
N A T O  S E C R E T  

MUTUAL BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS " WORKING GROUP 

u t  by the  Workj.rg ".- "' Group 

Since n;id-Lg?L, t he  IBFR Working  Group have  been 
examining the  imglications o f  lvLBPR in   Cent ra l  Europe f o r  the  
flanks o f  IWTO. They have  taken  account o f  the  views(1) 
e q r e s s e d  by the  WlitaP;  Comittee - in   the  context  o f  a 
review(1) o f  an  ,assessment(2) by SHAPE of the  risks involved 
in   se lec ted  MBFR models designed f d r  Central Europe - that  
cer-tsiin nilitary advantages  afforded t o  the '  Warsaw Pact 
vis-$-vis ACE in   the  Central  Region would be reduced, 

i f  the PBFR meas  could be extended t o  include a t  l e a s t   t h e  
three Western Mi l i ta ry   Dis t r ic t s  o f  the  USSR, The Mili tary 
Comit tee  commented tha t  *'The loca l   e f fec t  would be t o  slow 
d.ovm the  Sovict  build-up in   t he   ccaka t  zone, and probably 
t o  provide more  wa.ming of Irnrnineant aggression. This would 
be a t  -the cost o f  accepting a Soviet deployment  which could 
pose 2.n increased risk %O RATOt S fl~xAs~I.  

'L3a"d- - L d c u l a ~ l y   i n  the aspec-ks o f  reinforcement and i n i t i a t i v e ,  

T i q  ftRisk Assessments" 
" 

2. The MBFR Working Grogp have  concentrated, i n   t h e i r  
s tudy,  on analysis(3) car r ied  out  by SHAPE, within Terms o f  
Reference(4)  defined by  t'ne  Working Group, o f  t he   e f f ec t s  o f  
f i v e  possible  Soviet  redeployments post-NBFR f o r  ground forces 
in   Central  Europe, i.e. i n  t he  MATO Guidelines Area (FRG, BE, 
LU, NL; GDR, Poland,  Czechoslovakia). These reductions 
range from 1076 t o  yOY6y m d -  redeployments  towards the  f lanks 
from 1 -bank division. -to three divisions ( 2  tank: 1 motorized 
t o  S, Region: 2 motorized 1 tank t o  N. Region). 

3 .  The  Working  Group a l s o  had the   benef i t  of a sttldy(5) 
by the  Tu~kisl i   Authori t ies  which postulated a wider  range o f  
reductions,  including a i r  forces ,   in   Central  Europe (10@&50%) 
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N A T O  S E C R E T  

and redeplopent  of larger   Soviet   forces  towards the  South- 
Eastern Flark. In   the  Lower ranges o f  reduction, most o r  a l l  
of %he withdrawn divis ions  are  s o  redeployed  as t o  be avai lable  
f o r  operations  against  the  Southern flank; in   the  higher   ranges 
of postulated  reductions, up t o  some 806/6 of the withdrawn 
Soviet  forces are assumed t o  be  redeployed  against  the  ,Southern 
Region. 

4, The  two s tud ie s   ( a t  Annexes I and II f o r  .ease of 
reference),  based on d i f fe ren t  post-MBFR redeployment 
assmptions( l ) ,   both conclude that  IBFR in   the   Cent ra l  Region 
will. have ser ious  i rql icat ions f o r  the  -Southern Region i n  
par t icu lar ,  The d ispar i ty  i n  force  strengths on the  flanks is 
already  great: f o r  the  smaller  reductions  (e. g. lOO,/o) i n  
Central Europe  and on the  assumption that  only  one-third o f  
t he  withdraw- forces  are  redeployed  against  the flanks, the  
SHAPE study  finds  that  -there w i l l  be  a marginal  increase i n  
the   mi l i ta ry   th rea t  t o  Greece  and  Turkey.  For the  higher  range 
(30$), the  increslse i n   t h r e a t  would be  moderate: but these 
%arginalf' and llmnodera-tell assessments  are  related  to  the  force 
sui2eriority,  already  substantial,  possessed by the  Soviets. 
The Turkish  findings  are  compatible,  but  postulating  greater 
Soviet  redeployments towards the  Southern  flank, show a 
corresgondingly  greater  increase  in  force ratios i n  Soviet 
favour. 

