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EXEMPTIONS IN THIS DOCUMENT
ARE BASED ON EO 13526

‘ wmwincm g _ .
DIRECTORATE OF INTELLIGENCE

. "15 October 1985

Moscow's. Hostage Crisis: ‘Possible Soviet Options

.'Summarz

) Moscow's response thus far to its hostage crisis has been ..
relatively low-key. The Soviets have launched widespread '
diplomatic 1n1t1at1ves, but have refrained from public threats or .
any detectable military reactifon. As long as the Soviets place a

premium on regaining the hostages alive, thelir best fon ' " 3.5(c)
overall would appear to be the present course..[::::ffi} ) :

The Soviets nonetheless are almost certainly exanining their

military options, either to rescue the hostages or retaliate
against the perpetrators. A rescue operation.involving a s-all i
elite K6B or Spetsnaz force--possibly uith AAAAA the -assistance of :
Syrian commandos--appears to be Moscow's best military course of
action i1f good supporting intelligence were available. While
massive or even "surgical” air strikes on a Lebanese city would

~ have negative.political repercussions on the Soviet position 1in
the Arab world, such retaliation could be dealt by Soviet bombers
flying directly from the USSR, tactical aircraft staging fro- )
Syrian airfields, or by naval bombardment from off Lebanon's
coast., All of Moscow's nilitary options presuppose at least some
Syrian acquiescence (or even: ‘direct support); 1f this were - )
lTacking, the Tikelthood of success of a Soviet mission, in : 3.5(c)
particular, would be even more questionable. [:ffifij ) ' i

L

- s . ) Lo ‘.- L C
This memorandum was prepared b fice of Soviet’ 3.5(c)
Ana]ysis. Contributions were provided by Office of Near
l Eastern and South Asian Analysis, and by
, SOVA. T
. Comments and queries are welcome my be directed to the Chief, Third World 3.5(c)
Activities Division, SOVA, on . : o :
‘ SOV M as.1mimacx . . | 35
5 ) opy 3 F el '
' 3.5(c)
By AW tyu‘unk;iﬂiﬂf7. Ly
' 3.5(c)

o RET[:;ﬁﬂwﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂwﬂﬁﬁ__“wﬂj | 1364406
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3.5(c)
Background .

o Y. A group calling itself the lslamic Liberation
Organization apparently kidnaped the four. -Soviet diplomats in _
Beirut on 30 September 1985, killed one of these hostages on 1 or
2..0ctober, and still -holds the remaining three. The principal '

" demand of. the kidnapers has been the withdrawal of Syrian-and
4 . 1 33X

pro-Syrian - units from the Tripoli area. |

believes that the kidnapers are actually members of a
Sunn1 fundamentaljst group in West Beirut known as the Islamic
Jama'a. The group's leader, Shaykh Maher Hamud, fs sympathetic
to the Islamic Unification Movement (IUM), a Lebanese Sunni
fundamentalist group also known as Tawhid., The IUM, led by
radical cleric Shaykh. Sa'id Sha'ban, is based in the northern
Lebanese port of Tripoli, where it has.been fighting a war
against Syria and Syrian-backed militias. The IUM receives
support from Iran and is fighting alongside pro-Arafat

Palestinians, wh presence the Syrians are trying to

eliminate. iSj o , | _ © 3.5(c)
- 2. There is a<sfrong possibility that the Soviet hostages ‘

still remain in Beirut. It would be difficult for the captors to

transport them outside the city, because such movement would 350ﬂ

involve passing through numerous Christian and Syrian
checkpotnts. [ — | e

3. Neither the Soviets nor the Syrians are likely to have
much success in pinpointing the location of the hostages in the
foreseeable future, West Beirut and its sprawling southern sluims
are a maze of densely populated neighborhoods, ‘each controlled by
different sectarian militias. The pervasive Syrian intelligence
network in Beirut may ascertain the general area in which the
hostages are being held--and, we believe, would share this:
information with the Soviets*--but it.would be unlikely to
acquire the "hard target™ information needed to identify the :
precise bui1d1ng(s) in which the diplomats are located. [:::::::] 1 3.5(c)

4., The Soviets probably suspect that the IUM or its
sympathizers are responsible for the kidnapings and therefore
would be 11ke1y to focus any possible retaliation on IUM targets
in Tripoli. "They may, however, suspect that the radical Shia
Hizballah organization also is involved, especially since the two
groups are allied. Moreover, some of the anonymous telephone
callers have claimed the operation in the name of “Islamic 3.3(b)(1)
Jihad", a common cover name for the Hizballah. :

the Hizballah was not involved, but

" the radical Shia organization, they could target several

the Soviets may lack reliable intelligence discounting a
Hizballah role, Thus, if the Soviets chose to retaliate against

locations in the Bekaa Valley, including the Hizballah

*FThis 1s a key,éssumption in this paper. C [:::::::::::} 3.5(c)

