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INTRODUCTION TO THE APPENDICES

OVERVIEW

\

AaAppendices A and B present the codebooks used for the assessment of Soviet
and U.S. crisis outcomes (CACI, 1979b). The methodological strategy
underlying the codebooks is presented in Chapter 3 of the Technical Report.
The rationales for the superpower crisis goals whose outcomes are assessed
using this coding document are explicated in Chapters 4 and 5 of CACI
(1979b). The codebooks have been designed for use, and therefore do not
read as standard narrative exposition of the variety presented in the
main body of the report (CACI, 1979b). Appendix C discusses the reliabil-
ity and validity of the data produced using these codebooks.

Two codebooks are presented:

e U.S. Crisis Goals (Appendix A).

e Soviet Crisis Goals (Appendix B).

Some stylistic differences exist between the U.S. and Soviet goals/out-
comes sections. These are primarily due to the differing research prob-
lems each poses (Soviet materials are, for example, more difficult to
obtain than comparable information concerning U.S. crisis objectives).
To a lesser extent they are due to the research styles of the analysts
who serve as coordinators for the collection of each type of data (Dr.
Farid Abolfathi for the Soviet outcomes and Mr. Thomas H. Johnson for
the U.S. materials). Despite the minor differences in presentation for-
mat, both are designed to produce the same type of final data: crisis

goal outcomes for all U.S. and Soviet incidents from 1966 through 1978.
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CODEBOOK STRUCTURE

Both the U.S. Crisis Goals and Soviet Goals appendices are structured

into the same subsections:

e Description of the crisis,

e Selected general postcrisis variables

e Assessment of the relevance of goals, and
e Crisis goals:

~ Outcone,

- Measures,

~ Technical Notes,’

=~ Outcome Assessment, and

= Notes.1

For convenience, the remainder of this overview describes the substantive

sections and subsections in terms of these categories.

Description of the Crisis

This is a straightforward section. It provides a set of standard ques—
tions concerning the crisis and its background. Use of standard ques-
tions helps to ensure uniformity of treatment over the entire set of
cases considered. It also focuses coder attention on the crisis as a

whole, in context rather than simply upon one aspect of the situation.

The contextual focus is important because crisis goals are only coded
when relevant and only over the range of relevant affected actors. Both

factors are highly context-dependent.

Notes and Technical Notes are provided only when necessary.
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Selected General Postcrisis Variables

In addition to the goal oriented crisis outcomes that are the principal
focus in the analysis, a number of general variables have been collected
at l- and 5-year postcrisis intervals. While these are not "outcomes”

as the term is used in this analysis, in that they are not related to
crisis-specific goals, they are of sufficient interest in and of them—
selves to warrant collection. In the Soviet case these indicators pertain
to Communist party membership, trade, and military commitment. In the
U.S. case, trade, economic and military assistance, and U.S. military
commitments are the principal concerns. The rationale for collecting
these measures was that they will provide valuable contextual information
for other analysts employing the outcomes data set at DARPA's Demonstra-—

tion and Development Facility.

Assessing the Relevance of Goals

For present purposes, "relevance" has several meanings, all of which

are touched upon in this subsection of the U.S. and Soviet presentations.

Most obviously, goal relevance relates to the crisis goals. Because

of their nature, not all of these goals will be applicable in any given
crisis (for example, some crises do not involve significant economic
interests). An assessment of the crisis performance of either the U.S.
or the Soviet Union that did not take this into account would unwittingly
misrepresent their actual performance (as viewed from the perspective

of the performers) in these events. It would, for example, be unreason—
able to evaluate the achievement of economic goals in those crises in

which this was not a crisis-relevant outcome for either superpower.

The assessment of the crisis goals in terms of their relevance also has

broader utility. Some goals are unlikely to be seriously challenged in




crises; others may occur in a majority of incidents. To understand how

superpower interests are affected by and in
crisis policies interact with their broader
military policy, it is important to examine
their entirety. The relevance data for the

information that is of substantive interest

crises and to see how their
structures of political-

these broader ensembles in
crisis-specific goals provides

in its own right.

Another dimension of relevance addresses the extent to which goals are

threatened during crises; relevance is clearly more than simply a dummy

variable. Accordingly, for each crisis goal assessed as having some

appreciable relevance for a given crisis, a further gradation of the

degree to which this goal was threatened or

situation is provided.2

challenged by the crisis

A third dimension of relevance concerns the basic reliability of the

data coded for each crisis—-specific goal. Reliability has some obvious

interactions with the overall assessment of relevance itself. In the

same subsection, some additional technical information concerning the

treatment of variables is also included, for example, the ways "state"

and "change" variables are handled in the analysis.

Crisis Goals

This section comprises the bulk of both the Soviet and U.S. appendices.

In many ways (as argued in Chapter 3 and documented in Chapters 4 and 5

of CACI, 1979b) these are the most substantively interesting indicators

to consider, given the ways in which the two superpowers have practiced

In the codebooks, multiple value scales, usually ranging from 5-~7 items,
are employed for this evaluation. As required, items were collapsed to
fewer categories to provide for more reliable analyses, much as is done
in many Likert scaling-type evaluations (Summers, 1970.)
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crisis management in recent years. Accordingly, this section documents
in considerable detail (much more detail than is normally provided for
this type of variable) the types of information that go into the assess-
ments of outcomes and the ranks on the outcome assessment scales them-

selves.

This level of detail has been dictated by the importance and complexity
of the question being addressed. Evaluating goal achievement, while an
essential prerequisite for the development of justifiable evaluations of
superpower crisis performances, is a most involved process, more involved
than (say) the coding of data on basic crisis attributes and actions.
Accordingly, at least three and up to five subsections are provided for
each goal. Following the presentation of the goal itself, a general
statement of the outcome is provided. The outcome assessment question

is stated in the form of a coding scale with multiple values. A measures
section is provided that lists the types of evidence used in the assess—
ment of the goal outcome. As before, scale values (usually ranging from
1 to 5-7 scale points) were collapsed, where reliability evaluations
suggested this was necessary. The wider ranges were used at the outset
because, while one can always collapse items, one cannot expand them, and
it is extremely useful for subsequent analyses to capture as wide a range
of outcome performﬁnces for each goal as is practical. Where necessary,
technical notes pertaining to measures and notes having to do with the

outcome assessment variables are also provided. In sum the format is:

Crisis Goal:
e Outcome,
® Measures,
e Outcome Asscssment Question,

e Notes (if required), and

e Technical Notes (if required).