5.  Both s tud ies   s t ress   the   po in t   tha t  even small 
i2creases   in   the  Soviet   mil i tary  superior i ty   in   the  f lanks  could 

Sovie-i; forces would be cause f o r  concern  regarding  Soviet 
in ten t ions  

i have s ignif icant   iupl icat ions,   s ince any increase  in  these 

6, The Working  Group view, after  considerable  study and- 
discussion, is that   both the  SHAPE and Turkish  studies  are  valid 
assessments,  based on the i r   d i f f e ren t  assumptions, They cover, 
inconjunction,  such a wide range o f  reductions and redeployments 
towards %he f l anks   t ha t ,   i n  the W.orking  Group view, no fur ther  
It yi S!.- -L assessment" of  additional models i s  required. 

7. The  Workil?g Group fur ther  conclude that :  

(a) The degree o f  tine inc rease   i n  risk t o  the  f lanks must 
be  viewed ill the  perspective o f  the overall  defence 
o f  NATO, not simply  an isolated  region o f  NATO. 
However, as things now stand,  the  Soviet   superiority 
i n  coxxventional forces deployed t o  face  the flanks i s  

i 

('I ) The  Warszw Pact figures used t o  compute pre-NBFR force   ra t ios  
on the  Southern flank in  these  s tudies   included  a l l  ' 

Category I and II forces   in   the  fol lowihg  locat ions:  
Bulgaria, Rumania, a.nd the   Sovie t   Mi l i ta ry   d i s t r ic t s  o f  
Turkestan, Trans Caucasus,  North  Caucasus  and  Odessa. 
Forces i n   o t h e r  loca-Lions and Category III forces were not 
included. 
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-TO S E C R E T  

very  high, Any increase  in  that  Soviet  superiority 
could  be an indication of intention  ando  equally, 
could  be Zn intolerable  threat  for  the  countries  in 
the Tlarik region. 

It is conceivable  that  measures to deal  with  this 
potential problen: could  be  developed as part of 
Alliance  negotiating  positions,  but util further 
study  is  devo-ked  to  the  matter,  little  else  can  be 
saj-d. The  study of possible  measures  should  take high 
priority in the  lviovement  Constraints  Sub-Group, f o r  
which  the  Vorlring  Group will prepare  terms of 
reference. 

HATO, 
1110 Brussels. 

N A T O ,  S E C R E T  
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N A T O  C O - N F I D E N T I A L  

-1 - 

A, INTRODUCTION 

Is The mutual  .zmd  balanced  force  reductions  to  be 
inplenented  in  the  Central  Region  might  produce,  under 
any agreed forrn or mociel, certain  effects  on  the  South- 
Eas-i;e;-n Flank, Unless  disbanded  within  the  franework of 
ail NBF’R agreement,  the  redeploynent of the  withdrawn 
Soviet Forces  outside  the  reduction  area,  will  create a 
new and additional  threat  on  the  South-Eastern Flank. 

2. Since  the  Alliance has neither so far  developed 
a certain  model for E3FR negotiations nor singled  out-  the 
yardsticks for the  force  reductions  in  the  Central  Region, 
socle asswp%ions  were  required  for t‘lis  analysis.  The 
assumlD-tions  taken as basis  for  this  study  are  in  conformity 
wi-th the  ones  used  in -Lhe other  studies  made  in  the 
,?1_liance.  However, tke possible MBFR negotiations  and 
even  the  soundings  2nd  the  contacts of the  Explorer  may 
“a, out %O be  of a na-bure  to  influence these starting 
points . 

3. The  mutual. and balanced  force  reductions  will 
be cosfined t o  the NP30 guidelines  area  and  South-Eastem 
Flank will be excluded. Pro= the  reduction  area. 

4. Under t’nis assumption,  the  minimum  reduction 
area is dealt  with mong the  various  alternatives,  In 
case Che territories of t h e  other  Warsaw  Pact  countries 
are included  in  -the  reduc-Lion  area (.ee g. FIungary o r  
tiiree Vestern  Military  Districts of the  Soviet  Union) 
CIe threat on the  Soubh-Eastern  Flank shall  be coinparably 
greater  %han  the  conclusions of this  study. 

(l ) Originally  issued as AC/276-WP(71) 26 

. .. 