3.5(c)
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and strongholds

‘targets for any

Soviet Reaction

ertheless, we believe that the IUM headqua
in Tripoli would most Tikely Sovie
retaliation. '

Thus Far

3.5(c)

'headquarters near Ba'labakk and several training camps in the
mountains. Nev

rters ’
t 3.5(c)

5. To date, the Soviet response -to the hostage situation - -

"has been relatively cautious and low-key, suggesting that Moscow

intends to exhaust all ‘diplomatic avenues and does not .want the

affair blown ou

t of proportion. In their public statemen

ts, the

Soviets have carefully avoided any threats, probably because they
do not want to be seen as incapable of fo]lowing through on

them.

-- Moscow's first public response to the kidnaping was a
brief TASS dispatch on 1 October carried on “Vremya", the

Soviet

evening. news, and reprinted by Pravda and

- Izvestiya on 2 October. The report condemned the
" kidnaping, characterized it as a gross violation of
- - international law, and stated that "competent agencies"
' were taking steps to ensure the safety of the hostages.

-~ 0On 3 0ctober, TASS carried an official Soviet government
statement condemning the kidnaping and:the murder of one ... .

of the hostages and criticizing-unnamed-third parties for

not—doi

In a conversation with US Embassy officials in Moscow, a
mid-level member of the Soviet State Committee for
Science and Technology claimed that the "third party"®

referen

said that while Syria was helping, it was not doing all

it coul

-- Gorbachev,basicajly sidestepped a question abput the
. hostages during his Paris press conference on 4 October.

-~ When as

but cou
the wor

ng all they could to gain the hostages' re

ce was directed. at Iran.,. The Soviet offic

d and was constrained by local" conditions.

ked on 7 October about the kidnapers demand that
Reagan and Gorbachev must solve the Lebanese problem

before any hostages would be released, the Soviet charge"
in Beirut said Moscow would listen to reasonable requests

lease,

ial also

1d not be eﬁfﬁffff:ro take responsibility for all ' | 3.5(¢)

1d's 11ls.

3.3(b)(1)
3.5(c)

7. The Soviets may even have urged the Syrians to agree to

the “cease-~fire" in Tripoli on 3 October, in an atteTit:ii::::::] _ 3.5(c)

3.5(¢c)
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facilitate the'hostages'

8.

Moreover, one- Soviet officiall

be]eaée. [

the Soviets are putting considera
%ressure on Syria to obtain the freeing of the dip]omats.

has stated that the Soviets are trying to lTocate the
‘The Syrians,

;ostages .and would strike those responsible.
[ | have warned Lebanese

(i
1

- fundamentalist Teaders that unless the hostages are released, 'the
The Soviets probably hope that the1r

Soviets

private remarks eventua]]y will reach the IUM.

9.

will retaliate.

To date, we have detected no changes in Soviet military

readiness levels or force posture in reaction to the hostage
Except for those units committed to Afghanistan, Soviet
m111tary forces are engaged in routine training activity.

crists,

—

3.5(c)

* 3.3(b)(1)

3.5(c)

- 3.3(b)(1)

3.3(b)(1)

3.5(c)

3.3(b)(1)
3.5(c)
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11, The Soviet Mediterranean Squadron remains at a low

"level of roughly 25 ships, including four major combatants, six

submarines, and two intelligence collection ships. .Currently, no
Soviet amphibious ships-~which carry naval infantry troops--are
even operating in the Mediterranean, - Two ‘Soviet IL-38°ASW and.

‘reconnaissance aircraft which were .deployed to Syria before the

hostage-taking, along with the intelligence. collection ships and

.one combatant (either a frigate or a destroyer), have been

conduycting routine surveillance against US naval forces
exercising in the central Mediterranean. Currently, a cruiser, a
frigate, and three diesel-powered submarines are located in the
eastern-Mediterranean. Naval afrcraft and .surface ship trainin
activity in the Black Sea continues at routine levels. [:::::::7

Possible Soviet Options

12, The Soviets have a number ‘of options—-or responses--
potentially available to them. These range from diplomatic and
political 1n1t1at1ves to actual military operations either to

rescue the h r retal1ate against the terrorists and their
supporters,

3.5(c)

3.3(b)(1)
3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

13. From the standpoint of possible military actions, the e ~

Soviets probably would be able, over-time;,—to overcome the
various operdtional ‘obstacles and to bring to bear whatever size
force they might deem necessary to carry out any planned
operation in Lebanon, The Soviets' major problem areas .in terms
of military “solutions”, however, probably would be the lack of
accurate, timely 1ntelligence (for a rescue mission) and the
possible political repercussions within the Arab world--and in

_ particular, the reaction of Syrian President Assad--to the ;

various military options. Only in the case of a truly large-
scale employment of Soviet military forces would the US be likely

.[ff:ffffjt the prepapations Ieading up to such an operation.