A




Reliability and Validity

The final component of this volume (Appendix C) discusses the reliability
and validity of the data collected using the codebooks that make up
Appendices A and B. Reliability addresses the question of whether two
coders working independently would produce similar results using the
codebooks, while validity has to do with the extent to which indicators
actually reflect what they are intended to measure (Campbell and Stanley,
1963). Part of the discussion of validity includes the relationship
between the goals collected for this project and the objectives data

collected previously in CACI's DARPA-sponsored research in the Crisis

Management Program.
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APPENDIX A. U.S. CRISIS GOALS

DESCRIPTION OF THE CRISIS

This section is provided to allow the coder to write a brief, general
narrative of the crisis. All relevant information, notes, and future
reminders/instructions can be written in this space. In addition, there
are a number of standard questions to serve as a guide for gathering

relevant information. Some of the more important questions include:

e The general historical background of the crisis,
e Major events leading up to the crisis,

e The principal actors and their objectives in the
crisis,

e Initial U.S. perceptions and definition of the crisis
situation,

e The United States' initial reactions to the crisis,
e Other important actors' actions during the crisis, and
e The situation at the end of the crisis period -- both

long-term (five years after the crisis) and short-term
(one year after the crisis).

SELECTED GENERAL POST-~CRISIS VARIABLES

In addition to the crisis~specific goals, which are the focus of the
present project, a small number of variables were collected at 1 and 5

year intervals, postcrisis. These indicators provide contextual infor-

mation and background for users of the data at DARPA's Demonstration




and Development Facility. The indicators collected for the United States

are:

e Trade with the United States as a percentage of total
trade (International Monetary Fund, Direction of Trade),

e U.S. Economic Assistance (U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants),

e U.S. Military Assistance (U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants), and

e U.S. Military Commitments (From the DARPA-sponsored Threat
Recognition and Analysis Project conducted at the University
of Southern California).

GOAL RELEVANCE

Relevance

The relevance of a goal to a crisis is coded whenever a primary or secon-

dary American foreign policy goal is threatened.

Primary Goals

Primary goals are those foreign policy gcals that are most directly re-
lated to the crisis involvement of the United States or are most threat-

ened by the crisis adversaries of the United States.

Secondary Goals

Secondary goals are those foreign policy goals that by themselves are
unlikely to lead to American involvement in the crisis or are indirectly

threatened by the crisis.

Threat to Goals

The level of threat to each primary and secondary gecal is coded separately.

The level of threat for each relevant goal is judged separately and
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by its own standards.

as monetary costs or psychological value by which all goals are to

judged comparatively.

1.

5.

OUTCOME

Very low:

- No significant threat or danger to U.S.
interests, objectives, or security.

Moderately low:

- Little threat and/or danger to U.S. interests,
objectives, or security; requires small
sacrifices or effort to secure or save them.

Moderate:

- Poses’ some threat and moderate danger,
but not severe, to U.S. personnel,
facilities, interests, or relations;
requires moderate sacrifice or effort to
secure or save them.

Moderately high:

- Moderate threat and danger to U.S. interests
and objectives; requires costly, but limited
sacrifice and effort to save or secure them.

Very high:

- Severe threat to U.S. interests and objec-
tives, including personnel, facilities,
and relations; danger requires massive
effort to save and secure interests.

The outcome of each crisis is described by either a level or change

variable.

1’

2.

The variable outcome is coded two times:

One year after the crisis (short-term), and

Five years after the crisis (long-term).

In other words, there is no common standard such




Impact (Causal) of the Crisis on the Outcome of the Goal

The impact of the crisis on the goal's outcome is a judgmental measure
of the degree to which the change of the variable state of the goal can
be directly linked to the crisis. In other words, it measures the

direct causal effect the crisis had on the goal:

v

1. Very low:

- . Insignificant or nonexistant causal
linkage.

2. Moderately low:
- Weak causal linkage.
3. Moderate:

- Moderate causal linkage with many
; possible exogenous factors.

4. Moderately high:

- Strong causal linkage with several
moderate exogenous factors.

5. Very high:

- Complete (or near complete) and power-
ful direct causal linkage.

CRISIS-SPECIFIC GOALS

There are nine categories of U.S. Crisis-~Specific Goals for which detailed

sets of variables have been developed; these are:

e U.S. Ideological Goals,
4 e U.S. Military Goals,

e U.S. Economic Goals,

A-4




e U.S. Goals Toward Communist States,
1 e U.S. Goals Toward Europe,
| e U.S. Goals Toward Asia,

e U.S. Goals Toward the Middle East,

e U.S. Goals Toward Latin America, and

r

e U.S. Goals Toward Africa.

The remainder of this Appendix will introduce the categories in turn and

present the detailed coding instructions for the crisis goals within

each.
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U.S. Ideological Goals
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1.1

—————

Goal: Support Democratic Values and Countries

Outcome. Was there any significant change in the status of democratic

institutions and values? Did democratic regimes replace authoritarian
or totalitarian regimes in the area?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, democratic values and institution in the area/
region have been:

l. Greatly advanced/increased:

- Major increases in the number of democratic
regimes in the area (replacing authoritarian/
undemocratic ones).

- Major increase in the advancement of/adherence
to democratic procedures (e.g., constitutional .
procedures; development and treatment of opposi-
tion parties; increase in number of eligible
voters who vote; majority rule, etc.).

2. Moderately advanced/increased:

- Moderate increase in the number of democratic
regimes in the area (replacing authoritarian/
undemocratic ones).

- Moderate increase in the advancement of/adherence
to democratic procedures (present regime(s)
promises gradual democratic reforms and makes
concilitory democratic gestures, etc.).

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4. Moderately offset/decreased:
- Moderate decrease in the number of democratic

regimes in the area (or increase in the number
of authoritarian/undemocratic ones).

- Moderate decrease in the advancement of/adherence
to democratic procedures (e.g., freely elected
regime loses some of its power to undemocratic
groups; military obtains stronger voice in
government; democratic rights of citizens
obstructed, etc.).




————— -

» 5. Greatly offset/decreased:

- Major decrease in the number of democratic
regimes in the area (major increases in
the number of authoritarian regimes).

- Major decrease in the advancement of/
adherence to democratic procedures (e.g.,
many democratic rights of citizens repealed;

numerous human rights violations; election
mandate obstructed by authoritarian coup;
etc.).
Measures. Relative changes in:
i 1. Status of human rights (e.g., rights of person --
freedom from torture, and inhuman or degrading punishment).
2. Status of civil and political liberties (e.g., free-
dom of thought, religion, assembly, speech, and the press).
3. Number of democratic regimes.
4. Number of authoritarian/totalitarian regimes.
5. Adherence to constitutional procedures.
6. Development and treatment of opposition parties.
h 7. Percent of eligible voters who vote.

