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Contrary to the impression conveyed by Soviet propaganda. 
Moscow does not appear to anticipate a near-term military 
confrontation with the United States. With the major ex ion of 
the Middle East. there appears to be no region in which 
Soviets are now apprehensive that action in support of clients 
could lead to Soviet-American armed collision. By ng up the 
•war ,• Moscow hopes to encourage resistance to INF 
deployment in Western Europe. deepen cleavages within Atlantic 
alliance, and increase public pressure in the United States for a 
more conciltatory posture toward the USSR. 
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o Soviet policyma rs almost certainly realize that the 
developments most disturbing to them--full U I F 
deploymen , the broad US strategic buildup, and 
strengthen·ng of US general purpose forces--could 
influence the military balance only gr dually, would not 
affect the near-term US calculus of risks, and are still 
subject to substantial political uncertainty. 

0 Historically, Soviet policy has generally been driven by 
prudent calculation af interests and dogged pursuit of 
long-term objectives, even in the face of great adversity, 
rather than by s~dden swells of fear or anger. 

0 However disturbed Soviet polfcymakers might be by the 
Reagan Administration, they also have a sense of the 
USSR's strengths and of potential domestic and 
international vulnerabilities of the United States. They 
typically take a longer view of Soviet prospects, and the 
perception from the Kremlin i~ b no ~eans one of 
unrel eved gloom. 

6. These considerations imply that any anticipations of 
near-term confrontation ~~at may exist in Moscow are likely to 
affect policy more at the margin than at the core. We believe 
this genera11~ation 1s supported by how the Soviets probably 
assess the risk of conflict with the United States arising from 
two most likely quarters: nucleat_-strateg_ c _rivalry, and 
competition in the Third World. 

The Nuclear-Strategic Rivalry 

7. 0 spite thP.ir impassioned rhetoric about thP. "nuclear 
danger,• we strongly believe that the Soviets are undamentally 
concerned no about any hypothetical near-term liS nuclear attack, 
but about possible five-to-ten year shifts fn the stra egfc 
balance. In a TV interview on S December, t e Chief of the 
r,eneral Staff, Mar hal garkov. pointed o t e factors ~ha woul 
presumably now deter even t P mo s ostil~ liS administ a ion from 
a deliberate first trikP at mpt--~he large Sovie s·ockpi e of 
nuclear weapons, diverse delivery sy~tems, "repeatedl; e~undant 
y ms of co rolling t em,~ and the v lnerabili yo Uni ted 

States to retaliation. And, in a speech on 18 necemb~ , Mins er 
of ef nse U tinov tated t er was no ne d to ~draffla 'ze" ·he 
current tense situation. 

a. he Soviets probabl do believe that S F missiles 
wen fu lly deployed, wou ld signi icantly affect their plans for 
conduct'ng nuclear w r. The h" t at hP P r i g par 
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20. Th could attem t to heighten the war f ves y 
ngaging in threatening 1 operations, c nd nac 
ili ary exercises or he 1 e. Their approach here w u1d have 

to be selective n order to avoid counteractin the attempt to 
epict he Un ted States a he aj r threat to eace. S ar 

they have not systemat ca engaged in such activities. To some 
extent their war scare propa anda has lready backfired on them 
in Eastern Europe. where there has been considerab1e resistance 
to the emplacement of new Soviet missiles as a "countermeasure" 
to NATO INF de 1 ent. 
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