14. Diplomatic. The Soviets mlght we]l decide that their
best course of actfon would be to continue to pursue all
available diplomatic channels. Even if they were planning some
kind .of rescue or retaliatory action, we would expect them to
maintain a high.level of actfvity on this front. . At the very
least, it would buy time and increase the chance of the Soviets,
Syr1ans or another party in Lebanon obtaining better
1nte1119ence on where the hostages are. It also would serve as a
cover for other opt1ons. Moreover, it would be the easiest and
Teast risky course available since it would not run the risk of a
humiliating failure, loss of additional lives--both Soytet and
Arab--or leave Moscow open to the charges of great power
chauvinism, imperialism, or state terrorism that they have
leveled at the US and Israel in similar situatxons. Nor would it:
rlsk alienating the Arabs,

3.5(c)

3.5(c)
3.5(¢c)

3.5(c)
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'15. As part of their dip]omatic and po]1t1ca1 initiatives,
the Soviets might decide to make public threats of retaliation
against those responsible for the hostage crisis., Thus far, they
apparently have avoided public calls for retaliation, although--
as noted earlier-~-they apparently have been making such threats

. privately. : .
"~ 16. The Soviets might decide to make such threats pub11c 1n -

an effort to increase the pressure on. the terrorists, at a
minimum expenditure of resources, But Moscow would. have to keep.
in mind that the US, in a similar predicament, already had
followed this course of action and found that it had not
succeeded, Moscow probably believes that the terrorists would .

respond to public Soviet threats by doing nothing or, even worse, -

by killing more of the hostages, thus causing additional damage
to Soviet prestige. [:::::::fi] :

Mi]itary Option ‘- Rescue

17. The Soviets could also be swayed by the argument that
forceful action would be needed to deter future terrorist acts
and that to do nothing would make the USSR appear ineffectual and
indecisive. The Soviets might fear that the present situation
would drag on and on and that the longer it did so, the more at

risk the hostages would be. The Syrians could, for example,

launch a renewed assault-on—Tripoli, and the hostages could be

executed by their captors.

18. In these circumstances, a rescue operation would, at -

least intuitively, appear to be Moscow's best military option. A

successful rescue--which cleanly extricated the hostages without .
undue loss of 1ife among them, their rescuers, or innocent
civilians--would make the USSR look strong, particularly in
comparison to the United States. Because.there is clear
precedent and apparent “legitimacy for such rescue operations,
most of the world probably would give at teast tacit support to

"such a Soviet action, In addition, Moscow might hope that a
successful rescue mission would deter other t orist groups -from
taking Soviet hostages. in the future, [::f:::ffj o

19. 7o succeed, a rescue operation in Beirut using Soviet
forces would have ‘to overcome seemingly insurmountable
obstacles, West Beirut is one of the most.heavily-armed, violent
cities in the world, Militiamen from a variety of sectarian
groups patrol every city block. A-Soviet rescue team probably
would be mistaken for Israelis, Americans, or Europeans and _
almost certainly would be fired upon by Lebanese -and Palestinian

fighters in the area; i.e. he potential for a military fiasco
would be extremely great. : ‘

20. A.successful rescue.operation, therefore, would require
extremely precise and timely intelligence concerning the
hostages' location(s). It is likely that the three men are being

moved frequently, which only adds. to the 1nte]11genci:fff%fe%:iif]

6

“TOP—SECRET

~3.5(c)

3.5(05_

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)
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3.5(¢c)

the operational difficulties of rescuing them.[:::::::::7, - 3.5(c)
21. The best hope the Soviets have for acquiring the h

necessary -inteélligence is through Syrian sources. 'We.believe the -

Syrians would inform the Soviets if they knew where the hostages

were being held, but the Syrians themselves apparently have been

inable to determine the location of the hostages,  Past: -

experience suggests the Syrians will not be able to provide the

necessary intelligence to the Soviets, although it is possible

that through some unilateral source or fortuitous event, the :

Soviets might themselves be able to discover the whereabouts of ’ 3.5(c)

the hostages. [ : : o o ’

22, Assuming the Soviets were successful -in acquiring the
necessary intelligence, they then would have to evaluate the
situation in terms of whether or not a rescue attempt would be
feasible. Moreover, to a degree likely to discomfit the Soviets,
luck would play a major role in a rescue operation--particularly

