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PREFACE

This report examines factors that have successively influenced the
evolution of the Soviet force buildup in Siberia, Central Asia, and the
Soviet Far East under the Brezhnev regime. It also seeks to track the
changing Soviet view of the risks involved in the use of force against
the People's Republic of China (PRC) in light of the progress of this
buildup, the development of Chinese military programs, the changing
Chinese political scene, and the evolving PRC relationship with the
United States. To this end, it closely examines Soviet behavior and
probable calculations in the three short Asian military crises of the
Brezhnev era in which the security interests of the United States, the
PRC, and the Soviet Union have most sharply interacted: the 1969
Sino-Soviet border crisis, the 1971 India-Pakistan war, and the 1979
Sino-Vietnamese hostilities. The study outlines assumptions that the
Soviets now seem to hold about the multiple purposes--and the future--
of their force structure in the Far East. It concludes by weighing the
security implications for the United States, the Soviet Union, and the
PRC of three broad alternatives for Sino-U.S. relations over the next
decade: the consequences if those relations remain essentially
unchanged, if they sharply decline, or if they significantly improve.

This study is the initial product of a Project AIR FORCE research
effort that seeks to explore and assess the prospects for and the
problems involved in fuller development of security cooperation among
the United States, Japan, and the PRC, and on this basis to assess the

impact of such cooperation upon Soviet policies and tactics in dealings
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with the Soviet Union's adversaries. Subsequent reports will address
other aspects of the problem. In particular, the possibilities for
Soviet conciliation of the PRC have been reserved for separate detailed
consideration in a forthcoming study.

This work continues and builds upon an extensive body of Rand
research on a variety of Asian, Chinese, U.S.-Soviet, Sino-U.S., and
Sino-Soviet policy issues. Readers are referred, in particular, to the

following:

Richard Moorsteen and Morton Abramowitz, Problems of U.S.-China

Relations and Governmental Decisionmaking, R-659-DOS/ARPA, April

1971.

John Despres, Lilita Dzirkals, and Barton Whaley, Timely Lessons of

History: The Manchurian Model for Soviet Strategy, R-1825-NA, July

1976.

Thomas M. Gottlieb, Chinese Foreign Policy Factionalism and the

Origins of the Strategic Triangle, R-1902-NA, November 1977.

Kenneth G. Lieberthal, Sino-Soviet Conflict in the 1970s: Its

Evolution and Implications for the Strategic Triangle, R-2342-NA,

July 1978.

Jonathan D. Pollack, Defense Modernization in the People's Republic

of China, N-1214-1-AF, October 1979.

Richard H. Solomon (ed.), Asian Security in the 1980s: Problems

and Policies for a Time of Transition, R-2492-ISA, November 1979.

Harry Gelman, The Politburo's Management of Its America Problem,

R-2707-NA, April 1981; Executive Summary, R-2707/1-NA, July 1981.
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William G. Hyland, Soviet-American Relations: A New Cold War?,

— e ——

R-2763-FF/RC, May 1981.

The findings of this report are intended to be of assistance to Air
Force officers and planners concerned with prospects for Soviet
strategic policy in the Far East and with the strategic environment that
may confront the Air Force in East Asia over the next decade. The study
should also be of interest to a wide spectrum of readers concerned with
Soviet policy in Asia.

This report reflects information available through August 1982.

atabiiitesotat obndntat AR Aod o bt foies




REEN P A

P LG T I
B L vt

SRR

- vii -

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Soviet military buildup in Siberia, Central Asia, and the

Soviet Far East, in progress since about 1965, has involved both long-

term continuity and shifts in tempo and emphasis. The allocation of the

material and human resources required by the buildup has clearly been an

important factor in the last three five-year planning cycles of the

Soviet Ministry of Defense, which has had to make broad estimates of

these requirements long in advance. Yet the buildup has not been evenly

paced or uniform in its evolution. It appears to have gone through four

phases to date:

0

An initial period of gradual expansion after 1965 from the base
of some 17 to 20 divisions inherited from the Khrushchev era;
A period of some acceleration in all three major categories--
manpower, active units, and equipment--for a few years shortly
before, during, and after the 1969 border clashes with the
People's Republic of China (PRC);

A period of much slower growth--and gradual improvement of the
equipment and manpower levels of understrength units--between
the early 1970s and 1977;

Some movement off this near-plateau since 1978, with modest
increases in total combat manpower combined with significant
reorganization and some forward deployment, increases in the
number of new skeletal divisions deployed, and marked
acceleration in the pace of modernization of equipment and

stockpiling of materials.
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In the process, the number of divisions of all strength levels
deployed appear to have increased from roughly 20 at the outset to about
40 early in the 1970s to roughly 50 in 1982. A disproperticnate share
of the manpower--the bulk of the ground combat troops present today--
was apparently in place by the early 1970s.

These changes in pace and emphasis have reflected a series of
gradual changes in the mixture of Soviet motives for the buildup because

of shifting circumstances.

THE INITIAL SOVIET MOTIVES

At the outset, Khrushchev's successors began the buildup when they
decided that Khrushchev's removal had not alteréd Mao's profound
hostility toward the Soviet Union and that they faced a permanent
Chinese challenge to the legitimacy of Soviet borders with the PRC.

They resolved to undertake a long-term strengthening of their position
in the Far East, both to ensure their hold on the frontiers they claimed
and, more broadly, to create the means to exert pressure on China.
Unlike Khrushchev, Brezhnev was willing to devote resources to the major
expansion of the Soviet ground forces associated with this long-term
buildup in Asia.

These initial Soviet motives were reinforced in 1969 by the
outbreak of a long series of border clashes with China. This crisis
resulted from increasingly active border patrolling by both sides
intended to assert jurisdiction at the many disputed points customarily
controlled by the Soviets but claimed by the Chinese. In view of their
great firepower advantage, the Soviets were at first disturbed and

perplexed by their inability to compel the PRC to desist. Eventually,
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however, they succeeded in intimidating the Chinese into halting such
competitive patrolling by repeatedly raising the threat of conventional
or nuclear escalation.

But although the military challenge to the Soviet version of
Sino-Soviet borders was thus averted, the Chinese political challenge to
thuse borders has remained. Since 1969, the Soviets have been faced
with an unchanging Chinese demand for a preliminary unilateral Soviet
military withdrawal from all disputed areas as a prerequisite to any
border settlement. This adamant Chinese stand has helped perpetuate
Soviet determination to ensure that their forces facing China will
continue to overmatch and intimidate the PRC.

