well-defined bilateral se,eurity coopera­
tion relationships should be pursued . 

. • For direct response to regional {non-Sov·iet) conflicts and 
lo.cal instability, the us _will rely primarily upon fo,rces indi­
g,enous to the region (or in some cases UN peaceke:eping f ,orces), 
with th,e possibility o.f ultimately backing them up wi.th qui-ck 
reaction forces from the us, if necessary, and from our :eu.ropean 
Alll~s,, . if · pc>.s~ib'le a-nd appropriate. Fo.r npn_..-.us contingency 
forp:es, us ·11£-t m,9y be ne_cess,c1ry. suc-h :a. d;ivfs.i.on of re.spons .i­
bjJJ:,ty .. ls t;,o~h -p9Iitically .advi.sahle ~nd , n~cessary ,.tG ,.p:r~s•er,ve 
ttre • fl: .exibi;L,ity. ·of us forces .· for . invo:Lvemet1t in contingehci;es 
with ·the .sovi:~ts. • 

.• : · < · ~-'._.'• \ . . • .. · ·;·/-. -· -:.-· ..,~:) < .• . • -,:.: :. _.:.~/ _.·: .. :~/- /;.:\ -:.:-'. _~) ·_~/ :,:·• . ' .. 
. _·.. ;-~ -~~ ~~-~ : , .. ;,\· .. ···, .. ~~•-~- \~':~}:/r~-~ . ... -__ 
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If additional or ·alternative assistance is necessary, US 
allies from outside the region, e.g., the UK or France, may, 
if possible and appropriate, be preferable _to the us both 
politically (for the recipient) and in order to avoid escalat­
ing to the possibility of a superpower confrontation. us lift 
support may be necessary, however. In any case, · the US should . 
also be capable of intervening militarily in regional or local 
conflicts. ·It should not be necessary, however, to tailor 
significant US forces t'o hedge against such contingencies. 

In ??e.sponse to the threat of direct Soviet aggression 
(which the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan highlighted), only 

. the US can provide the full spectrum of eapabilities necessary 
to deter or counter a Soviet attack. -However, the US cannot 
s ·t~n'd alone. Wit.bout the cooperation and part i .ctpation -of 
f?::iendly regional st·ates and •external .allies, we are unlikely 
eit'ber • to .deter the Soviets or to contain . oonflicft to the 
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facilit{es and support from host governments. To maximize the 
vaiue of facilities access both for deterrence and during con­
tingencies, such cooperation must, if possible, be manifest 
in pea¢etime through public agreements, .contingency planning 
and/or_ exercises. In some .-.instances, infrastructure improve~ 
me·nts will . also be . necessary, most likely involving US mili­
tary construction ·funds. In addition; both to· demonstrate 
'co:operation politically .and to ·enhance capabilities ·militarily, 
the US must seek ho.st· nation logistical support {HNS) and 
facilities at .. whi'ch to preposition certain types of US equip­
ment and· supplies. 
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an import_ant peacetime presence in the region. In the near­
term, we will maintain US presence by continuous naval deploy­
ments in the Indian Ocean and operations in the Persian Gulf 
as weli as by periodic Army and Air Force deployments to the 
region to participate in combined exercises with local friends 
and ·external · al-lies. In . the. longer-term, we must . seek arran-ge-­
ments .to · allow forward deployments . of US ground, naval, and 
air forces in the region ., including ·forward .· elements of the 

·RDJTF, should the political environment permit. 

Iri c'onclusien, we should support .( through our own and 
allied security ass.ist:ance} the development -of balanced 
and selfe-:co·nta.in,ed forces ·tn regi9nal .state.s to deal with 
I ,ocal and regional threats, with eillPhasis on Egypt, Jordan, 
and possibly Pcikistan f •or regional ·contingency roles. we . 
s}3:oulq siz~ az:id ;stru'.ct_t1-re us f ,o,r •ces·' for e<:>nt-ing~nci:es ,. involv- . 
frig ·tl1~ s.civl~ts . ~d pub-licly po:rtray those t(:)r~es as inti.~nded 

________________ ..:..,___REDACTED---:----------:__--
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In addition to Japan and the PRC, the ROK also play.s a 

beneficial role· in suiporting US interests in East Asia. • 
Our policy should b~ cHrected at making the ROK increasingly 
self-suff ici-ent in its own ·defense capabilities. At present, 
by · ,vi,rtue of its . strong armed force.$, -the ·ROK, together · with 
f .orward deploy.ed US f ·orces now in the region, maintains stabil­
U:y on t't:le . Kpr.ea~ ,penin:s111~. Moreove:r ., the . basic st;pengt,h of _ 
it,s •ec;:onomy {cl.esp'j:.te i J:s c.urr~I.1t problems) i-s ,such . that the ROK 
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As jn Southwest Asia, the us relies in Southeast Asia pri­
marily on local states . to deal directly with internal insta­
bility, with US and other security assistance ·as necessary. 
Should external threats or externally supported security prob­
lems require direct outside a-ssistance, the OS · would in the 
first instance look for . ways ·to support the th.reatened govern­
ment's own .ef.forts with · the forces of other states of the 
regj.on, while seeking to maintain our own flexibility to deal 
with direct Soviet threats. 

The increasing Soviet threat in .East Asia at a time when 
extraregional demands on us forces (e.g., Persian Gulf) also 
are . increasing dictates gr.eater reliance on each regional 
state to provide for its own defense, with OS security assis­
tance whe.re required. How.ever, recent fears .of US withdrawal 
from tfie Pacific -- now quiescent -- could resur:fa·c-e qui..ckly 

• i,..f us ptes:sure on- Ea,st Asictn states fo.r greater defense -ef-
. fi:>tts were seen as a ploy. for reducing us forces and · commit-
me,,n-tiJs ~ • • 
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of exte~nal alli.es. In fact, the Europeans, except for the 
British, have been opposed to our policy in Central America, 
and we should seek their political neutrality if we cannot 
gain their support. 

US military forces, therefore, represent th.e essential 
backup .. should local forces be unable to counter the insurgen­
cies. We should, however, make a maximum effort ~o employ US 
forces under a multilateral umbrella, whether under the Rio 
Tre_aty or a sub-r~gional grouping such as the Central American 
Democratic Community of El Salvador, Honduras, and Costa Rica. 

Africa 

-The S .ovi.et OniQn mainly seeks to gain a.¢ivantage in . Africa 
through the .n~e of su;-rogates, chief among th~m .~i-bya and Cu:ba. 
ae:cause of . Lil>ya's int.e·rnational be:bavi.or, t \he us has sou:ght 
t::P .. ~~in i11 j;t~ .q;ctiv.~ti_es t~re>u9b polj.t,ical ari¢i Blil.itary me·~ns. 

i!i~Cfii!aij!£i:~!at=t::~]i~;;i:;:~;:~~hen 
.ntll~1; t)~ pr~)?ar,ed tq a¢t . directly agaj;its.t Libya .S'hould the 
S'i!t:iuatrioh .:-,warrant :tt. . • • - . : '. ' . •. •-. . . ' . . . .. . , 
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