~in regard to a small unit operation, .The Soviets realize that
such operations--especially when done in response to events not
controlled by Moscow--can turn into disasters when the unexpected
occurs, and the Soviets realize-there is little that can be done
to salvage such a mission if it goes sour. [::::::f] : 3.5(c)
23. Surprise and speed would be critical, and the need for
secrecy would severelyggpgﬁiggigwjthSLale~oﬁwSoviet—m1Jdtary*—““”“’”““””*““"""
operations.” This probably would compel the Soviets to use the
‘smallest possible force deemed capable of conducting the
‘mission. The more complicated the defenses surrounding the
hostages, the more Soviet forces would be needed to overcome them
~and the greater the likelihood that surprise would be lost and
the hostages executed. Not only would a large military force be
of 1ittle value in a rescue attempt, it--in fact--would be
i counter<productive to the intended goal. It is possible that
* Soviet planners would conclude that the defenses in the target
area were of such strength that a small force would be unable to
pull off the mission and that-a sufficiently large force to do 3.5(c)

the job would t f the terrorists and jeopardize the
mission,. : - )

24. Potential Rescue Forces. Evidence from.a number of
high-level KGB defectors strongly suggests that the Soviets do.
not have a specially-trained force for counter-terrorist
operations abroad similar to those found in the West, ‘
Accordingly, they would be forced to create an ad hoc unit using
personnel from other elements of their armed forces and security
services, Among the possible candidates would .be airborne

. troops, naval infantry units, Spetsnaz troops, or, most likely, a
KGB security detachment. It is unlikely that any Soviet rescue
force would number more than 125 men--a company--and it probably
would be considerably less, A larger Soviet force--of battalion
size, for example--probably would have to fight its way to the.
objective, and, even more difficult, fight its way out. Such

combat almost certainly would warn the captors, and lead to f?f- :j 3.5(c)
| — o : 3.5(c)
: e
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. 3.5(¢)
' : 3.5(c)
immediate execution of the hostages,. [:::::::::1

.- 25, Deployment of any small-scale Soviet rescue force
probably wou]d be done by a civil airliner to Damascus (if the
operation were to be conducted over land), or by submarine or
merchant ship (if it were to be. done by sea). The Soviets almost
certainly would want the assistance of Syrian commandos in the . :
planning and execution of the operation. [::::::::] ' 3.5(c)

. 26. Planners would have to take into account not only how
the hostages would be rescued, but how they and their liberators
would be extracted., They wou]d also have to plan how to
disengage the rescue party in the event the operation failed,

Any number of methods could be used: surreptitious entry via
motor vehicle, a-quick" helicopter assault, or a commando-style -
landing from the sea. Because there is such. a high probability
that the rescuers would be detected, upon entry, by the seasoned
militias of West Beirut, the inclusion of Syrian commandos in the

rescue party would be high1 desirable to assist the Soviets in © 3.5(c)
reaching the target area, [f:::::::] :

27. The following are the most likely examples of Soviet
forces that might be used in a small paramilitary rescue
operation:

-~ A select team of KGB operatives, possibly-assisted by
Syrian conmandos who know the terrain and the language,
could clandestinely infiltrate Beirut, take the captors
by surprise, and hope to get back teo Syrian contro¥
areas without attracting the attention--and inviting “the
fire--of every armed group in Beirut. Such an opération
would be risky, but the imp]ications of fajlure would be
small-~-i.e., the hostages and some KGB personnel would be
killed. The KGB personnel in such an operation would be
skilled in parami]itary operations and probably would be
from the KGB's Department 8 of the I1legals (i.,e., “S )

Directorate.

---A GRU Spetspaz unit, organized specially for the mission,
‘could be used. It probably would involve about 125
Spetsnaz personnel, and would be commanded by -a dozen KGB

e
| | 3.5(c)
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| . 3.5(c)
ML'/’_/_) B

officers.* This operation also would depend on stealth
and surprise, but would be far more conspicuous. The
Soviets would use it if they .determined a requirement for
additional forces to overwhelm the captors and extricate
the hostages from Beirut.  Such a rescue -force primarily
would be armed with individual automatic weapons, but
some, crew -served weapons would allow it to engage )

Beirut's militias for_ a eriod during the . o 3.5(c)
extraction phase. o ' o
28. Although this latter option allows for more flex1b1l1ty
if opposition were stiff, it has disadvantages. The rescue force
would have to pass through numerous. and often unanticipated
Beirut “checkpoints® if it moved through the streets, and a well-
armed Soviet company could not pass unnoticed or unopposed in
Beirut. Several helicopters would be required to move the force
from behind Syrian lines into downtown Beirut (about 15 kms) and
these ‘could attract hostile--if unsophisticated--ground fire. . -
Losing helicopters in a special operation near Beirut would be
disastrous to the mission., There is l1ittle the Soviets could do - . ,
that would minimize the risk--even including making the insertion 3.5(c)
at night. : '