Two years after the 1969 crisis, the Soviets obtained what they saw
as an initial geopolitical dividend from their threatening posture
toward the PRC. During the India-Pakistan war of late 1971, India, with
diplomatic and logistical support from the USSR, crushed Pakistani
forces in East Pakistan over the objections of the PRC and the United
States. The Soviets found that their deploymenis against China had
helped to eliminate the possibility of Chinese intervention in support
of Pakistan. The Soviets thus found for the first time that they could
obtain geopolitical advantage in South Asia through their deployments in

the north.

THE GROWTH OF SINO-SOVIET-U.S. INTERACTION

The major unfavorable effect of the 1969 crisis for Moscow was the
impetus it gave to Sino-U.S. rapprochement, which unfolded in the three
years that followed. The Sino-U.S. consultations that took place during
the 1971 India-Pakistan crisis were a particularly unwelcome milestone

for Soviet policy, since they established a precedent for a possible
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future development of Chinese-American security cooperation. In
response, during the first half of the 1970s--the period of
Soviet-American "detente'--Brezhnev issued repeated private warnings to
American leaders not to enter into a "military alliance" with China. In
the same period, he made repeated unsuccessful attempts to entice the
United States into a security relationship with the Soviet Union

directed at the PRC.

THE _SLOWDOWN IN THE BUILDUP AFTER 1972

Between 1972 and about 1977, the Soviets slowed down their Far East
buildup. During the early 1970s they probably attained the interim
force goals established in 1965 for the first stage of the buildup, and
they estimated that Chinese competitive patrolling in the disputed
border areas was not likely to resume in the face of the threatening
Soviet military posture. They therefore corcluded that the leovel of
deterrence they had achieved was sufficient for the time being. The
Soviets meanwhile hoped for improvements in their relationship with
Beijing once Mac Zedong--whom they saw as the implacable driving force
behind Chinese hostility--had left the scene. They hoped that divisions
within the Chinese leadership might then open up the possibility of a
settlement of Sino-Soviet differences based on significant Chinese
concessions to the Soviet Union.

After Mao died in September 1976, however, these Soviet hopes were
disappointed. Mao's successors over the next two years rejected Soviet
overtures and insisted that Moscow "prove its sincerity with deeds" by
withdrawing from the disputed border areas and by totally undoing the
Soviet force buildup in Asia since Khrushchev's time. This the Soviets

regarded as out of the question.
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This Soviet disappointment with Beijing coincided with a steady
deterioration in Soviet-American relations after the mid-1970s, in large
part because of a growth in Soviet efforts to expand influence and
presence in the Third World at the expense of the United States. These
Soviet activities in Africa and Asia simultaneously exacerbated Chinese
anxieties about Soviet expansionist tendencies. The Soviets themselves
thus prepared the way for the United States and the PRC to begin to move

toward the collaboration which Moscow feared.

THE INDOCHINA CRISIS AND THE STRATEGIC TRIANGLE

Both of these trends passed a landmark in 1978. Moscow's effort to
expand its presence in the Third World at the expense of U.S. and
Chinese interests now registered a major gain in Indochina. The United
States and the PRC meanwhile established full diplomatic relations under
circumstances that at the time appeared to presage the development of
closer security cooperation against the Soviet Union.

In November 1978, the USSR established treaty ties with Vietnam,
directed against China, that made possible the subsequent Vietnamese
conquest of Cambodia and the consolidation of Vietnamese domination over
Indochina. In taking this step, the Soviets probably initially
miscalculated the likelihood of a Chinese military response and somewhat
underestimated the risks inherent in their security commitment to Hanoi.
During the subsequent Chinese three-week invasion of Vietnam, the
Soviets helped Hanoi with logistics, intelligence, and rhetoric. But
the Soviets displayed a caution regarding commitments to military action
that reflected their reluctance to become engaged in possibly open-

ended hostilities with Beijing, their hope that this would prove
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v unnecessary, their indecision about what to do if worse came to worst,
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and their uncertainty about the American attitude in the event of such

hostilities.

In the wake of the Chinese withdrawa., however, the Soviets

’,
.
b
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obtained from Vietnam gradually expanding use of naval and air
facilities in Indochina as a quid pro quo for the promised Soviet
deterrent. The Soviet sense of a vested interest in retaining access to
these facilities is probably growing with the passage of time, and with
it, the possibility of Soviet involvement in the event of a new

Vietnamese clash with China.

THE NEW SOVIET MILITARY POSTURE SINCE 1978

By the time the Indochina crisis took place, the Soviet leaders had
begun to make major changes in their military posture in the Far East.
By early 1978, the Soviets had decided to improve the size, equipment,
organization, deployment pattern, and rapid mobilization potential of

their forces in Asia. Since then, they have taken steps

o To establish a high command for the Far East theater of

T
e

operations, imposing a single focus on the tasks of opposing

China, Japan, and U.S. forces in the Far East;

b
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To carry out a large-scale modernization of Far East military

Y
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SR hardware, in parallel with similar modernization efforts

L elsewhere in the armed forces;

™
v o To activate additional, low-category divisions facing China;
- o To augment what the Chinese have regarded as the demonstrative
; and threatening deployment of forces in Mongolia;
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To begin a new deployment of forces in the disputed southern

(o)

Kuriles, intended to intimidate Japan;

o To accelerate naval and air deployments to the Far East
directed against Japan and U.S. forces in the area;

o To make more visible to China and Japan the threat of mass
destruction by deploying the SS-20 IRBM and the Backfire bomber

to the Far East.

+

NEW MOTIVES FOR THE BUILDUP

These steps reflected the emergence of new Soviet motives for the
Far East buildup, superimposed on the old motive of inhibiting the
Chinese from challenging the Soviet version of the Sino-Soviet frontier.
Three new considerations were particularly important.

1. The Soviets sought to ensure that Soviet military capabilities
in the Far East remained adequate against any combination of Soviet
adversaries, and particularly in the event of the development of
Sino-U.S.-Japanese military collaboration.

2. The Soviets also sought to ensure, through the threat
constantly posed on China's northern borders, that the PRC was dissuaded
from undertaking effective military action to counter initiatives by
Soviet clients on the PRC's southern border. This function of the
Soviet buildup, which first came into effect during the 1971
India-Pakistan War, has been more fully displayed since the 1978
Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia.

3. In addition, the Soviets have sought to create in the Soviet
Far East a platform to assist in the future exploitation of

opportunities for further geopolitical advance in South and Southwest
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Asia. In view of the weakening of the U.S. position in Southwest Asia
since the fall of the Shah and the Soviet advance into Afghanistan, the
Far East has taken on new significance in the worldwide Soviet contest
with the United States as the essential base for future Soviet naval
deployments southward toward the Indian Ocean. At the same time, Soviet
planes and ships dispatched to the Far East not only challenge the
Japanese and American position in the area, but assist Soviet prospects
in Southwest Asia by exerting pressure on American military resource

choices between the Pacific and Southwest Asian theaters.