8. Extent to which power is vested in elected officials.

Technical Notes. It should be noted that data concerning this goal are
usually highly subjective. The coder should first check the description
of the relevant regime and its policies in the Political Handbook of the
World (published in six editions since 1963). Here pay particular atten-
tion to sections describing governuent and politics, political parties,
and national legislature. Useful information on “"political liberties"
can also be found in the annual surveys published by the Freedom House.
Additional background data, especially in regard to changes over time,
can be found by examining such annual publications as the U.S. Department
of State Background Notes, Keesing's Contemporary Archives, New York Times
‘ Index, and the World Almanac.
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1.2 Goal: Promote Peace and Peaceful Resolution to Conflicts

Outcome. Was there any significant conflict deescalation/resolution
in the area? Have the chances for peace in the area improved?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, chances for peace (i.e., absence of conflict)
in the area/region have been:

1. Greatly improved/realized:

Major decrease/deescalation in overt military
conflict in the area (e.g., conflicting parties
sign peace treaty).

Major increase in negotiation processes between
conflicting parties in the area over substantive
issues.

Major increase in confidence/trust between
the conflicting parties.

2. Moderately improved/increased:

Moderate decrease/deescalation in overt military
conflict in the area (e.g., conflicting parties
recognize military disengagement, but limited,
small-scale conflict engagement continues).

Moderate increase in negotiation processes
between conflicting parties in the area over
substantive issues (e.g., conflicting parties
open limited dialogue/negotiations, etc.).

3. Not significantly affected/deteriorated.

4. Moderately decreased/deteriorated:

Moderate increase/escalation in overt military
conflict in the area (but not full scale con-
flict).

Moderate decrease in negotiation processes
between conflicting parties in the area over
substantive issues (e.g., movement away from
negotiations/dialogue).

A-9




5. Greatly decreased/deteriorated:

- Major increase/escalation in large-scale, overt
military conflict in the area (e.g., appearance
of new conflict actors, etc.).

- Major decrease in (or absence of) negotiation

processes (e.g., no negotiated settlement to
conflict in sight, etc.).

Measures. Relative Changes in:

1. Cooperation/conflict interactions between states as

measured by event data files (e.g., WEIS, COPDAB,
CREON, etc.).

2. Number of overt conflict engagements.
3. Number of battle deaths.

4. Intensification/abatement of the conflict and/or
degree of spread of the conflict.

5. Negotiations/constructive dialogue between adversaries.

6. Official state visits/diplomatic recognition.
7. Utilization and support of mechanisms to arbitrate
disputes.

8. Respect for final settlements.

Technical Note. Although nonverbal or direct physical conflict is rela-
tively easier to assess for changes, pay particular attention to verbal
conflict and tacit communication. Here examine chronological news sources,
such as Keesing's and the New York Times Index, for changes in statements
made by the relevant decision-makers over time. Also, events data can be
useful indicators for modifications in relations between countries.

A-10




1.3 Goal: Advance the Welfare and Human Rights of All People

Outcome.

Was there any significant change in the human rights and wel-

fare of the people involved? Were the personal liberties and freedoms
of the people in the area enhanced or hindered?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, the human rights (e.g., rights of person —--
freedom from torture, cruel, inhuman or degrading punishment, arbitrary

arrest or imprisonment; rights to civil and political liberties -- free-

dom of thought, religion, assembly, speech, and the press) of people
living in the area/region have been:

l.

Measures.

1.

Strongly improved:

- Major increase or realization of the people's
fundamental human rights in the area (e.g.,
human rights legally institutionalized; repeal
of undemocratic/racist laws; decolonialization;
freedom to all political prisoners, etc.).

Moderately improved:

- Moderate increase in people's fundamental
human rights in the area (e.g., personal liber-
ties expanded; freedom of the press established/
expanded; advancement of civil rights, etc.).

Not significantly affected/changed.
Moderately obstructed/disrupted:

- Moderate decrease in (or violation of) people's
fundamental human rights in the area (e.g.,
violations of freedom of the press, speech,
religion, assembly, etc; detention of political
prisoners, etc.).

Strongly obstructed/disrupted:

- Major decrease in (or violation of) people's
fundamental human rights in the area (e.g.,
genocide; large scale arrest/mistreatment of
political prisoners; establishment of undemo-
cratic laws; large scale refugee problems/
abuse; etc.).

Relative changes in:

Treatment of political prisoners.

A-11




2. Extent of violation of rights analogous to the U.S. Bill
of Rights (e.g., denial of religious freedom, confiscation
of property without due process of law). /

3. Undemocratic/racist laws.

4. Refugee problems.

A-12




1.4 Goal: Support International Law

Outcome. Has international law been followed, advanced, or developed?
Were there violations of accepted international conduct or bilateral
agreements between parties?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-
term) after the crisis observance and/or development of international
law in the area/region has been:

1. Greatly improved/realized:

- Norms governing territorial boundaries, space
and routine rights, sovereignty, human rights,
etc., are developed and/or followed without
violations.

= Conflicting parties submit to impartial adjud-
ication/scrutiny and adhere to rulings.

= U.N. resolutions followed; treaties signed.
2. Moderately improved:

- Some but not all of the legal disputes of
relevant actors are codified and accepted.

- Actors participate in discussions/negotiations
concerning international legal questions.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4. Moderately offset/obstructed:

- Some international agreements are violated by
conflicting actors.

- Some international agreements/treaties repealed
unilaterally by actors.

- Norms regulating diplomatic and consular
exchange circumvented.

5. Greatly offset/obstructed:

- Agreed upon international laws completely
neglected by actors.

- U.N. resolutions not abided by, etc.

Sl




Measures. Relative changes in:

1. Violations of or adherence to norms governing territorial

boundaries, space, and maritime rights, sovereignty,
etc.

2. Respect for U.N. resolutions, bi- and multilateral
treaties.

3. Violations of or adherence to international conventions.
4., Status of U.S. actions in the area.

Notes. This is basically a symbolic goal that is often used or referred
to only to justify actions that have already taken place. Therefore,
treat the goal as usually symbolic and examine the event for the deeper,
more important goals. This goal will often relate to actions taken by
states in regard to the United Nations.

A-14
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1.5 Goal: Ensure the Prestige and Dignity of the United States

OQutcome. Was the prestige and dignity or respect for the United States
significantly altered? Was the United States "embarrassed” in any way?
Was its position of leadership questioned?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, the prestige and dignity of the United States
in the area/region have been:

1. Strongly improved/advanced:

- Most/majority of U.S. allies and friends favor-
ably respond to U.S. actions/policies.