. -29. A less 1ikely--but nonetheless possib]e-—Soviet action
would be to use a team of about 200 airborne trained naval
infantrymen (from the Black Sea Fleet's 2,400-man brigade) for a
helicopter rescue mission in Beirut. They could be loaded onto
an amphibious ship or Moskva-class helicopter carrier and reach
Tripoli in three to four days. These troops are spread
throughout the brigade's four infantry battalions, however, and
they do not normally train together. Furthermore, we have no
evidence that the naval infantry has ever trained for a rescue
operation in an urban area, The brigade also has a
reconnaissance company and underwater demolition teams trained
for highly mobile, unconventional combat. .These units could be
covertly inserted from the Mediterranean, but they probably have’

no experience in movin? rapidly through a hostile urban : : 3.5(c)

environment.

30. A conventional, 1arge -scale Soviet airborne operation
in the Beirut area wou]d appear to-be the least likely of a]]

, o - 3.3(b)(1)
\ the ‘Soviets used a KGB
commanded, battalion-sized GRU Spetsnaz unit to assault the :
Presidential Palace in Kabul in 1979, an operation.in some ways 3 3(b)(1)

analogous to a rescue attempt. [ | the
Soviets had no standing unit for such an operation. AS§ a result
of their experience in Afghanistan, additional officers of the
KGB were to receive paramilitary training, but the officers were
not to be organized into a standard unit. Rather, they would

serve in regular KGB positions, but would be available for - | 3.5(c)
special operations when the need arose. [:::;""“[é::::::::::::j .3£xc)
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possible Soviet rescue missions., A large force would have no
chance of reaching the objective undetected, and it undoubtedly

would become entangled in heavy fighting, which would probably
ensure the death of the hostages. ?::::%i::] . ‘ - 3.5(c)

.Milifary Option - Retaliation.

31, MWhatever the outcome of the hostage crisis--release,
rescue, failed rescue, or execution--Moscow could choose to
retaliate militarily against the Islamic Unification Hovement
This groiip presents. the Soviets with a relatively easy target,
because its stronghold is the city of Tripoli and the major1ty of
its members are located there. Moscow could take retaliatory
measures aga1nst specific targets, such ‘as an air. strike against
the terrorists' headquarters--which presumably could be located
with Syrian help--or kidnaping or killing selected Sunni
leaders. Alternatively, retaliation could take the form of more
general, massive military actions against Tripoli--such as
bombing .the city. Under the latter scenario, the Soviets would
be certain of inflicting major damage on the Unification
Movement, but also would be guilty of killing large numbers of
innocent civilians and--perhaps more importantly from Moscow's
perspective--members of other Arab groups, espec1a11y the . - 3.5(c)
Palestinians.* ) S

32. The USSR would be motivated to_retaliate militarily—
against the-kidnapers primarily to project an image of an-
assertive and strong superpower willing to fight back against
terrorism to protect its people. The failure of the United
States to take strong.action on behalf of its hostages in Lebanon
and the resulting perceptions of American weakness probably would
contribute to Soviet calculations concerning retaliation. The
high probability of success for such an operation also would

‘ influence a Soviet decision. Given sufficient time, the Soviets’
1 - could mount virtua]ly any level of mi]itary attack against o _ 3.5(c)

Tripoli.

33. The major factors militating against Soviet military

- retaliation upon the Islamic Unification Movement are :
political. Any Soviet military action--from massive bombing of
Tripoli to a 1imited strike against the sect's headquarters--
probably would be counterproductive to Soviet political goals in
the Midd]e East. Even the assassination or kidnaping of the
sect's leaders would be unlikely to deter this- group, which
probably is an independent offshoot of the IUM. To have any
impact, a Soviet attack on Tripoli would have -to be openly Soviet
and massive to distinguish it from routine Syrian shelling, and,
as such, almost certainly would be viewed by many Arab states as

*Tn addition, Tripoli is the home of Lebanese Prime Minister
Karami, a friend of Moscow, who would not take kindly to having ' 3.5(c)

his city leveled. [ ] E//d—‘ | 3.5(c)
, - o 3.5(c
Tmm&{/”j ~ “
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3.5(¢c)

an attack against Arabs as a whole, . (Arafat s PLO troops fight
alongside the Unification Movement’ members .in Tripoli, for

. example, and a massive Soviet attack would risk alienating Arafat
and his followers.) A large- -scale attack, therefore, potentially
could damage Soviet prestige in the Middle ‘East and elsewhere-

and, at least temporarily, set back many years of diplomatic o ; . 3.5(C)
efforts there. _ o - )