THE PERMANENCE OF THE FAR EAST BUILDUP

The Soviets are thus now driven by so many mutually reinforcing reasons
to continue strengthening their position in the Far East as to make it
unlikely that they will soon stop. Enormous inducements would be required
to halt, much less reverse, this momentum. The Soviets appear to be holding
out to the PRC the possibility of some eventual troop withdrawals, and given
a sufficiently conciliatory Chinese stance over a protracted period, token
Soviet concessions of this kind could in time be made. Major drawdowns,
however, still seem improbable.

Meanwhile, the Soviets »pear to have grown pessimistic that in time
of war they would be able to use much of their Far Eastern ground forces
to reinforce their position in the west, as they did in World War II.

They seem to believe that they must shape their permanent force posture
to allow for the possibility, however unlikely, that they might have to
fight the PRC at some stage in a war with the United States, wherever

such a war began.
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The Soviets apparently believe that even if this worst case did not
materialize, and China remained aloof from such a struggle, very large
force deployments would still be required to deter the PRC and ensure

its continued neutrality.

In addition, Soviet analysts also appear to assume that the Soviet
Far East would be far more vulnerable to China than heretofore in the
aftermath of a devastating and exhausting Soviet clash with the United
States. They must therefore also guard against this final alternative.
The establishment of the new Soviet high command in the Far East

reflects all these considerations.

RECENT MODIFICATIONS IN THE TRIANGLE

These Soviet calculations do not yet appear to have been
significantly altered by recent changes in the tone of Sino-Soviet and
Sino-U.S. dealings. In 1982, the PRC agreed to a considerable increase
in economic, technical, and cultural contacts with the USSR, while

continuing to oppose and attack Soviet policy, particularly in areas

near China's borders. Through the summer of 1982 Beijing persisted in
deferring Soviet proposals for a resumption of border talks or
negotiations for a fundamental improvement of relations. The Chinese
continued to insist on Soviet cessation of all "hegemonic" behavior
around China's periphery as a precondition for such an improvement.

This meant, specifically, Soviet consent to a preliminary, unilateral
Soviet withdrawal from all disputed territory on the Sino-Soviet border;
Soviet reduction of forces east of the Urals to the level of

Khrushchev's day; Soviet evacuation of Afghanistan; and Soviet

withdrawal of their support and military presence from Vietnam. These
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demands, which reflect incompatible geopolitical interests, have thus
far imposed firm limits on the prospects for improvement.

Meanwhile, the growth in the Sino-U.S. relationship, in vigorous
progress since 1978, has been halted since 1981, largely because of new
prominence given to the Taiwan issue by both sides. As a result,
Beijing in 1981 and 1982 moved increasingly to a public posture of
criticism of both the United States and the Soviet Union. The
geopolitical realities, however, remained asymmetrical. The PRC
continued to maintain economic and other relations with the United
States that were qualitatively different from those with the USSR; and
Moscow, and not Washington, continued to develop a strategic threat to
Chinese . 1terests on the northern, southern, and western borders of the
PRC. - Despite the new coolness in the Sino-U.S. relationship, the
security interests of the PRC and the United States remained to some

extent mutually dependent.

THREE ALTERNATIVES FOR THE 19808

If Sino-U.S. Relations Do Not Change

It is conceivable, although not probable, that the impasse in the
Sino-U.S. relationship that began in 1981 will stretch on largely
unchanged over the next few years, and that meanwhile the tone of
bilateral relations will neither significantly improve nor greatly
worsen. In that case, the Soviets will be left with a somewhat
ambiguous situation in the triangle. The United States and the PRC
under these circumstances would be likely to continue parallel policies
and some cooperation in resisting Soviet use of force or backing for the

use of force by others in areas around China's periphery--such as
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Afghanistan or Indochina. In areas remote from China, divergence
between Chinese and American policy will probably continue or even grow.
Existing bilateral cooperation in matters such as intelligence
might well continue, but other forms of cooperation that would imply a
closer military relationship would not materialize. There would be no

transfer of U.S. weapons to the PRC, and despite what would likely be
important Chinese military improvements, Chinese firepower would
probably continue gradually to fall further behind the firepower
available to Soviet forces along the Sino-Soviet border. But despite
the continued Soviet sense of Chinese vulnerability, and despite the
very limited nature of the Sino-U.S. security relationship under this
scenario, the Soviets in any new crisis with the PRC would probably
continue to find their risk calculations complicated to some degree by
questions about the U.S. reaction.

From the standpoint of U.S. defense planning, it is likely that in
a major U.S.-Soviet confrontation in other theaters, such as Europe and
the Persian Gulf, the Soviets would remain concerned enough about the
Chinese posture during and after the confrontation to maintain their
military posture in the Far East essentially intact. In the event of a
sizable U.S. naval deployment from the Pacific to the Indian Ocean,
however, the Soviet Pacific Fleet, as in the past, would dispatch

important units to follow.

If Sino-U.S. Relations Drastically Deteriorate

A different set of consequences would follow in the 1980s if
Sino-American relations drastically decline from the present level. 1In
this scenario, an exacerbation of bilateral differences over Taiwan

would bring all remaining diplomatic and security cooperation to an end,
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so that even well-established intelligence cooperation would be halted.
In this event, more intimate forms of military cooperation would of
course be ruled out, the level of diplomatic representation might well
be reduced, and the Chinese relationship with the United States might
become virtually as cold as that with the USSR. In practical terms,
however, the Soviet Union would continue to represent a grave threat to
the Chinese state, and the United States would not.

The Soviets would attempt to exploit the changed situation against
both the United States and the PRC. In dealings with Washington, Moscow
would suggest that the Sino-U.S. split might soon be followed by
Sino-Soviet rapprochement, that the world balance of power was changing,
and that a more conciliatory U.S. posture in ongoing negotiations was
now appropriate. To audiences both in Western Europe and in the Third
World, the Soviets would stress that the Sino-American break was new
evidence of America's increasing isolation on the world scene and a sign
of a changing "correlation of forces" to which others should
accommodate.

In dealings with the PRC, the Soviets would of course expand on the
efforts they have already made to improve relations. However, they
would probably continue to find it difficult to offer China more than
minimal concessions in response to the far-reaching Chinese demands for
Soviet withdrawals from the Chinese border, Siberia, Vietnam, and
Afghanistan. The decisive issue would therefore remain the question of
Chinese willingness to abandon those demands. Even under conditions of
Chinese isolation from the United States, it appears somewhat unlikely
that the PRC would permit a fundamental improvement in relations while
the Soviets continued military activities on the Chinese periphery that

represented severe challenges to Chinese national interests.

AJ.LJ
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Nevertheless, it is conceivable that changing circumstances could
eventually modify the Chinese view.