- Global opinion is generally supportive of U.S.
actions/policies.

- U.S. maintains image of a solid, trustworthy
alliance partner.

2. Moderately improved/advanced:

- Most allies favor U.S. actions/policies but not
in an overly enthusiastic fashion.

- Global opinion is somewhat supportive, but there
1 is some verbal criticism of U.S. actions.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4. Moderately offset:

- Many U.S. allies criticize U.S. policy but not
in a strongly overt fashion.

- General negative global opinion of U.S. actions.

- U.S. allies and friends questions U.S. commit-
ments.

5. Strongly offset:

- U.S. action openly criticized by its traditional
‘ allies and friends.

|
|
|
- World opinion strongly questions and criticizes 1 4
scope and breadth of U.S. actions/foreign policy. 1

- U.S. criticized for not upholding commitments.
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Measures. Relative changes in:
1. Overall global prestige of the United States.

2. Image of the U.S. as a solid, trustworthy alliance
partner.

3. Image of the U.S. as a prudent, rational international
actor.

4. Treaty commitments of the U.S.
5. Response of U.S. allies concerning U.S. policies.

6. General global opinion or statements concerning
the policies of the United States.

7. Preservation of U.S. diplomatic channels of communica-~
tion.

8. Receptivity to U.S. military aid and presence.

Technical Note. Be aware that this goal could be loosely related to

almost any international action taken by the United States. (Few, if
any crisis actions are completely devoid of symbolism.) Code this goal
only in instances where the U.S. appears to be directly defending

its "honor and prestige" through its policies and actions.
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U.S. Military Goals

2




2.1

Goal: Maintain/Increase Military Capabilities for Defending U.S. Terri-

torial Integrity and Possessions

Outcome. Has the United States remained free from external threats and

invasion by maintaining strong military capabilities? Has the security

of the United States increased? Has the United States maintained rela-
tive military superiority over other states?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, the military capabilities of the United States
for defending its territorial integrity and possessions have:

1. Strongly increased/improved:

= U.S. clearly has increased its ability to deter
any nuclear first strike.

= U.S. clearly has increased its ability to defend
against any surprise air and/or naval attack
(conventional).

- U.S. clearly has increased its nuclear war
survival capabilities (e.g., civil defense,
warning time, etc.).

2. Moderately increased/improved:

- U.S. has numerically and qualitatively increased

its strategic capabilities but only relative to

Soviet increases.

- U.S. has moderately increased its conventional
forces.

- U.S. has moderately increased its civil defense
and warning time capabilities.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4. Moderately decreased:

- U.S. has .not increased its strategic capabilities
relative to USSR changes.

- U.S. conventional forces have been moderately
decreased.

- U.S. "second strike" ability is partially
questioned.

A~-17




5.

Measures.

1'

- U.S. nuclear war survival capabilities have
moderately decreased.

Strongly decreased:

~ USSR has clearly gained strategic superiority
over the U.S.

- U.S. conventional forces have greatly decreased
in quantity and quality, etc.

= U.S. nuclear war survival capabilities are
highly questionable.

Relative changes in:

U.S. nuclear deterrent forces (NORAD, Triad, SAC, etc.)
quantity and quality.

U.S. nuclear war survival capabilities (civil defense |
programs, warning time, etc.).

U.S. general purpose ground and air forces.

Military capabilities of NATO and/or Warsaw Pact.
Military capabilities of the USSR and PRC.
Capability differentials between U.S. and USSR
strategic defense system (operational ICBM launches,

SLBM launches, intercontinental bombers, total inter-
continental strategic offensive delivery vehicles).
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2.2 Goal: Maintain/Increase U.S. Military Capabilities for Defending the
Major Industrial Democracies (Western Europe and Japan)

Outcome. Have the military capabilities of the U.S. to deter any hostile
‘ country from overthrowing or acutely threatening Western Europe and/or
» Japan been maintained? Did any country in Western Europe and/or Japan
have to submit to hostile threats? Have American capabilities prevented
ma jor hostile incursions in these vital areas?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-
term) after the crisis, the military capabilities of the United States
for defending the major industrial democracies (e.g., Western Europe
and Japan) have:

l. Strongly increased:

- U.S. ability to deter/defend against Soviet
nuclear and/or conventional attack against
NATO Europe has clearly increased.

~ U.S. ability to deter/defend against Soviet
and/or PRC attack against Japan has clearly
increased.

2. Moderately increased:

-~ U.S. ability to deter/defend against Soviet
'l nuclear and/or conventional attack against
NATO Europe has moderately increased as far
as quantity and quality of forces is concerned,
but capability increases are about equal to
Soviet/Warsaw Pact changes.

- U.S. ability to deter/defend against Soviet
and/or PRC attack against Japan has moderately
increased as far as quantity and quality of
forces is concerned, but capability increases
are about equal to Soviet and/or PRC changes.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4. Moderately decreased:

- U.S. ability to deter/defend against Soviet

‘ and/or PRC attack against NATO Europe or
{ Japan has moderately decreased by not keeping
pace with Soviet and/or PRC military capabili-
ties.
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5.

Measures.

1.

2'

Strongly decreased:

- U.S. ability to deter/defend against Soviet
and/or PRC attack against NATO Europe or Japan
has strongly decreased because of major American
cutback and/or major improvements in Soviet
and/or PRC military capabilities.

Relative changes in:

Qualitative and/or quantitative capabilities of U.S.
European and Pacific strategic and conventional forces.

Qualitative and/or quantitative military capabilities
of NATO.

Degree of Soviet and Chinese military threat to these
areas.

Alliance cohesion between the U.S. and Western Europe
or Japan.

American military presence in/access to Europe and Japan.
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2.3

Goal: Maintain/Increase Military Capabilities for Defending Strategically

Important LDC's

Qutcome.

Have the military capabilites of the United States to defend
strategically important LDC's been significantly affected? Has the

perception of U.S. power/presence in the region increased?

Qutcome Assessment Question.

for defending strategically important LDC's (e.g., Korea, Taiwan,
Pakistan, Iran, Thailand, Vietnam, Laos, Saudi Arabia, etc.) in the
area/region have:

1.

5.

Strongly increased:

- U.S. military capabilities have greatly
increased in quantity and quality in the area.

- U.S. has acquired or improved military bases/
facilities in the area.

- Number of American advisers in area has greatly
increased.

- Scope of U.S. basing rights has greatly increased.
Moderately increased:

~ U.S. military capabilities have moderately
increased in quantity and quality in the area.