34. Furthermore, Soviet m111tary retaliation probab]y would
not deter the terrorists, -and most 1ikely would compel them to
attempt further and more damaging actions against the Soviets in’
Lebanon and elsewhere in the region. A cycle of retribution
easily could continue until the Soviets were forced to withdraw - 3.5(c)
~ entirely from Lebanon. ’

35, Surgical Strike. Hoscow, probably would consider that
one of its better retaljation options would be to conduct a
limited air strike against specific targets in Tripoli such as
the IUM's headquarters. A surgical -air strike against a single
target would require the accuracy of precision (i.e.,. laser or
command) guided munitions carried by Soviet SU-24 Fencer Tight
bombers, although the Soviets do not train for, and therefore are
unprepared to carry out, precision strikes. [:i:::::j

3.5(c)

. 36. The Soviets probably would not choose to .condict these
strikes using only bases in the USSR-because-the-aircraft do not
have adequaté” 0perational range to reach Lebanon, and then return
to the USSR, without inflight refueling--a Soviet capability
which 1s only in the training stage and has not been .
operationally employed. These aircraft could deploy first to
Syria, however, and stage their strike from Syrian airfields if
permitted; alternatively, the aircraft could conduct their
strikes from Soviet airfields but subseéquently recover and refuel
in Syria. This movement would require overflight c]earances from
Turkey or .Iran and Iraq, countries which have not been known to
grant such privileges to Soviet strike aircraft.* The Soviet
pilots, moreover, probably would require at least several days

training and orientat1on in the Syria ebanese environment 35
to effectively carry out the strike. ) . 5(c)

*The Soviets have never disregarded a country’s refusal to .
grant overf]ight clearance and they probably would not attempt to
pass over these countries without prior permission. Moscow's
general respect for airspace sovereignty -probably stems from
sensitivity toward its .own airspace as well as a desire not to
risk losing future clearances for commercial -or military
transport aircraft. An attempt to covertly fly across._ these
countries also would present considerable operational problems,
The Soviets would have to consider that NATO air defenses in
Turkey would detect their aircraft and that combat aircraft also

would have a difficult time trying to pas hrough. the hostile
. environment between Iraq and -Iran. ifj 3:;5:()(%)

11_ 2.5(0)
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37, If the Soviets were unable to obtain overflight
clearances, as is likely, the movement of Soviet tactical
aircraft to Syria would require their disassembly and shipment--
probably by air, Even moving a small number of some five or
10 aircraft would require about an additional week.to reassemble
and check out the afrcraft, in addition to the time needed to
orient the pilots. ‘A less likely option would be Soviet use of
‘later .model Syrian SU-22 Fitter aircraft, which we beélieve are
capable of firing precision guided munitions, but this would

require Syrian mission and the use of Soviet markings on the 3.5(c)
ajrcraft. [::::fff . Y

. 38. Large-Scale Bomb_;g Although we-beljeve a large-scale

. Soviet bombing raid against Tripoli would be extremely unlikely-
because of the negative effects this would have on Soviet
relations with the Arab World, Soviet medium-range bombers easily
¢ould.reach Lebanon from Soviet bases. The aircraft still would
have to obtain overflight approval from Turkey, or Iran and: Iraq,
or--if they.opted for a longer route--from Yugoslavia. Depending

" on the scale of damage desired, Moscow probably would send
anywhere from a squadron of nine bombers to a regiment of some
30, and the Soviets most 1ikely would use TU-16 Badger or TU-22m
_Backfire assets from their Strategic Air Army at Smolensk. In
addition, Soviet naval air forces subordinate to the Black. Sea
Fleet include 20 Backfire and 20 Blinder aircraft that are
capable of perfggming bombing. _missions, and-56-Badgers that could
be modified to carry bombs, The naval Backfire, -Blinder, and
especially Badger crews have only limited training in free fall
bombing, er and thetr primary mission is against maritime . 3.5(c)
targets. _ : A

39, Although Soviet afrcraft attacking Tripoli would face
little or no threat from Lebanese-based air defenses, the USSR
would have to take into account a possible reaction by US, NATO
or Israeli forces. 'Regardless of the number of aircraft or their
flight route, we almost certainly would detect the movement of
Soviet. ¢ombat afrcraft into the region, and Moscow is aware that
US Sixth Fleet naval air forces would be more than a match for’
any Soviet air forces sent into Lebanon., The Israelis also
closely monitor foreign military forces in the eastern.
Mediterranean and the Levant, and Tel Aviv would be concerned
over even small numbers of Soviet aircraft flying into Syria or
Lebanon., Although Soviet tactica] afrcraft staging out of Syria
for a strike could receive air cover .from Soviet fighters, which
had been shipped to Syria by air, again these would:- be no match
for US or Israeli forces in the region. Bombers attacking
directly from the USSR would. not be accompanied by Soviet