Given continued Chinese recalcitrance, the Soviets would be likely
to seek to exploit the PRC's increased vulnerability. Bullying threats
against the PRC, in the manner used in the past, would be likely to
reappear on suitable occasions. If a major crisis evolved with an
isolated yet hostile China during the coming decade, the Soviets would
be somewhat more likely than they are today to commit themselves to an
early military response.

Under this scenario, the Soviets would see some immediate
improvement in their strategic position in Asia, but they would probably
consider this to be limited so long as China remained hostile. The
Soviet leaders would now be relieved of their fears of eventual
Sino-U.S.-Japanese security collaboration against them. But while
gratified at this, the Soviets would see little change in the other
important reasons for their Far East buildup. Among other things, the
Soviets would see an unreduced need to maintain military pressure on
Beijing to inhibit PRC behavior on both the Soviet and Vietnamese
borders. For these reasons, even a major Sino-U.S. estrangement, if
unaccompanied by other major changes, would be unlikely to induce the
Soviets to end the buildup. The Far East theater command structure
would certainly not be abandoned. Moscow's treatment of its Far East
deployments in the event of a major U.S.-Soviet confrontation elsewhere
would probably not differ greatly from what would be expected under the
first scenario.

On the other hand, more profound consequences would follow if,

contrary to expectations, an isolated PRC under Soviet pressure did make

it
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major concessions to the Soviet Union in the aftermath of a Sino-U.S.
split. A major improvement in Sino-Soviet relations would specifically
require, at a minimum, both a formal settlement of Chinese claims
regarding the Sino-Soviet border and a Sino-Soviet resolution of the
Indochina question. A Chinese change of these proportions, which is
possible although not probable, might well signficantly affect Soviet
calculations regarding both their peacetime miliary needs in the Far
East and their requirements for wartime contingencies. This would
indeed make a difference in the world balance of power, and would

profoundly complicate U.S. defense planning for Europe and Southwest

Asia.

If Sino-U.S. Relations Are Radically Strengthened

The other side of the coin for the Scviet Union would be a
revitalization and radical strengthening of the Sino-American security
relationship. Such a change in the 1980s would presuppose a lasting
resolution of the impasse over Taiwan. In addition, a change of this
magnitude would probably come about only if some new Soviet action
intervened in the next few years to influence both Beijing and
Washington to see a gravely increased threat to their interests,
necessitating in response a major revision of security relationships.

In this event, there would be a substantial flow of conventional
weapons technology from the United States to the PRC. These transfers
would probably still be far from enough to enable the PRC to mount a
credible offensive threat against the USSR. But they would at least
slow, and possibly even halt the further growth of the large existing
Soviet conventional firepower advantage. There would also be much

closer interchange and coordination on security matters between the PRC

-
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h and the United States, including some contingency planning against a
:u variety of eventualities.
E The Soviets would interpret such a change as a significant
E worsening of their security position in the Far East. Soviet ability to
_ intimidate the PRC, while not eliminated, would decline. The Soviets
s would foresee some increase in the risks and costs of Sino-Soviet
;?7 hostilities because of improved Chinese military capabilities. More
%‘ important, however, would be the heightened risk they would see arising
i.i from even a modestly increased chance of conflict with the United States
;;1 as a result of hostilities with China. They would, of course, be highly
iﬁ! resentful of this change.
l> It is unlikely, however, that the Soviets would take rash and
f. drastic action in response to the kind of Sino-American security

cooperation postulated, since such cooperation would neither enlarge
Chinese nuclear attack capabilities against the USSR nor create a
meaningful Chinese offensive conventional threat to the Soviet Far East.
It is possible that the Soviets would respond with some increase in the
rate of Far East reinforcements or modernization. To the degree that
they felt obliged to supply them, increased military manpower inputs to

the Far East theater would intensify Soviet difficulties in allocating

increasingly scarce manpower resources in the 1980s, and sharpen the
-, competition between the needs of other military theaters and the demands

of the Soviet economy. On the political side, the Soviets would do

their utmost to exploit the difficulties that such a strengthening of
Sino-U.S. security ties might create for the United States in the

Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), in West Europe, or in

India.
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Although such a major change in the Sino-U.S. relationship in the
1980s would probably come about only if some new Soviet action
intensified perception of a Soviet threat, the chance of such a Soviet
venture--for example, in Iran or Pakistan--will probably be governed
largely by local circumstances and regional military risks, and not by
the potential effects on the Sino-Soviet-U.S. triangle. The Soviet
leaders do not appear to wish to allow their behavior toward third
parties to be constrained by the possible consequences for Sino-U.S.
relations. They are determined in any case to avoid giving their
This pattern is unlikely to

antagonists leverage over their decisions.

change.
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A SELECTIVE CHRONOLOGY OF SECURITY ASPECTS OF THE

Late 1949:

February 1950:

September 1952:

October 1954:

October 1957:

Spring 1958:

June 1959:

June 1960:

1963:

April-September
1964 :

October 1964:

1965:

Spring 1965:

1966-1967:

SINO-SOVIET CONFLICT[1]

Chinese Communists arrive in Xinjiang; Soviet sponsored
"Eastern Turkestan Republic" collapses.

Treaty of Alliance and other agreements signed by Stalin
with new Chinese Communist regime. In one agreement,

Stalin promises to evacuate Port Arthur by end of 1952.

Deadline for evacuation of Port Arthur suspended because
of the Korean War.

Post-Stalin Soviet leadership agrees to evacuate Port
Arthur and Dairen.

Soviets sign secret agreement with PRC to supply "new
technology for national defense."

Soviets request (1) long-range submarine radio in China
and (2) joint fleet to be dominated by Soviet Union and

to use Chinese ports. Chinese refuse.

Soviets give final explicit refusal to supply atomic
weapon to China.

Soviets withdraw economic and technical advisers from
China, including those concerned with military industry.

Chinese publicly raise Sino-Soviet border issue.

First series of Sino-Soviet border negotiations is
held and fails.

Khrushchev falls.
First Chinese atomic explosion.
Soviets begin force buildup against China.

Soviets demand "air corridor" over China to Vietnam
and base in Yunnan for support of Hanoi. Chinese refuse.

Cultural Revolution at height; People's Liberation Army

[1]This is not a chronology of the evolution of the Sino-Soviet
dispute, but only of those developments that appear particularly
relevant to the strategic relationship between the two powers. Many
political and economic events of major importance are thus of necessity

omitted.
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February 1967:

August 1967:

August 19638:

Winter
1968-1969:

Spring-Summer
1969:

September 1969:

October 1969:
Spring-Summer
1971:

Summer-Fall
1971:

Fall
1971:

1972:

1972-1976:

1975:

1975:
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(PLA) increasingly involved; PLA combat capability declines.
Chinese siege of Soviet Embassy in Beijing.

