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It is probably impossible to restructure the economy
and boost growth simultaneously. Economic performance
in 1987 suggests reform got precedence over growth.
But the annual plan for 1988 Kkeeps targets
unrealistically high: GNP and industrial output are to
rise 4% and 4.5% respectively over planned - but
unachieved - 1987 levels.

Prospects: many unanswered questions:

How will Soviets maﬁage trade-off between reform and
short-term growth?

How will Soviets tackle the toughest reform measur=ss,
e.g., the traditional but inefficient "social
contract" of consumer goods subsidies and guarante=d
employment?

How will the non-Russian nationalities respond to
"decentralization"?

Does economic reform have enough of an elite and mass
constituency to overcome the stiff resistance that
remains?

Prospects: some early answers:

Ambitious growth targets for 1986-90 Five Year Plan
are unlikely to be met; average 2% growth is likely.

If current disruptions pay off- in successful
implementation of retooling and reform, growth rates
could improve a bit in the 1990s.

But Gorbachev's reform perpetuates a goal which has
stymied Soviet leaders since Stalin: finding a viable
non-market alternative to a command economy which both
ensures central control and promotes efficiency. This
goal will remain elusive, and the Soviet economy will
either settle back into familiar patterns, or be
pushed to further reform. Upcoming June Party
Conference should give signs of which way things are
heading.

CONFIDENTIAL
DECL:0ADR




{
]
1

T e
—— TS autigri,

( }Sor

as
i) DOWNGRADE TS 10 ( ) 5 of
o

o

i) CLasaiE

A oy

o

Ve Lo

<

BRI

Dt AN NI P [ Sad]
Y

o~

IENT OF 8TATE

bz ic

LY ARTM

o]

koD Y, 1

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

23 2

B.R-l ér-‘i'r\q PA RER;

 a ~
a l‘ .,..\ -\e.‘c

Stress on cooperation with the world community to
resolve “"global problems.”

Soviet diplomacy pursues parallel private and public
tracks. Soviet sensitivity to public opinion abroad
has sharply increased, with positive results.

Primary focus has continued to be directed toward
U.S.-Soviet relations, particularly arms control.

Gorbachev has muted the portrayal of an external
threat in shifting resources to domestic programs.

INF portrayed as reducing U.S. missile threat; an
agreement on strategic arms —-- both offensive and
defensive —— remains the top priority.

At the same time, Gorbachev has devoted more attention to
rest of the world, particularly Europe, Middle East, Asia.

Soviets have sought to retain close ties to
traditional friends and allies like India,

Angola, Cuba, Syria.

But Moscow has also actively courted new relationships
with countries 1like China, Indonesia, Egypt, Mexico.

Vietnam,

Soviets working to revive the prestige of the UN and
other international bodies to enhance their own
diplomatic leverage at the West's expense.

3
“ [31]
““t—\'\}—: . " . . ‘
ié;vhigg ~— Soviet regional policies under Gorbachev have sought to
discourage local adventurism and hold down costs.

Clients have been signalled that greater cost
accountability will be applied to aid grants.

Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan signals Moscow's
intention to limit involvements abroad.

as elsewhere, Soviets pursue

In regional dialogue,
as a world power.

equal status with U-.S.
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BRIEFING PAPER
UNREST IN THE NATIONAL REPUBLICS

Glasnost, perestroyka and democratization have brought ntoi%

the open long-standing tensions in the non—-Russian regions
of the USSR. Since Gorbachev came to power, protests and
demonstrations have become more frequent, larger and
encompassed a broader range of issues.

This increase actually reflects the new opportunities

provided by the regime's greater tolerance of
dissent—- rather than a rise in popular anger.

Except for those in the Baltic republics, few protest
actions could be described as anti-Soviet; in Armenia,
for example, protesters carried pictures of Gorbachev

and slogans backing his program.

In fact, most non-Russians appear to be Gorbachev
supporters. There is widespread belief that his
program will benefit them and that the available
alternatives——particularly Ligachev--would be much

worse.

Despite the tough stance Moscow adopted in the
Nagorno—Karabakh crisis, the Armenians achieved some of
their goal, e.g., the survival of the Demirchyan leadership
and expanded benefits for Nagorno-Karabakh. Thus, more
protests are likely both there and elsewhere in the coming

months.

- Elsewhere in the USSR, other republics have more than
three dozen claims analogous to the American one, and
similar demonstrations about 1anguage, environmental
and cultural issues are likely.

Some demonstrations are already scheduled: Ukrainian
Catholics plan to protest the Moscow-based celebration
of the millenium of Christianity in Kievan Rus'; all
three Baltic nationalities have a full slate of
national anniversaries to commemorate.

Such profest actions are not Gorbachev's main national
problem; the multinational make-up of the population is.

Every policy he adopts has ethnic consequences, and
each national group will consequently have its own
distinct views on every policy.

Gorbachev has recently established a special
commission to prepare "ethnic impact statements" for
all policies under consideration; as a result of its
deliberations, Gorbachev and the rest of the

leadership are likely to proceed more cautiously in

many argas.
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SOVIET MILITARY DOCTRINE DEBATE
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o) Gorbachev has been touting the concept of "reasonable
sufficiency” in military affairs since late 1985.

—— .Abroad, the theme plays a major role in Soviet peace °£%\
diplomacy. At home, it has helped to justify
compromises in arms control and efforts to shift
resources from defense to civilian modernization.

3 - "Sufficiency,"” however, 1s not a new concept. Both

T Khrushchev (1960) and Brezhnev (1977) used it, and the
“;ﬁ; military have traditionally described their doctrine
J e as "defensive."
& - Khrushchev's and Brezhnev's earlier invocations of
éa "sufficiency" coincided with the demobilization of
g over one million troops and the having of defense
té spending growth, respectively.

o Given the precedents, the military has naturally been !
uneasy over the implications of "“reasonable sufficiency."
but there is no simplistic civilian/military split.
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- Some civilian analysts have praised Khrushchev's
manpower cuts and urged similar reductions now; some
military spokesmen, while not rejecting cuts, warn
against drastic measures.

A IR

— There are unconfirmed reports that Defense Minister
Yazov has already approved a 25 percent reduction in
manpower—--perhaps to be achieved through a major force

o restructuring along lines already tested in Hungary.
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it 0 As yet there is no consensus on the implications of
- "reasonable sufficiency" for military operations.

I

- While more attention is now paid to defensive

operations, this is a military response to new NATO
doctrines.

- As such, it preceeded Gorbachev's pronouncements on
“reasonable sufficiency" and supports the military's
traditional emphasis on "active defense."

- In his meeting in March with Secretary Carlucci, Yazov
was vague about the practical impact of "new" doctrine
on Soviet forces and operations. He suggested,
however, that reductions in Soviet forces are more
likely to come through arms control agreements than
through unilateral cutbacks.
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