~ U.S. has moderately increased the quantity
and quality of its military bases/facilities,
basing rights, and advisers in the area.
Not significantly affected/changed.

Moderately decreased:

= U.S. military capabilities have moderately
decreased in quantity and quality in the area.

- Quantity and quality of U.S. military bases/

facilities, basing rights, and advisers have
moderately decreased in the area.

Strongly decreased:

- Quantity and quality of U.S. military capabili-
ties in the area have strongly decreased.
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Measures.

l.

2.

- U.,S. has drastically cut back or lost numerous
military bases/facilities, basing rights, and
advisers in the area.

Relative changes in:

Number of U.S. military personnel stationed in the area.

Quantity and quality of American military bases/
facilities in the area.

Military capabilities of local armed forces.

Military capabilities, alignments, and installations
of hostile countries in the area.

U.S. multilateral and bilateral military agreements/
alliances in the area.
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2.4 Goal: Maintain Military Capability for Defending U.S. Overseas Maritime
Interests

Outcome. Have the military capabilities of the United States for defend-
ing its overseas maritime interests been significantly affected? Has

the United States maintained the capability to deter or defend against
hostile interdiction of vital maritime lines of communication and
shipping?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-
term) after the crisis, the military capabilities of the United States
for defending U.S. maritime interests in the area/region have:

1. Strongly increased:

- Major improvements in U.S. naval power (and
presence) in the area.

- All major waterways in the area are secure/
safe for U.S. naval and merchant ships.

2. Moderately increased:

- Moderate improvements in U.S. naval power
(and presence) in the area.

- Most of major waterways in the area are secure/
safe for U.S. naval and merchant ships.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4., Moderately decreased:

- Quantity and quality of U.S. naval power (and
presence) in the area has moderately decreased.

- Secure/safe passage of U.S. naval and merchant
ships is questionable/challenged in a number
of major waterways in the area.

5. Strongly decreased:

- Quantity and quality of U.S. naval power (and
presence) in the area has greatly decreased.

- Many major waterways in the area are closed for
U.S. naval and merchant ships.

Measures. Relative changes in:

1. Number or quality of U.S. ships and ship-days in the region.
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2. Number of U.S. naval port visits in the region.

3. Capability of the U.S. Navy for independent operations
in the region.

4, U.S. basing rights and other forms of facilities access
in area.
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2.5 Goal: Maintain/Increase Military Capability for "Show of Force" and

Ability to Intervene in Overseas Conflict Arenas

Outcomes.

Has the ability of the United States to "show force" and/or

intervene militarily in overseas conflict arenas been significantly

affected?

Outcome Assessment Question.

term) after the crisis, the ability of the United States to "show
force" or intervene militarily in the area/region has:

1.

2.

3.

40

Strongly increased:

~ Major increase in quantity and quality of U.S.
military presence in the area.

- U.S. military assistance in area has greatly
increased.

-~ U.S. relations with strategically located
countries in the area have greatly improved.

Moderately increased:

- Moderate increase in quantity and quality of
U.S. military presence in the area.

- U.S. military assistance in area has moderately
increased.

- U.S. relations with strategically located
countries in the area have improved.

Not significantly affected/changed.
Moderately decreased:

- Moderate decrease in quantity and quality of
U.S. military presence in the area.

- U.S. military assistance in the area has
moderately decreased.

- U.S. relations with strategically located
countries in area have become relatively
more conflictual.
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5.

Measures.

5.

Strongly decreased:

- Major decrease in quantity and quality of
U.S. military presence in the area.

- U.S. military assistance in the area has
strongly decreased or has been halted.

- U.S. relations with strategically located
countries have greatly deteriorated (have
become much more conflictual).

Relative changes in:

Quantity and quality of U.S. military presence in the area.

Quantity and quality of U.S. military assistance to the
area.

U.S. relations with strategically located countries.
Capability of U.S. Navy to project power omnshore in the
region (e.g., presence of Marines, amphibious landing

craft, helicopters, etc.).

U.S. capability for rapid, large scale military logistical
support.

Notes. Although measured by military capability variables, this goal is
basically symbolic. Military strength is obviously a measure of a nation's
"power,"” but its ability to project or demonstrate this power is aimed at
impressing other nations. Therefore, this goal of military preparedness
has direct links to symbolic policies of prestige.
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2.6

Goal: Maintain/Increase the Safety and Security of U.S. Government

Officials, U.S. Citizens, and U.S. Property Overseas

Outcome. Have the safety and security of U.S. citizens and property in

the area been significantly affected? Has the United States been able

to protect its citizens and property in the area from hostile elements?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, the safety and security of U.S. Government
officials, U.S. citizens, and U.S. property in the area have been:

1. Greatly strengthened/improved:

- Major decrease in (or absence of) acts of
violence (e.g., bombings, assassinations,
kidnappings, etc.) against U.S. Government
officials and/or U.S. citizens and property.

- Major increase in activities by countries
in the area to protect U.S. Government
officials and U.S. citizens and property.

2. Moderately strengthened/improved:

- Moderate decrease in acts of violence (e.g.,
bombings, assassinations, kidnappings, etc.)
against U.S. Government officials and/or
U.S. citizens and property.

- Moderate increase in activities by countries
in the area to protect U.S. Government
officials and U.S. citizens and property.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4. Moderately weakened/threatened:

~ Moderate increase in acts of violence (e.g.,
bombings, assassinations, kidnappings, etc.)
against U.S. Government officials and/or
U.S. citizens and U.S. property.

- Moderate decrease in activities by (or
success of) countries in the area to protect
U.S. Government officials and/or U.S. citizens
and property.
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5.

Measures.

1.

Greatly weakened/threatened:

- Major increase in acts of violence (e.g.,
bombings, assassinations, kidnappings, etc.)
against U.S. Government officials and/or
U.S. citizens and property.

- Major decrease in activities in the area to
protect U.S. Government officials and/or U.S.
citizens and property.

Relative changes in:

Actual acts of violence against the U.S. is the area (e.g.,
bombings, assassinations, kidnappings, etc.).

Local countries' activities to protect U.S. citizens and
property in the area.

U.S. military capabilities to protect U.S. citizens and
property in the area.

Latent danger to U.S. citizens and property.

Capacity of insurgents or hostile element to carry out
acts of violence.