Chen Zaidao "mutiny" in Wuhan Military District; in
aftermath, Mao retreats from effort to force PLA to
participate in Cultural Revolution struggles.

Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia; Mao resolves to show
he is not intimidated.

Aggressive Soviet and Chinese border patrolling leads
to escalation of nonshooting border incidents.

Chinese stage shooting ambush at Chen Bao/Damansky

Island; Soviets stage larger ambush two weeks later.
Scattered border clashes multiply in east and west

sections of frontier. Soviets approach United States about
possible attack on China. Soviets make conventional and
nuclear threats against China.

Zhou-Kosygin meeting at Beijing airport brings end to
Chinese competitive border patrolling.

New Sino-Soviet border talks begin and immediately enter
prolonged stalemate.

"Ping-pong diplomacy" and first Kissinger trip to China.
Internal Chinese leadership crisis, climaxed by unsucessful
attempt by Defense Minister Lin Piao to assassinate Mao, and
death of Lin in plane crash in Mongolia while attempting to

flee to USSR.

India, with Soviet backing, defeats Pakistan in war over
East Pakistan despite opposition from PRC and United States.

United States offers private pledge to help China against
USSR should need arise out of India-Pakistan fighting.

U.S. summit meetings in Beijing and Moscow.

U.S.-PRC Shanghai Communique. U.S. detente with
Soviet Union.

Slowdown in Soviet buildup against China.

U.S. defeat in Vietnam, expulsion from Indochina. Vietnam
soon begins tilt toward Soviet Union, away from PRC.

Soviets begin adventures in Africa. Decay of Soviet-U.S.
relations.
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September 1976:

1978:

April 1978:

August 1978:

Summer-Fall
1978:

November 1978:
December 1978:

December 1978-
January 1979:

December 1978-
January 1979:

February-March
1979:

April 1979:

Fall 1979:

December 1979:
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Mao dies; his heirs reject Soviet overtures.

New stage in Soviet Far East buildup begins, leading to
new Far East theater command.

Brezhnev and Ustinov visit Far East forces.
Communist coup is staged in Afghanistan.

Sino-Japanese treaty signed with "anti-hegemony" clause
opposed by USSR.

Rapid further deterioration of Sino-Vietnamese relations.
Vietnam enters the Council for Economic and Mutual Assistance
(CEMA).

Soviets sign treaty with Vietnam.
Soviets sign treaty with Communist regime in Afghanistan.

Vietnam attacks and overruns Cambodia.

PRC and United States complete normalization of diplomatic
relations. Deng Xiaoping visits United States.

PRC attacks Vietnam to "teach a lesson." With great
difficulty and delay and heavy casualties, PRC reaches
territorial goals and then withdraws.

Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia unaffected by Chinese
attack.

Soviets display great caution during Chinese attack.
Soviets hold large exercise in Siberia after Chinese
withdrawal. Soviet military presence in Vietnam begins
to grow after Chinese withdrawal.

PRC announces intention to abrogate long-dormant Sino-
Soviet treaty, but proposes general talks with Soviets
on the Sino-Soviet relationship.

General Sino-Soviet talks begin. Chinese demand fundamental
Soviet geopolitical concessions, including withdrawal from
Vietnam and great reduction of forces east of Urals.

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Sharp further
deterioration of Soviet-U.S. relations. Chinese suspend
general Sino-Soviet talks indefinitely.
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1981-1982:
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Marked cooling of Sino-U.S. relations over Taiwan issue.
Chinese allow some cosmetic improvement in Sino-Soviet
relations (exchange of economic, cultural, sports
delegations).
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the central judgments of this report is that the Soviets
have powerful reasons to continue to maintain very large military forces
in Siberia, Central Asia, Mongolia, and the Far East, and probably have
little hope that they will be able to draw on Far East ground forces for
significant reinforcements in the West in the event of hostilities in
Europe. These Soviet intentions and assumptions are likely to be
revised only in the event of very large unilateral Chinese concessions
to the Soviet Union that are possible but improbable even in the event
of a drastic break between the People's Republic of China (PRC) and the
United States.

The Soviets have come to see a permanent need for their Far East
military posture only as the result of a long evolution in their
thinking. Their sense of what their interests require has gradually
emerged from many years of interaction with the PRC and the United
States, culminating in changes in the Asian strategic environment over
the last five years that have both heightened the dangers for the Soviet
Union and expanded Soviet opportunities.

This report seeks to reconstruct the factors that over the years
have cumulatively brought the Soviets to their present mind-set. The
roots of Soviet strategic concern about the PRC are found, in the first
place, in the Soviet discovery that they would never be able to harness
China to serve Soviet interests. The paper therefore begins by briefly
considering the residual effects today of the first Soviet experience

with the PRC, when Stalin and his immediate successors sought and failed
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to secure China as a strategic platform for the deployment of Soviet
military power against the United States.

Next, the study reviews the circumstances under which the Soviets
began the post-Khrushchev buildup that is still in process. It examines
the initial Soviet motives for the buildup, the Chinese response, and
Soviet reactions to that response.

The paper then traces the effects on Soviet attitudes created by
the prolonged Sino-Soviet border crisis of 1969 and the impetus which
that crisis gave to Sino-American rapproachement. It discusses the
lessons Moscow derived from the circumstances surrounding the
India-Pakistan war of 1971, when the Soviets for the first time found
they could draw a geopolitical dividend from their military pressure
against China. It reviews the new factors that have caused the Soviets
to give increased emphasis to the buildup in the Far East since the late
1970s, dramatized by the initiation of a high command for the Far East
theater of operations. It examines the nature of Sino-Soviet-U.S.
interaction during the Indochina crisis of 1978-79, and the ongoing
effects of that crisis on Soviet geopolitical ambitions and incentives
to take risks in the Far East.

Against this background, the report draws conclusions about the
implications for the future of the Soviet buildup. The paper concludes
by weighing the likely consequences for Soviet risk-taking of three

alternatives for the future of Sino-U.S. relations.
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II. THE LOST SOVIET STRATEGIC BASE IN CHINA

Soviet expectations today about the prospects for Sino-U.S.
military collaboration against the Soviet Union are conditioned by the

past. The Soviets remember, in the first place, their own historic

ORI .f R IO WY SR RS WETY NN C RN

failure, between 1950 and 1958, to secure China as a strategic platform

for the deployment of military power against the United States. The
': consequences of this defeat for Soviet strategic aspirations are not
likely to be forgotten by Moscow's military planners.