-1 - 
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N A T O   . C O N F I D . E . N T I A L  

-2- 

Regardless of the  model of reductions agreed upon 
for the  Central  Region,  the  Soviet  forces  are  assumed  to be 
reduced  between a miniïnm 10% and a maximum 50$. 

6, As the  threat  on  the  SouthoEastern  Flank  will 
enam,-,-te  from  the  witladravm  Soviet  forces,  the  present 
analysis shall  atteupl  to  evaluate  the  Soviet threatin a 
post-TQ3FR situation,  rather  than  dealing  with  the  models 
covering  mutual  reductions . 

7. Reductions  will be applied  to  conventional  forces. 

2. Reductions will cover  both  indigenous  and 
stationed  forces. 

9. Ground  and  air  forces  will be included  in  the 
reduc-tions.  However,  Naval  forces,  strategic  missile  units, 
internal  security  and border units and medium  and  heavy 
bombers  not  effecting  land  battle  will be excluded. 

I O .  The  reduced  indigenous  forces  will be disbanded or 
be tzken  to  reserve  status. The stationed  forces  will  remain 
in  active  status  or be taken  to  reserve  status  and  they  will 
be redeployed  outside the reduction  area. 

II. For  the  Soviet  stationed  ground  forces  the 
redeployment arem will be one  of  the  following: 

(a) Baltic,  Belorussian  and  Carpathian, 

(b) Odessa,  North  Caucasus,  Transcaucasus and Turkestan, 

(c) Kiev and Koscow. 

12. For  the  Soviet  stationed  air  forces  the  geographic 
redeployment areas do not  bear  great  importance.  However, 
Lw0 alternatives  may  be  considered  with  regard to their 
effects 03 the  South-Bastern  Flank: 

(a) The  areas  from  which  the  aircrafts  can  reach 
South-Eastern  without  refuelling  (Odessa,  Kiev 
Northern  Czucasus,  Transcaucasus and Turkestan) . 
South-Eastem  Flank  with a single  refuelling  (the 
Northern  Russia) . 

. (b) The  area  from  which  the  aircrafts  can  reach 

q3* The  data  used  in  this  study  is  taken  from MC 761/71 
and DPQ(70). 

N A T O   , C O N F I D E N T I A L  
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c ,  

ANNEX I to 

14. The withdrawn  Soviet   Forces w i l l  c o n s t i t u t e  a 
t h r e a t  t o  v a r i o u s   r e g i o n s  o f  NATO according t o  % h e i r  redeploy-  
ment  area%: 

(a) If the wiihdrawn Sovie t  f o r c e s  are redeployed i n  
B s L t i c ,  Belorussia and C a r p a t h i a s ,   t h e s e   f o r c e s  w i l l  
th-+:oaten Central  regiol.1 o f  NATO r a t h e r  than South-  
E a s t e r n  Flank. 

Th i s  has been  examined i n   d e t a i l  by SHKPE . i n  the  
Risk assessueni;. I n  o r d e r  t o  Lvoid  such a t h r e a t   t h e  
i n c l u s i o n  o f  the   th ree   Western   Mi l i ta ry  D i s t r i G t s  i n  
t h e   r e d u c t i o n   a r e a  has been  su,agested. 

( b )  If the   wi thdrawn  Sovie t   forces   a re   redeployed  i n  Kiev 
and Moscow d i s t r i c t s ,  thesi-? f o r c e s  will be  assigned 
t o  t h e  gene ra l  Soviet  re,,quiremen-bs. However, i f  t.hese 
f o r . z e s  remain in t h e  I an3 II c a t e g o r i e s   t h e y   c m  be 
i n  ccmbat rGadiizess  successively i n  NI ,aid Id + 2 1  days,  
and i f  -I;hey a re   t aken  i n  third category  they might 
be used f o r  t h e   C e n t r a l   r e g i o n  m d  South Eastern 
Plank  any   t ime   a f t e r  D + 4 @  

( c )  If the   wi thdrawn  Sovie t   forces   a re   redeployed  i n  
Odessa, Nortlierrl Cawasus ,  Transcaucasus and Tuzkestan, 
t h e  ratios o f  f o r c e s  i n   t h e  Sou%h-Xastern Flank and 
Bastern  Turkey will be subjec t   to   fo l lo iv ing   changes :  

(i) The pre-lvLBFR ra t io s  of ground  forces   in   Western 
Turkey and Greece, and Eastern Turkey a r e  shown 
i n  Urlnex I. 