Attitudes of locals towards terrorist activities.
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2.7 Goal: Assist Friendly or Neutral Developing Countries in Strengthening
Their Military Capability for Purposes of Promoting Regional Stability

Outcomes. Has the United States through the granting of military aid
and assistance helped strengthen the military capabilities of impor-
tant (strategic) LDC's? Has such aid and assistance helped secure
the LDC regime against external threats?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-
term) after the crisis, the military capabilities of LDC's friendly
to the United States in the area/region have:

1. Strongly increased:

= Major increase in the quantity and quality of
friendly LDC's military capabilities in the
area (strong ability to deter both internal
and external hostile threats).

- Military capabilities of LDC have become
major regional stabilizing force.

2. Moderately increased:

- Moderate increase in the quantity and quality
of friendly LDC's military capabilities in
the area.

- Military capabilities of friendly 'DC appear
possibly able to serve as a regio: { stabilizing
force.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4., Moderately decreased:

- Moderate decreases in the quantity and quality

of friendly LDC's military capabilities in

the area.

- LDC has questionable ability to deter/defend
against external and/or internal hostile attack.

5. Strongly decreased:

' 1 - Major decrease in the quantity and quality
of friendly LDC's military capability in the area.

A-29

e

iy [




Measures.

l.

5.

Note. Reliance on "strategic" LDC's was one of the cornerstones of the
Nixon Doctrine, which itself was a reflection of earlier U.S. policy

priorities.

- LDC does not have the ability to deter/defend
against external and/or internal hostile attack.

Relative changes in:

Number of U.S. military personnel and/or advisers
in the area.

Quality and quantity of U,S. military aid (grants
and loans) to the area.

Overall capability of U.S. military forces stationed
in the area.

Capability of local LDC's' armed forces.
Quality and quantity of actual external attacks
against the LDC's.
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2.8 Goal: Help Secure the Regime Stability of Countries Allied or Friendly

to the United States

Outcome. Was the security and stability of friendly regimes affected in

any significant way? Were any friendly regimes in the area replaced by

regimes hostile to the United States?

Qutcome Assessment Question.

the U.S. in the area has been:

1. Greatly enhanced/strengthened:

Major increase in popular support for the
regime(s).

Major decrease in domestic instability.

Major decrease in the capacity of insurgents
to overthrow the regime(s).

Major increase in the regime(s)' capability
to maintain domestic order.

2. Moderately enhanced/strengthened:

Moderate increase in the popular support
for the regime(s).

Moderate decrease in domestic instability.

Moderate decrease in the capacity of
insurgents to overthrow the regime(s).

Moderate increase in the regime(s)' capa-
bility to maintain domestic order.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.

4, Moderately decreased/weakened:

Ay e . -
g R s

Moderate decrease in the popular support
for the regime(s).

Moderate increase in domestic instability.

Moderate increase in the capacity of
insurgents to overthrow the regime(s).

Moderate decrease in the regime(s)' capa-
bility to maintain domestic order.
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Measures.

Greatly decreased/weakened.

- Major decrease in (or lack of) popular support
for the regime(s).

- Major increase/escalation in domestic
instability.

- Major increase in the capacity (or realiza-
tion) of insurgents to overthrow the regime(s).

- Major decrease in the regime(s)' capability
to maintain domestic order.

Relative changes in:
Number of friendly regimes in the area.

Capability of friendly countries' security and
military forces.

Quantity and quality of hostile attacks on friendly
regimes.

Acts of violence/domestic turmoil in the area
(e.g., riots, strikes, guerrilla warfare, etc.)
including threats and attempts.

Capacity of insurgents to overthrow friendly
regimes as measured by their organizational and
numerical strength, popular support, quantity
and quality of their arms.

Popular support of friendly regimes.
Overall domestic political stability of friendly

regimes (e.g., government's average length of time
in office, peaceful succession of governments, etc.).
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2.9 Goal: Discourage or Deter the Expansion of the Military Influence of
3 Countries Hostile to the United States
Outcome. Have countries hostile to the United States gained military
| influence and presence in the area?
Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short—term)/five years (long-
| term) after the crisis, the military presence in the area of countries
4 hostile to the U.S. has:
L
1. Greatly decreased:

~ Major decrease in Communist and/or radical
leftist military bases/facilities, military
personnel and advisers stationed in the area,
arms transfers, military aid to the area, etc.

2. Moderately decreased:

- Moderate decrease in Communist and/or radical
leftist military bases/facilities, military
personnel and advisers stationed in the area,
arms transfers, military aid to the area, etc.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
} 4. Moderately increased:

- Moderate increase in Communist and/or radical
leftist military bases/facilities, military
personnel and advisers stationed in the area,

T arms transfers, military aid to the area, etc.
5. Greatly increased:

- Major increase in Communist and/or radical
leftist military bases/facilities, military
personnel and advisers stationed in the area,
arms transfers, military aid to the area, etc.

Measures. Relative changes in:
1. Number of regimes supported by countries hostile to
‘ the U.S. in the area.
\ 2. Number of military bases/facilities controlled by
hostile countries in the area.
3. Number of hostile military personnel stationed in
the area.
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Scope of basing rights of hostile countries in the
area.

Quantity and quality of military assistance and/or
arms transfers from hostile states to the area.
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3. U.S. Economic Goals




3.1 Goal: Support the Orderly Expansion and Performance of U.S. Firms
Commercial Interests, and Relations

| Outcomes. Have the commercial interests or relations of United States {
‘ firms been significantly affected? Have overall U.S. economic

relations in the area contributed positively to U.S. economic growth?

‘ Have economic relations been marked by cooperation or conflict?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-
[ term) after the crisis, the performance and expansion of U.S. commercial
L‘ interests in the area/region have:

1. Greatly improved/increased:

- Major increase in U.S. trade, aid, and invest-
ment in the area.

= Major increase in cooperative economic relations
between U.S. firms and countries in the area.

2. Moderately improved/increased:

- Moderate increase in U.S. trade, aid, and invest-
ment in the area.

- Moderate increase in cooperative economic rela-
tions between U.S. firms and countries in the
3. Not significantly affected/changed.

4. Moderately decreased/obstructed:

- Moderate decrease in U.S. trade, aid, and invest-
ment in the area.

- Moderate increase in economic "conflict"” between
U.S. firms and countries in the area.

5. Greatly decreased/obstructed:

- Major decrease in (or lack of) U.S. trade, aid,
and investment in the area.

- Very conflictual economic relations between U.S.
‘ firms and countries in the area (e.g., "beggar-
{ thy-neighbor” policies, uncompensated expropriation
of U.S. firms/industries, etc.).




Measures.

1.

Relative changes in:

The ability of U.S. firms to conduct business on at
least a most favored nation (MFN) basis in the area.

Absolute and relative levels of U.S. trade, investment,
and aid in the area.

Economic agreements between relevant countries and
U.S. companies in the area.