The Soviet failure took place in two stages. During the first five

years after the advent of Mao's regime in 1949, the Soviet Union was
compelled fo surrender piecemeal--and from the Chinesé viewpoint,
grudgingly--the important strategic advantages in China which it
possessed at the outset of that regime. Over the next five years, the
USSR found itself unable to realize another set of concrete and far-
reaching military advantages it sought to obtain in their place. The

transformation of China from supposed ally to implacable enemy thus

immediately followed--and in effect, continued--a large and forced
contraction of Soviet strategic ambitions in the Far East that was

already completed by the end of the 1950s, and from which the Soviets

"y Y Y YTy

are only now recovering.

(a2 i}

What, specifically, were these aspirations, and these defeats?

XINJIANG

PN A : o)

In late 1949, Stalin was obliged to acquiesce in the new Chinese

regime's easy assertion of control in Xinjiang at the expense of the

direct Russian local influence which Moscow had previously asserted
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either through intrigue with local autonomous Chinese warlords or
through encouragement of minority nationality revolt.[l] The
preservation of such special Soviet influence in Xinjiang had been made
possible for a number of years by the weakness and fragmentation of the
Chinese state. With the arrival of the Chinese Communists in Beijing
determined to extend their authority wherever possible to the old
imperial frontiers, a Russian sphere of influence in Xinjiang could only
have been maintained by force, a course which Stalin clearly considered
inexpedient for what seemed at the time to be an obvious and overriding
reason--the desire to establish an alliance with the PRC.[2] At one
stroke, the Soviet Union thus lost for good a historic opportunity to
consolidate control of the Chinese portion of Central Asia long
contested by Russian regimes. To the present day, Soviet perception of
Chinese behavior toward them along the western border--and of Chinese
vulnerabilities in Xinjiang--continue to be influenced by this sense of
a lost advantage.[3]

[1]Soon after a long-time Soviet understanding with the warlord
Sheng Shicai collapsed in 1942-43, a Kazak and Uigur rebellion in the
province orchestrated by the USSR produced a separatist "Eastern
Turkestan Republic" which Moscow nurtured until the Chinese Communists
arrived in 1949.

[2]0ne source has claimed, however, that in the last months before
the Chinese Communist arrival in 1949, the Soviets did in fact make a
feeble and abortive effort through intrigue to head off the loss of
their special influence in Xinjiang by vainly urging the local Chinese
Nationalist military commander to declare the province independent.
(Allen S. Whiting and General Sheng Shih-t'sai, Sinkiang: Pawn or
Pivot?, East Lansing, Mich., 1958, pp. 117-118.)

[3]The action taken by the Soviet consulate in Urumqi in the spring
of 1962 to encourage a large-scale exodus of Uigurs from Xinjiang to the
Soviet Union reflected this Soviet conviction that experience had shown
the region to be a point of vulnerability for Beijing. So, too, did the
Chinese response, which included the permanent closure of the Urumqi
consulate.

During the 1969 Sino-Soviet borcer crisis, the Soviets had the Xinjiang
exile Zunun Taipov write an article describing the "national liberation
movement" in Xinjiang in the 1940s, as well as the alleged oppression of
Xinjiang by the PRC. (New Times, No. 27, June 1969.) Soviet propaganda




R P T —

,'}-'ff."?

)

e
:

r v vy
[
v
'

PORT ARTHUR AND DAIREN

"
Fe
n
b

At the opposite side of China Stalin did not give up so easily.
Simultaneous with the abandonment of his assets in Xinjiang, he made a

more vigorous effort to retain control of the more important strategic

i cdemeluduniusd:

gains held by his troops since their conquest of Manchuria from the
Japarese at the close of World War II. Most important were the naval

ports of Dairen and Port Arthur and the Manchurian railway net, which

had long been objects of Tsarist ambition. The new Chinese Communist
regime of Mao Zedong, dependent upon Stalin for military support and
economic assistance, temporarily agreed in 1950 to the continued Soviet
use of the two ice-free naval ports on the Yellow Sea. The U.S.
government at the time took a grave view of the strategic advantages
conferred on the Soviet Union by these port facilities.[4] 1In
retrospect, this was a high point in Soviet geopolitical advance in the
Far East which the USSR did not approach again until Soviet ships
appeared at Cam Ranh Bay three decades later.

Four years later, in 1954, a weaker and divided Soviet regime led

by Stalin's heirs, seeking to appease Mao in the hopes of preserving and

AR §F A MOMEERSEE AL

strengthening their alliance with him, agreed to surrender Port Arthur

1
]
i

broadcasts to Xinjiang then were particularly active in seeking to
resurrect memories of the East Turkestan Republic.

[4]In January 1950, vigorous denunciation of Soviet behavior in
Manchuria by Secretary of State Acheson was supported by "background
material" released by the State Department that referred to Soviet
efforts at "strategic domination" of the area, and emphasized that 1
Soviet troops occupied "Dairen and the Port Arthur naval base area." :
The former American Consul in Mukden, Angus Ward, publicly commented at
this time that the Soviet objective "was the same imperialist expansion
tow.rds ice-free ports that had occupied Russian dreams in the past two !
generations." (The New York Times, January 26 and 15, 1950; cited in |
Max Beloff, Soviet Policy in the Far East 1944-1951, Oxford University
Press, London, 1953.)
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and Dairen and the other extraterritorial advantages Stalin had
extracted from Beijing.[5] To the same end, and apparently hoping,
despite misgivings, that Soviet strategic interests could be advanced by
strengthening China, the post-Stalin leadership took steps to lay the
foundations of Chinese military industry. This policy culminated in
October 1957 in the signing of a secret agreement to supply China with

"new technology for national defense.'[6]

THE SOVIET NAVAL DEMANDS OF 1958

During the year after the signing of the secret agreement, however,
Soviet leaders became concerned by the growing evidence that Chinese
strategic interests and foreign policy goals could diverge from their
own, and sought, in effect, to hedge their bet on China. They returned
to Stalin's policy of seeking to extract specific extraterritorial
military rights from the Chinese Communist regime, hoping on the one
hand to compensate themselves for the risks they were taking in building
Chinese military strength, and on the other hand to create a mechanism
to help control Chinese use of that strength. Implicit in these
demands--although perhaps never made explicit--was the suggestion that
the further supply of Soviet advanced military technc v to China (such
as an atomic explosive device, as well as surface-to-surface missiles
additional to the SS5-1 and SS-2, already in the pipeline to China)[7]

(5]In February 1950, the Soviets in a formal agreement with the new
Chinese Communist government had promised to evacuate Port Arthur by the
end of 1952, but the advent of the Korean War subsequently gave Stalin
justification to suspend this promise and leave his troops in place.

The death of Stalin and the end of the Korean War in 1953 brought the
issue to a head.

{6]PRC government statement of September 1, 1963, released by New
China News Agency (NCNA) August 31, 1963. Red Flag-People's Daily Joint
editorial, September 6, 1963.