(Li) The pre-ivIBE’R ra t ios  o f  a i r  .forces i n  South- 
Eas te rn  Plank are shown i n  mnex II, 

(iii) The post-XiBFR force ,ra”r,ios in South-Eas-bern 
Flank and Eas te rn  rllukey ar8 shown i n  urnex III. 

The t a b l e s  i n  ~ n n e x  III c l e a r l y  show that  
‘ the re  w i l l  be cons iderable  i l lcrease i n  the WP 
f o r c e s  i n  propor t ion  t o  t h e  NATO f o r c e s  i n  these 
areas :  

-3- 
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H A T O  C O N F I D E - N T I A L  

ANNEX I to 
A-2 5 -4- ' 

PR.E-1VLBFR RAT I O  " S 

Western  Turkey /wp 
and Greece / Eastern  Turkey / W 

." 
r e r s o n n e l  1 : l:.. 1 1 ~ 1 . 3  

TLUlkS 1:2,8 1 ~ 3 . 5  

Div i s i cns  1 : 1 . 9 .  1:1.8 

YOST--MBFR R.ATIOS 

Western  Turkey 
and  Greece Easter11  Turkey / W 

Bivisions  1:2.2 - 1:2.9 

15. mentioned  above  the minimum r e d u c t i o n   a r e a   h a s  
been  taken as a basis for t h e   p r e s e u t   m c d y s i s .  The ex tens ion  
o f  th is  area w i t h  - the   inc lus ion  of  t h 2  t e r r i t o r i e s  of t h e   o t h e r  
Warsaw P a c t   c o u n t r i e s  will f u r t h e r   i n c r e a s e   t h e   t h r e a t  on t h e  
South-Eastwm Plank.  ucco rd ing ly ,   t he   i nc lus ion  of t h e   t h r e e  
u'lesterll  lvlilititry D i s t r i c t s  o f  the   Sovie t  Ufiior? t o  t h e  NATO 
g u i d e l i n e s  8rea may l e a d  t o  the  redeployment o f  a d d i t i o n a l  
forces  in  Odessa,   Northern  Caucasus,   Trnnscaucasus and 
Turkestan  which would thereby   increase   the   above  ra t ios  t o  the 
d isadvantage  of NATO s i d e .  

II,  A i r  Forces  

1 6 .  The r a t io s  o f  t h e  a i r  f o r c e s   i n   t h e   S o u t h - E a s t e r n  
b l a n k  with regard  t o  Pre"E3FR  and Post-MBE'R s i t u a t i o n s   a r e  
showY1 s u c c e s s i v e l y   i n   t e b l e s  II and  III. The r a t i o  between  the 
N d P O  and Warsaw P a c t   f o r c e s  will be as g r e a t  as I :5 6 if t h e  
wi thdrawn  Sovie t   forces   a re   redeployed   in   the   Southern   Mi l i ta ry  
d i s t r i c t s  o f  the  Soviet   Union. 

17. d t h o u g h   t h e   t h r e a t  o f  ground forces migh t   ma te r i a l i s e  
g r a d u a l l y ,   t h e  a i r  forces   could   be   e f fec t ive   f rom  the  D-)day on. 

J. CONCLUSIONS " 

18. u l y  NlBPR agreement  which  might l ead  t o  the redeploy- 
ment of the  S o v i e t   f o r c e s   o u t s i d e   t h e   r e d u c t i o n   a r e a ,  w i l l  have 
S e r i o u s  i .mpl ica t ions  Cr1 the  South-Eastern Flank. 

N A T O  C O N 3 ' 1 D . Z N T I A L  
-I 
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t. 

19. I n  o r d e r  t o  main ta in  the s e c u r i t y  and t h e   s o l i d a r i t y  
o f  t h e   f i l i a n c e ,  the i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e   r e d c s t i o n s  on the 
pe r iphe ra l   a r eas   mus t  be. takoa in to   account   wi th   u tmost   cwe.  
The achievement of a c e r t a i n   b a l a n c e   o f   f o r c e s   i n   C e n t r a l  
regi'on t o  the  detr inlel l t  o f  t he  o t h e r   a r e a s  would not   on ly  
damage t h e   s e c u r i t y  o f  and 'Ghe s o l i d a r i t y  i n  t h e   A l l i a n c e  b u t  
would a lso  i r l f luer lce   the NATO s t r a t e g y  and the   gene ra l   de fence  
pos ture .  