Degree of cooperation or conflict in economic relations/
interactions.

U.S. balance of payments with the area.

Quantity of U.S. economic credits to the area.
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3.2 Goal: Support International Economic Order/Systems Compatible with U.S.

Economic Interests

Outcome.

Has there been significant economic growth in the area?
stable are the economies of the countries in the area?

an expansion of free enterprise in the area?

OQutcome Assessment Question.

countries in the area/region have:

1.

3.

5.

Greatly improved:

High rates of economic growth have been
realized by the countries in the area.

Major decrease in rates of inflation and/or
unemployment in the countries of the area.

Major increase in the expansion of the infra-
structures in the region.

Moderately improved:

Moderate rates of economic growth have been
realized by the countries in the area.

Moderate decrease in countries' rates of
inflation and/or unemployment.

Moderate increase in the expansion of the
infrastructure in the region.

Not significantly affected/ changed.

Moderately offset:

Moderate decrease in the rates of economic
growth have been realized by the countries
in the area.

Moderate increase in countries' rates of
inflation and/or unemployment.

Moderate decrease in the expansion of the
infrastructure in the region.

Greatly offset:

Large decrease in the rates of economic
growth in the countries of the area.
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Measures.

- Large-scale economic instability has been
realized with high rates of inflation and/or
unemployment.

= Major decrease in the expansion of the
infrastructure in the region.

Relative changes in:
Growth rate of GNP's in the area.

Growth rate of agricultural and/or industrial
production in the area.

Public investment in the area -- absolute amount
and rates of growth.

Economic stability of the area -- rate of inflation,
rate of unemployment.

Countries' balance of payments.
Amount of capital flight from the area.
Expansion of free enterprise institutions in the area.

Expansion of the countries' infrastructure.
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3.3 Goal: Promote the Stability of International Commodities' Prices and

Supplies

Outcome.
materials?

with the United States?

Has the United States had adequate access to markets and raw

Have there been attempts to interrupt economic exchange

ruptive to the U.S. economy?

Outcome Assessment Question.

commodities have become:

l.

2.

—

4,

Very stable:

Very little fluctuation in commodity prices
and supplies has been realized.

U.S. access to markets in the area has
greatly increased.

Moderately stable:

Some fluctuation in commodity prices and
supplies has been realized, but they are
not overly disruptive to the U.S.

U.S. access to markets in the area has
moderately increased.

Not significantly affected/changed.

Moderately unstable:

Fluctuations in commodity prices and supplies

have increased and are proving disruptive to
the U.S.

U.S. access to markets in the area has
moderately decreased.

Very unstable:

Major fluctuations in commodity prices and
supplies have greatly increased and are
proving very disruptive to the U.S. (e.g.,
establishment of commodity/resource cartels).

Limited (or lack of) access of U.S. to
markets in the area.
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Measures.

l.

2.

- Interruption of economic exchange with the
U.S. has greatly increased.

Relative change in:

Quantity and quality of embargoes against the U.S. in
the area.

The price stability of the areas' commodities.

The dependence of the U.S. on the areas' commodities
and/or raw materials (U.S. import of the regions'
commodities or raw materials/U.S. total import of the
commodities or raw materials).

Commodity or raw material cartels in the area.

Overall stability of the production and supply of
the regions' commodities or raw materials.
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3.4 Goal: Promote the Economic Development of Non~Cowmunist Third World
Countries

Outcome. Has there been any significant change in the level of economic
development in the country?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-
term) after the crisis, the economic development of "Third World"
countries in the area/region has been:

1. Greatly improved/realized:

- Rates of economic growth of LDC's in the
region have greatly increased.

- Expansion of LDC's' infrastructures has
greatly increased.

- Major increases in industrial and/or
agricultural production in the LDC's in
the area.

2. Moderately improved/realized:

- Rates of LDC's' economic growth have moder-
ately increased.

. ~ Some expansion of LDC's' infrastructure
has been realized.

- Moderate increases in LDC's' industrial and/
or agricultural production.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
4, Moderately offset:

- Moderate slowdown in rates of LDC's'
5 economic growth.

-~ No expansion of LDC's' infrastructure.

~ Moderate slowdown in growth rates of
industrial and/or agricultural production.

5. Greatly offset/hindered:

~ Major slowdown in rates of LDC's' economic
growth (or negative growth is experienced).
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Measures.

- No new attempts/programs at expanding LDC's'

infrastructure.

- No growth or negative growth in
and/or agricultural production.

Relative changes in:
LDC's' GNP growth rate.

LDC's' agricultural and/or industrial
growth rates.

LDC's' domestic public investment.

LDC's' energy consumption per capita.

LDC's' industrial

production

LDC's' infrastructure develcpment (e.g., number of

roads built).
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4.

U. S.

Goals Toward Communist States

=




h 4.1 Goal: Reduce Chances of War With the Peoples Republic of China (PRC)

OQutcome. Has the United States managed to keep the likelihood of war
with the PRC at a low level? Has there been an increase in constructive
relationships between the U.S. and PRC?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-
term) after the crisis, the chances of direct military confrontation
between the United States and Peoples Republic of China (PRC) have been:

r

1. Greatly reduced:

= Both U.S. and PRC have greatly increased
attempts to normalize relations with one
6 another.

- Major reduction in (or lack of) aggressive
acts, threats, accusations, demonstrations,
etc., by both U.S. and PRC toward the other.

- Greatly increased cooperation between the
U.S. and PRC in attempts to resolve regional
and global problems.

2. Moderately reduced:
. - Both U.S. and PRC have moderately increased
t their attempts to normalize relations with one
another.
= Moderate reduction in explicit verbal threats
and accusations and very few, if any, aggressive
acts and/or demonstrations by either the U.S.
or PRC towards the other.
- Moderate increase in constructive negotiations
and arbitration attempts between the U.S. and
PRC.
3. Not significantly affected/changed.

4. Moderately increased/escalated:

- Moderate increase in explicit verbal threats,

accusations, isolated aggressive acts, and demon-
\ strations by either the U.S. or PRC towards the
other.
A-43
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\ = Both U.S. and PRC view each other as exploiting
some local/regional conflicts but not in areas
viewed as strategically important.

~ Moderate increase in military alerts by
either U.S. or PRC.

5. Greatly increased/escalated:

~ Large-scale escalation of aggressive acts,
threats, accusations, demonstrations, etc.
by both the U.S. and PRC towards the other.

~ Both U.S. and PRC view and accuse the other
of exploiting local/regional conflicts by
aiding and abetting “client" states in an
area viewed as strategically important.