[7]0n Soviet early shipment of short-range missiles to China, see
Harold C. Hinton, "Communist China's Military Posture," Current
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might be contingent upon China's demonstrating its tractability and
trustworthiness by consenting to the Soviet proposals.[8]

The two of these proposals that have been confirmed demanded:

1. The establishment of a Soviet long-range radio facility on
Chinese soil, for submarine communication, evidently intended to
facilitate Soviet operations in the Pacific and Indian Oceans.

2. The establishment of a joiut Sino-Soviet fleet, using Chinese
ports, and with a high command dominated by the Soviet Union.[9]

In addition to their obvious intention to constrain Chinese
behavior, these 1958 proposals testified, among other things, to the
continued chagrin of Soviet military leaders at the setback to Soviet
operations occasioned by the surrender of the Manchurian ports.[10]

More generally, they suggested a Soviet search for a framework,

History, September 1962, p. 153; Alice L. Hsieh, "The Sino-Soviet
Nuclear Dialogue," Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, January 1965.
Hsieh states that Khrushchev remarked in June 1959 to Averell Harriman
that the USSR had shipped "numerous" rockets to China.

[8]In placing this choice before the PRC, the Soviets were also
seeking, neither for the first nor the last time, to split the Chinese
leadership. This was one of the many occasions over the years when the
Soviets sought to suborn the People's Liberation Army (PLA)--in this
case, Defense Minister Peng Dehuai in particular. See Raymond L.
Garthoff, "Sino-Soviet Military Relations, 1945-66," in Raymond L.
Garthoff (ed.), Sino-Soviet Military Relations, Praeger, New York, 1966,
pp. 87-93. y

[9]Mainichi (Tokyo), January 26, 1972. The two proposals mentioned
were cited by a Mainichi correspondent as part of a list of 11 Soviet
historical "crimes" described to a visiting Japanese trade union
delegation in Beijing by representatives of the China-Japan Friendship
Association. This information appears authentic and probably reliable.
Several other Chinese sources have alluded to the Soviet joint fleet
proposal; two are cited below.

Garthoff, p. 90, asserted in 1966 that the Soviets may also have
demanded "more closely integrated air defenses and possibly also .
deployments of offensive Soviet nuclear weapons systems.'" There has
been no confirmation of either of these suggestions, and the latter, at
least, seems improbable.

[10]In July 1982, PRC Foreign Minister Huang Hua told a foreign
interviewer that the Soviet naval demands which the Chinese had rejected
in 1958 amounted to "demands to establish naval bases along the Chinese
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analogous to the Warsaw Pact in East Europe, under which the Chinese
land mass might be made to serve broad Soviet strategic interests. The
Chinese leadership interpreted the Soviet propvsals in just this sense,
declared that they were intended to ''place China under Soviet military
control,”" and rejected them.[11]

This rejection, in turn, clearly gave an important nudge to the
subsequent downward slide of the Sino-Soviet security relationship. It
surely contributed to the Soviet inclination to stall on response to
Chinese requests for the atomic weapon, and to the final explicit Soviet
refusal to supply that weapon in June 1959.([12] This refusal, in its
turn, was one of the major contributing factors in the rapid aggravation
of the dispute that led to the abrupt cancellation of all Soviet
economic and military assistance to China in the summer of 1960, and the
gradual draining of all content from the alliance and substitution of a

hostile relationship in the years to follow.

THE IMPLICATIONS OF SOVIET EXPERIENCE FOR THE UNITED STATES

From today's perspective, however, at least some Soviets may see a

moderately encouraging corollary in this dismal record of the collapse

of the Soviet alliance with the PRC. In view of Soviet concern since

coast." (ABC, Madrid, July 2, 1982.) It should be remembered that the
Manchurian ports had been relinquished only four years earlier.

(11]Mainichi (Tokyo), January 26, 1972; Mainichi, March 9, 1967.
In 1979, a Chinese official commented: 'In 1958, the Soviet Union
approached China with the demand that China and the Soviet Union
establish a joint fleet with the ownership shared equally between them.
The reasons they gave were that Soviet naval ports were vulnerable to
blockade while China's coastline was very long and had excellent
conditions. Actually, their aim was to control the coastline of China."
(Liu Keming, "Soviet Foreign Policy: On Sino-Soviet Relations," paper
prepared for the Sino-American Conference on International Relations and
the Soviet Union, November 8-11, 1979, Washington, D.C.)

[12]Red Flag-People's Daily, joint editorial, September 6, 1963.
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the late 1970s over the possiBility of Sino-American strategic
cooperation against the Soviet Union, some Soviets appear to find an
element of reassurance in the Soviet experience with China--reassurance
that the forces of Chinese nationalism are too strong to make it likely
that the United States will succeed where the USSR failed.

There is no doubt that there is some merit in this view. Both the
Soviet experiences of the 1950s and the 1960s and the more recent U.S.
difficulties with Beijing over Taiwan have confirmed the force of the
PRC's nationalism, its resentment of what it regards as affronts to its
sovereignty, and its wariness about trading political concessions for
security.

On the other hand, such a sanguine Soviet view ignores the degree
to which the Soviets were themselves responsible for the demise of their
association with Beijing because of their crude and repeated efforts to
dominate China. It understates the possibility that the United States,
lacking either the capability or the desire to dominate the PRC, may
find it more feasible than the Soviets did to eventually reconcile
important differences with Beijing. Moreover, such a view ignores
another consideration explored later in this report: the extent to
which Soviet permanent strategic ambitions in Asia give the United
States and the PRC an ongoing common security interest in cooperation.

Finally, it should be noted that Soviet military planners have not
drawn any such comforting conclusions from past Soviet disappointments
with China. On the contrary, as later sections of this report will

show, they continue to take measures against the eventuality of enhanced

Sino-U.S. security cooperation.
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SEQUEL: THE 1965 DEMAND FOR AN AIR CORRIDOR AND A YUNNAN BASE

E! Looking back over the panorama of failure in the Soviet effort to
;;; harness China to Soviet strategic purposes in the 1950s, the Soviet
leaders also remember an ironic sequel. In the spring of 1965, the

- Soviet leadership, responding to the rise of the Sino-Soviet border

;L. issue and what it saw as mounting Chinese hostility, began its force

" buildup against China, for reasons which will be considered below. But
E‘I at the same time and in this unlikely context, Moscow raised the issue
: of Soviet security cooperation with China for the last time. Moscow now
g launched new proposals that were in some respects reminiscent of the
‘ii demands of 1958, and that the USSR very well knew would be regarded by
! Beijing as a fresh attack on Chinese sovereignty.