20. 111,order t o  o b t a i n  maximum s e c u r i t y  f o r  the  Cen%ral  
r eg ion ,   t he   Sov ie t  f o r c e s  would h a v e   t o  be withdrawn t o  t h e  
e a s t  o f  .a c e r t a i n  longituden However? such a 1. imitat ion 
wGald no t  p rov ide   s ecu r i ty  f o r  t h e  South-Zastern Flank. 
Keeping i n  view tha t  the  redeploymen< o f  the Soviet  f o r c e s  
i n  t h e  Solclthern i i i i l - i t a ry   D i s i r i c t s  G f  t he   Sov ie t  Union w i l l  
cons iderably  d e t e r i o r a t e  the   ba lance  o f  f o r c e s   i n  the South- 
Eas t e rn  F'1.ank and  corlseyuerlt ly  create  disadvaltages f D r  NATO, 
such a l i m i t a t i o n  should a l s o  be  appl ied to  a c e r t a i n  
l a t i t u d e   p r e v e n t i r l g  the redeployment  beyond  that   l ine.  
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2.421 5 tank 

1.612 2 tank 
8 motorise? 

6 m o t o r i s a  

1:2.8 1 : l . g  

S. UNION 110.752 
1 ~ 3 . 5  1:1.8 

1 
i 1 :1.2  1:3.1 1 : l . g  l 

- ~ ~ 

itOTd: ( l )  2 o f  t h e  3 .zdrborrle d i v i s i o x s  in t h e  a r e a   a r e  assumed t o  be a t hzea t  t o  Turkey 

c 

( 2 )  Z i g u e s  a r e  rounded f o r  convenience 

M A T O  C O N F I D E N T . I H L  
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. 1  
M A T O  S E C R A T  

To 

-1 

: Chairman 
North Atlantic  Pti l i tary Cormnittee 
Autoroute Brussels--Zaventem 
&l110 Elrussels k lg ium 
(Attn: Chairman, MUFI? hG) 

ANNEX II t o  

REFERENCES : a. AC/276-W(71)24(Final), 4 Nov 7 1  
b. AC/276-\P(71)26, 27 Oct 7 1  

1. (NR) I n  response t o  the  request of the  Chairman MBFR WG (ref a) y 

G .  

SIWE has cor:ducted a study on "Implications of ?%FR in Central €"Ope f o r  
the Flanks of NATO." The purpose, scope assumptions and methodology a n  
cuvwecl in   Sec t ions  I - III and the conclusions -in Section V of the study. 
The s,tudy exa ined  the pssible increase in  the t h a t  to the Fladcs of 
NAT3 as a clcnsequene of an MJ3FR agreenent i n  Central Europe. 

2. (NR) It should  be  noted tha t   the   s tudy  and its conclusiorx are 
dependent u .pn   t he  assumptions and Terms of Reference prwi.ded by -the NWR 
WG (ref a). Any change i r l  the  assumptions concerning Sovict b t e n t i c n s ,  
which wovld be 1.eflected in t h e  deployment of their withdrawn forces, 
would mst likely r e s u l t  jn different  conclusions.  In this regcwd, the 
study also  considered the Turkish  note (ref b)  which is based on difr'fero-rrt 
assump-t-icns thm. those in ref a. In   addi t ion ,   the   ana lys i s  of the study 
i s  done i n  sud l  a wa!! t h a t  ~edep1.0~men-L mndels beyond the Terms of Reference 
csn be pe.xej.:red, I n  view of the i m p s s i b i l i t y  of forecasting exactly where 
the  Soviets might  redeyl-oy  withdrawn forces, it does not appear worthtrhil~e to 
mnduzt fulther studies   on  this   eubjcct  at the present time. 