- Major increase in number of military alerts
by both U.S. and PRC.

- Near total absence of constructive negotia-
tions and/or mechanisms to arbitrate disputes
between the U.S. and PRC.

Measures. Relative changes in:

1. Quantity and quality of aggressive acts, threats,
accusations, demonstrations, etc. between the U.S.
and PRC (as measured by events data sources —-- COPDAB,
WEIS).

2. Quantity and quality of Chinese aggression against
U.S. friend or allies.

3. Quantity of PRC-promoted "people's wars."

4, Number of serious international crises involving the
U.S. and PRC.

5. Quantity and quality of negotiations and attempts at
normalization of relations between the U.S. and PRC
(e.g., the Warsaw talks).
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4.2

Goal: Reduce Chances of War With the USSR

Outcome. Has the United States managed to keep the likelihood of war

with the Soviet Union at a low level? Has there been an increase in
constructive relationships between the U.S8. and U3SR?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, the chances of direct military confrontation
between the United States and the Soviet Union have been:

1. Greatly reduced:

- Both U.S. and USSR restrain actions towards
each other.

= Greatly increased cooperation between the .
U.S. and USSR in attempts to resolve regional
and global problems.

- Military threats and/or actions greatly ?
reduced by both actors.

= Major increase in mutually beneficial
cooperative enterprises between the U.S.
and USSR (e.g., detente, reduction in
tensions, etc.).

2. Moderately reduced:

- Moderate reduction in explicit verbal
threats and accusations and very few, if
any, aggressive acts and/or demonstrations
by either the U.S. or USSR towards the
other.

- Moderate increase in negotiations and
arbitration attempts between U.S. and
USSR.

~ Moderate increase in mutually beneficial
cooperative enterprises between the U.S.
and USSR (e.g., detente, reduction in
tensions, etc.).

3. Not significantly affected/changed.

4., Moderately increased/escalated:

threats and accusations but few (or
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5.

Measures.

1.

isolated) aggressive acts and demonstrations
by either the U.S. or USSR toward the other.

- Both U.S. and USSR view each other as exploiting
some local/regional conflicts but not in
areas viewed as strategically important.

- Moderate increase in military alerts by
either U.S. or USSR.

Greatly increased/escalated:

- Large-scale escalation of aggressive acts,
threats, accusations, demonstrations, etc.,
by both the U.S. and USSR towards the other.

- Both U.S. and USSR view and accuse the
other of exploiting local/regional conflicts
by aiding and abetting "client" states in
an area viewed as strategically important.

- Major increase in number of military alerts
by both U.S. and USSR.

- Near total absence of constructive negotia-
tions and/or mechanisms to arbitrate disputes
between the U.S. and USSR.

Relative changes in:

Quantity and quality of aggressive acts, threats, accusa-
tions, demonstrations, etc., between the U.S. and USSR
(as measured by events data sources —— COPDAB, WEIS) and
level of international tension.

Number of military alerts in the U.S. or USSR.

Quantity and quality of USSR and/or U.S. “"client"
states' conflicts.

Number of Soviet-promoted "wars of national liberation.’

Number of serious international crises involving the
U.S. and USSR.

Number of conflicts or quality of domestic instability
in countries (or regions) viewed as strategically
important by the U.S. or USSR.

Quantity and quality of negotiations between the U.S.
and USSR (e.g., SALT and MBFR).
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4.3

Goal: Contain/Restrain/Deter the Expansion of Communist Influence

Outcome. Has Communist influence in the area expanded?

countries been overrun by Communist forces or has a friendly regime

been overthrown?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, the expansion of Communist influence in the
area/region has been:

1. CGreatly reduced:

Ma jor reduction in or absence of Communist-
promoted "wars of national liberation" and/
or major reduction in (or lack of) capacity
of Communist insurgents to carry out acts
of violence in the area.

Major reduction in (or lack of) Communist-
controlled military bases/facilities and/or
arms contact in the area.

Major increase in non-Communist regime
stability in the area.

Ma jor reduction in (or lack of) Communist-
backed or allied regimes in the area.

2. Moderately reduced:

Moderate reduction and/or absence of Communist-—
promoted "wars of national liberation" and/or
moderate reduction in capacity of Communist
insurgents to carry out acts of violence in

the area.

Moderate reduction in Communist-controlled
military bases/facilities and/or arms contact
in the area.

Moderate increase in non-Communist regime
stability in the area.

Moderate reduction in Communist-backed regimes
in the area.

3. Not significantly affected/changed.
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5.

Measures.

1.

Moderately increased:

- Moderate escalation and/or presence of
Comnunist-promoted "wars of national libera-~
tion" and/or improvement in the capability
of Communist insurgents to carry out acts
of violence in the area.

- Moderate increase in Communist-controlled
military bases/facilities and/or arms con-
tact in the area.

- Moderate increase in non-Communist and
regime instability in the area.

- Moderate increase in Communist-backed or
allied regimes in the area.

Greatly increased:

- Major escalation and/or presence of
Communist-promoted "wars of national libera-
tion" and major improvement in the capability
of Communist insurgents to carry out acts of
violence in the area.

= Major increase in Communist-controlled
military bases/facilities and arms contact
in the area.

= Major increase in non-Communist and domestic
regime instability in the area.

= Major increase in Communist-backed or allied
regimes in the area.

Relative changes in:

Number of Communist aided (e.g., those receiving military
aid from USSR, other Warsaw Pact states, PRC, and/or Cuba)
regimes in the area.

Quantity and quality of formal or informal acts establishing
closer relations between countries in the area and Communist
states (as measured by event data sources =- COPDAB, WEIS).

Size of Communist diplomatic missions in the area.

Size of Communist trade and aid with the area.
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‘Number of Communist military bases/facilities

in the area.

Quantity and quality of Communist military assistance
and/or arms transfers to the area.

Capacity of Communist insurgents to overthrow
friendly regimes (as measured by organizational

and numerical strength, popular support, quality,
and arms types).
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4.4

Goal: Encourage "Polycentrism” Within the Communist World

Qutcome. Has there been a significant change in the degree of indepen-

dence or diversity displayed in the ideologies, policies, and actions
between the USSR and PRC? What degree of autonomy do Communist states
and parties have from the USSR or PRC?

Outcome Assessment Question. One year (short-term)/five years (long-

term) after the crisis, movement towards "polycentrism" within the
Communist world has:

1. Greatly increased:

- Complete or near complete "independence”
(e.g., automony, diversity) of PRC and USSR
in their ideologies, policies, and actions.

= Major increase in ideological, domestic, and
foreign policy diversi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>