In an exchange of initially secret letters that both sides

subsequently circulated widely, the Soviets demanded: (a) that China
grant the USSR an "air corridor” through which to mount a massive Soviet
airlift to Vietnam to succor the North Vietnamese in the face of U.S.

attack, and (b) that China grant the USSR a base in Yunnan adjacent to

Vietnam, to be totally under Soviet control, at which hundreds of Soviet

LA 2w 2l s

military personnel would be stationed to support the Vietnamese war

Ty

effort.[13] The Chinese of course rejected these proposals; the
1 Soviets, playing to the international communist audience, had almost
Ei: certainly anticipated such a rejection, and were evidently seeking to
d o dramatize to Hanoi, and others, Chinese selfishness and
ri' stubbornness. [14]
- [13]The Observer (London), November 14, 1965; also Mainichi,
- January 26, 1972.
;i. [14]The Soviets in 1965 were probably also seeking to exploit any

- available fissures within the Chinese leadership on the subject of

] whether to cooperate with the Soviet Union in aiding Vietnam. It is
3

b
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By that very token, this episode was significant as the first
occasion in which Soviets in their political maneuvers against the
Chinese sought to turn to their own benefit Beijing's sensitivity about
security issues touching on Chinese sovereignty. In subsequent years,

i

the Soviets were to move beyond this into a long-term effort to extract
specific security advantages for themselves from China'; problems with
some of its other neighbors. In 1971, this persistent Soviet line of
endeavor helped produce the Soviet-Indian treaty; in 1978, the
Soviet-Vietnamese treaty; and in 1979, it at last furnished concrete
benefits for Soviet military planners in the facilities placed at Soviet
disposal by Vietnam.

In broad perspective, one lasting result of the strategic losses
the Soviet Union suffered over the years in China was thus to intensify
the Soviet search for substitutes elsewhere around China's periphery.
Another result, of course, was to accelerate the development of
Sino-Soviet rivalry and mutual hostility and eventually to propel China
toward consideration of strategic cooperation with the United States.

Along this road, in the mid-60s the Soviet Union began a buildup of

Soviet forces confronting China that is still in progress.

clear that there were differences of opinion in Beijing on this point.
But it is equally clear that the Soviets were not sanguine about the
result. They were abundantly aware of Mao's adamant hostility and they
were convinced that he dominated Chinese policy toward the USSR.

Equally important, they were aware that the specific military proposals
they had now advanced had a flavor of extraterritoriality that made them
particularly unlikely candidates to win Politburo acceptance.
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ITT. AN OVERVIEW OF THE SOVIET ANTI-CHINA FORCE BUILDUP

Three points can be made at the outset about the general
characteristics of the Soviet military buildup against China.

The first is that this process, in progress since about 1965, has
obvious elements of long-term planning and continuity. The allocation
of material and human resources required has clearly been an important
factor in the five-year planning cycles of the Ministry of Defense and
of the ministries supervised by the Military-Industrial Commission. The
buildup has cumulatively absorbed a large portion of the total increase
in the Soviet ground forces during the Brezhnev years. The Soviets have
surely had to make broad estimates of these requirements, forecast long
in advance, to be correlated with manpower induction and retention
policies and with an anticipated range of other military manpower and
economic labor force needs.

The effects on the materiel side are even more powerful. It is
reasonable to suppose, for example, that over the years targeting of
China has consumed an increasing fraction of the total mix of the
evolving Soviet IRBM and ICBM capability and has therefore entered
increasingly into the production plans for these products. Certainly
such items as the concrete required for military airfields or large-
scale defense fortifications in the Far East and the planes and weapons
that will ultimately be used at such installations must be planned for
long in advance in the context of total expected Soviet requirements.
Even the planned production capacity of future plants intended to

produce a wide variety of such items must be affected to some degree by
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the projected requirements of the Chinese front. Planning for the
Chinese task, like the other major Soviet military missions, must
therefore reverberate forward for many years into the future, inevitably
affecting a complex network of resource allocation decisions.

Second, the buildup, despite the factors making for long-term
continuity, has not been evenly paced or uniform, particularly regarding
additions of manpower. It seems fair to say, however, that any overview
of the buildup must take.into account not only the pace of the increase
in troops assigned to the anti-China mission, but also changes in the
pace of fortification, construction, and replacement of equipment, as
well as changes in the rate of formation of new skeletal divisions that
could be used for rapid mobilization.[l] Use of any one of these three
criteria in the absence of the others is likely to produce a misleading
view of the Soviet overall effort and intentions. With this caveat in
mind, we may conclude that, broadly speaking, the buildup has gone

through four phases to date:

o An initial period of gradual expansion after 1965 from the base
of some 17 to 20 divisions inherited from the Khrushchev era;

o A period of some acceleration in all three
categories--manpower, units, and equipment--for a few years

around the turn of the decade;

[1]I have used the term "skeletal division," rather than more
customary and precise terminology such as "Category III division," to
emphasize the independent significance of a Soviet decision to activate
or deploy a given unit, regardless of the level at which it is initially
manned. The deployment of a new division at a very low level of manning
adds much less to the immediate Soviet threat than to the Soviet
mobilization potential, yet is a political and strategic act in its own
right that should be separately weighed as a measure of Soviet plans and
expectations.
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o A period of much slower growth--and gradual improvement of the
equipment and manpower levels of understrength units--between
the early 1970s and 1977:

o Some movement off this near-plateau in the period since 1978,
characterized by modest increases in total combat manpower in
combination with significant reorganization and some forward
deployment, increases in the number of new skeletal divisions
deployed, and marked acceleration in the pace of modernization

of equipment and stockpiling of materials.[2]

In the process, the number of Soviet divisions of all strength
levels appear to have mounted from roughly 20 at the outset of the
buildup to about 40 early in the 1970s to roughly 50 in 1982. A
disproportionate share of the manpower--the bulk of the ground combat
troops present today--was apparently in place by the early 1970s.[3]

Third, the mix of factors motivating the Soviets to conduct the

buildup has not been static, but has changed considerably over time with

[2]Japan Defense Agency, Defense of Japan, 1980, pp. 49-58; Defense
of Japan, 1981, pp. 76-86. In a notable article in the summer of 1981,
Chief of the General Staff Ogarkov placed heavy emphasis on the need for
lightly manned peacetime units capable of extremely rapid war-time
mobilization. He therefore underlined the need for predisposition of
"planned reserves of personnel and equipment.'" This discussion was
accompanied by stress on the need for new forms of military
organization, pa.ticularly the new "larger-scale form," the theater of
military operations. We shall later consider the significance of the
formation of a high command for such a theater in the Far East in
1978-79 (Kommunist, No. 10, July 1981, pp. 80-91).

[3]More detailed estimates of divisional totals at different
periods of the Soviet buildup will not be found in this report because
they would convey a misleading sense of precision. The best and most
commonly used published sources, the estimates supplied annually by the
International Institute for Strategic Studies, while useful as to
trends, do not appear to be an adequate guide 