. fighters, because of the latter's range limitations, and would be .
vulnerable to disruption by Western or Israeli forces.,. [:::::::::7 3.5(c)

40, Naval Bombardment. The Soviets also possibly could
decide to use their naval forces currently operatfng.in the
Mediterranean--or bring others in from the Black Sea--to bombard
Tripotli. The Black Sea Fleet has one cruiser armed with

3.5(c)
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12 152-mm guns and 12 100-mm guns, seven destroyers carrying a
total of 28 130-mm guns, and several other units with the less
effective 76-mm guns. Several of these ships now are in-the
Mediterranean and could be off Tripoli within a day or so.

" Others could enter the Mediterranean and be off Lebanon in

several days: Such ships -have provided simulated gunfire support
for Soviet amphibious exercises, but would need forward observers
in Tripoli to produce accurate barrages in attacks against’
specific areas or targets. ' Nevertheless,; naval qunfire probably
would not cause.massive damage to the city. [:::%::7~ v

- 41, The USSR also has several submarines equipped with
tactical cruise missiles now operating in the Mediterranean,
These cruise missiles were designed to attack surface ships.
Although most Soviet antiship cruise missiles also have an.
inherent, albeit 1imited, capability to engage land targets,
their radar-or infrared guidance systems would be highly
inaccurate against a specific target within an urban environment,

and large numbers of missiles would beirequired to cause
widespread damage. [:fi::::::]

42. Ground Assault. Neither the airborne troops or naval
infantry would appear to be logical choices to conduct a
retaliatory strike in Tripoli. The use of any significant number
of Soviet forces on the ground for a retaliatory mission would

entail maiorlI'EBEEEEEQIXMLisks. =for-probably- awnegligible".

gain.

43, Even if Soviet airborne or naval infantry forces were
to be used on]y for a “surgical® strike against a selected target
(i.e., the IUM's headquarters), the target would not likely be
any more accessible than the hostages, and it would present the

same problem for s unfamiliar with unconventional military
operations, ot o

44, In terms of a punishhent“-typé operation, the naval
infantry, for 1nstance. -is trained to secure beachheads for

exploitation by ground forces and then to withdraw for operations

elsewhere. A frontal assault from the sea against a heavily -

- defended urban area--without massive support from ground and air

forces--is beyond the naval infantry's capability. Soviet
airborne forces would face comparable problems.

45, Assass1nat1on/K1dnap149. Another possible. Soviet

retaliatory operation would be the assassination .or kidnaping of

members -of the IUM or its offshoot, particularly the leaders,
Although the Soviets probably wou]d ‘want to conduct such an
action in cooperation with the Syrians, it is unclear--in this
case--whether the Syrians would want to have -a hand in.
retaliatory operations-against such individuals. Other.than in
Afghanistan, there is little reporting of Soviet assassination :
and kidnaping operations in recent years; however, the Soviets
rarely have had the motive, opportunity, and justification for

such an operation, and we therefore are reluctant to exclud o
as a possibility. [::::::]
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46. Such an operation would require the same high quality
1nte11igence'as.a'rechéﬂattempt, but would be easier because:

- The'SovietS‘would control the timing; they could act at
- their pleasure. ' '

-- It 1is fhherent1y simb]er to kill a feﬁ.péople than to
.conduct an extraction of hostages. .. ‘

The4KGB's Department 8 is the most-iikél or ‘zafion to carry - 3.5(c)
out such assassinations or kidnapings, ﬁ:::ffffj' : _ . )

3.5(¢c)

14 3.5(c)




C05910497

3

r

Subject: Moséqw;s Hostage Crisis: Possi

‘EiternaﬁlDistribut10n~ (contﬁnuéd)

'Hﬁite”Hduse

‘Donald Gregg o Lo
Assistant to the Vice President
for.National Security Affairs
White House

Cy 56

. 87 Admiral John ﬁ.<P61ndexten

Military Assistant, Nationa) Sec
White House :

John Lenczowski

Director, European and Soviet Affairs

Room 368, 01d EOB

" 89 Paula Dobriansky
Deputy Directon,mEunOpeanwandeo
Room 368, 01d EOB ' :

60 .Ambassador Jack Matlock

Senior Staff Member, USSR-Eastern Europe

Room 368, 01d EOB

61 Geoffrey Kémp.

« Senior Staff Member, Middle East

Room 351, 01d EOB

62 Howard Teicher
Staff Member
Room 351,.01d EOB

17

3.5(c)
ble Soviet Options:
urfty Affairs
viet-Affairs
3.5(c)
3.5(c)




C05910497

Subject:

"External

3.5(c)

N

Moscow's Hostage crisis: Possible Soviet'Optiops

Distribution-(éontinﬂed)‘

State'

63

64

65
66
67

68

69

Darryl Johnson -

Special Aststant to the Under Secretary
for Political Affairs

Room 7240, Department of State

Stephen Bosworth ,
Chairman, Policy Planning Council
Room 7311, Department of.Stqte

William H, Courtney-

.Special Assistant to Under

Secretary for Political Affairs
Room 7240, Depargment of State

Patrick N. Theros ,
Director, Office of Near East ‘and South'Asian Affairs

‘Bureau*of“P01+chorMT1itary Affairs

Room 7430, Department of State
Mark Parris '
Director, Office of Soviet Union Affairs
Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs
Room 4217, Department of State :
Alexander Vershbow
Multilateral Relations
Office of Soviet Union Affairs
Bureau of European Canadian Affairs
Room 4225, Department of State

David Satterfield : _ )
Office of Near Eastern and Sourth Asian Affairs
Room 6244, Department of State ‘

3.5(c)

18 ' | 3.5(c)




C05910497

4.
- . IS

Subject:

External

3.5(c)

T

Moscow's~Ho§tage.cfisis:' Possible Soviet Options

D1stni§ution (continued)

70
71

72

74

75
.76
77

78

‘Frank Crump

Robert Pelletreau

Deputy Asistant Secretary of State for

Near Eastern’ and South Asian Affairs

Room 62443 Department of State

James A. Placke S

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern
and South Asian Affairs : o

Room 6244, Department of State

‘April Glaspie

Director, NEA/ARN
Room 6250, Department of Stgte

Ambassador Hortbn‘Abramow1tz
Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research
Room 6531, Department of State -

William D. Howells . _ :
Director, Office of Politico-Military Analysis, INR -
RQQM;6538,mDepartment~of~$tate '

George S, Harris . :

Director, Office of Analysis for Near East
and South Asia, INR .

Room 4524A, Department of State

Gary Dietrich : ¢
Chief, INR/NESA/AI C
Room 4636, Department of State

Robert H, Baraz ‘
Director, Office of Analysis for the Soviet Union

and Eastern Europe, INR
Room 4758, Department of State

Chief, INR/SEE/FP
Room 4843, Department of State

3.5(c)

TOP—SECRET — nE | 3.5(c)




C05910497
P
Subject: Moscow's Hostage Crisis: Possible Soviet Options .

External Qistrjbution (continued)

DOD

79 Andrew W. Marshall
Director; Office of Net. Assessment‘
Room 3A930 Pentagon
Department of Defense

80 Vice Admiral Arthur S. Moreau, Jr., USN
. Assistant to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Room 2E782, Pentagon-
Department of Defense

81 Deputy Assistant Secretary Major General Edward Tixier
Room 4D765, Pentagon

. 82 Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary Noel C. Koch
i 0SD/ISA
Room 4E813, Pentagon

83 Honorable Richard L. Armitage
Assistant Secretary of Defense
International Security Affairs )
Room_4D765, Pentagon : —

84 Darnell Whitt
Intelligence Adviser
3E228, Pentagon
Department of Defense

3.5(c)

— LT
~OPsecRET 20 | 3.5(0)




C05910497 ~

P

Subject:

External

Moscow's Hostage Crisis: Possible Soviet Options

Distribution (Continped)

88

89

90

Lt. General Sidney P. Weinstein

Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence.
(DAMI-ZA) _ ,

Room 2E466, Pentagon
Department of the Army

Rear Admiral John L. Butts, USN
Director of ‘Naval Intelligence
(NOP-009) : .
Room 5C572, Pentagon

Department of the Navy

Director, National Security Agency
U12/SA0 |
Fort Meade, Maryland 20755

91 |

3.5(c)

3.5(c)-

|-e1.

Representative to NMIC
Pentagon

21

Tnf~s£c3£1|

3.5(c)

3.5(c)







WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name Withdrawer
NORTH, OLIVER: FILES CAS 5/11/2012
File Folder FOIA
TERRORISM: SOVIET INVOLVEMENT (OCTOBER 1985) M11-441
HAENNI
Box Number
12 4
ID Document Type No of Doc Date Restric-
Document Description pages tions
136448 REPORT 4 10/21/1985 BI
RE REACTION

Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

B-1 National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b){2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor’s deed of gift.



	Withdrawal ID #136445
	Withdrawal ID #136446
	Withdrawal ID #136448