3. (?;S)  ?'he study  concludes  that: 
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N A T O  S E C R E T  
ANNEX II to -3- AC/276-D(72)5 

IMPLICATIONS OF MBFR I N  CENTRAL EUROPE FCR THE FLQW OF 1W.O 
11- 

REFErmcCs : a. MC"27-70, 20 Apr 70 
b.  C-R(71)60, 14 Oct 7 1  
C. AC/276-W(71)24(Final), 4 Nov 71 

b 

I. , I N I R O W C T I O N  

1. (NC) In the Mmrandum on Mutual and Balanced Force  Reductions, 
ref a, the Military C d t t e e ,  while oommenting on._the i l l u s t r a t i v e  rmdels 
developed by the  MBFR Working Group, d r e w  a t tent ion to the fact that "MBFR 
i n  t h &  Cer ; t rc l l  Region i n  i so la t ion  might  have adverse  repercussions for the 
flanks in t h a t  the Warsaw Pact forces reduced from the Central Region cculd 
be mved t o  -the flanks and thus increase the threat to NATO in these areas". 

2. (NC! At t he  Meeting of the North Atlantic  Council on 5 and 6 
Oct 71, ref b,   several  Deputy Foreign  Ministers and H i g h  Officials of member  
nstions  statcd their concern  about  the  possibility  that WP forces withdrawn 
frcan the  Ce:1-W& Region as a result of agreed  reductions might be  redeployed 
so as to  add t o  the WP farces already  available on NATO S flarlks . 

3. (NC) On verbal   invi ta t ion of the "R Wk.lng Group, and confirmed 
in ref c, SHAPE agreed to conduct a study on this subject. I n  view of the f a c t  
that   s tudy  resul ts  are completely  dependent on the size and disposit ion of 
w i t h & m  Soviet  forces, and since the latter involves   cons ida t ion  of 
Soviet  intentions,  assumptions on both points, together with the scope of 
the study, were provided to  SHAPE i n  ref c p as extracted belcw: 

"TERMS OF KEFEICNCE "." 

4. (NC) "he assumptions  on w h i c h  initial study of the impl.icstions 
for the W O  flanks is  t o  be based are: 

a. Sovikt forces withdrawn from the  reduction area are not 
clisbanled, and are kept in a state of readiness of e i t h e r  Categoxy I or 
Category II (as def.ined in MC 161/71). 

. b. The area of  reduction from which Soviet fol.ces a-e withclmm 
shall be assumed t o  be_ SOZG, Poland and CSSR. 

c. Soviet forces redeployed f r o m  the  reduction zone sha l l  k 
calculated. i n  divisions,   with normal Soviet  organic air support, on the 
basis  of 10% m d  308 of the existing  Soviet forces in   the   mne .  For the 
initial phase of th i s   s tudy ,  the follcwing  additional TOR will apply: 

d. Withdl-nm Soviet forces w i l l  n o t  be located  in  Ihngary. 

e. The. bulk of Soviet withdrawn forces w i l . 1  'be deployed i n  
Soviet Mi.li-tzy Dj..strdcts  adjacent to  the reduction zone. The ;?u&nder 
will. be lcaa-tcd i n  areas adjacent t o  the flanks of NATO. 

-3- 
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a. The implications for the flanks of NATO of possible Soviet 
redeployments are t o  be examined. 

b. The changes in the threat t o  and the  risk  involved in these 
areas are t o  be examined  and assessed in the form of i l l u s t r a t ive  redeployment 
models. ‘l 

II. S W E  ASSUMFTIONS AND CONSIDEMTIONS 

4. (NR) In  addition to the aforementioned  terms of reference 
pmvided by the “R Working Group, it was necessary for SHAPE t o   i n W u c e  
additional assumptions and considerations as discussed i n  paragraphs 5-8 belm.  

5. (NC ) Geographical  Considerations 

a. As can be  seen f r o m  Map 1 in the Annex t o  this report, Soviet 
units withdrawn from the  reduction area would  be in a less favorable  position 
(from the  Soviet  viewpoint)  than a t  the  present  for  operations  against the 
Baltic Approaches and South Norway. Therefore,  with regard to  the possible 
increase i n  threat to the Northern Region, only  the consequences of a 
redeployment twards  North Norway are addressed in this  study. 

b. For the same reason  given i n  a, above, the  implications  of 
the redeployment of withdrawn Soviet  forces tmards I t a l y  is not  considered 
x i t h h   t h e  frmework of this  study.  Therefore, in the  case of the Southern 
Flank of NATO, only  the consequences  of Soviet  redeployrents  towards Greece 
and Western Turkey and towards Eastern Turkey are considered.  Additionally, 
it is ass& f o r  model formulation purposes that   the  present  strategic 
intentions  of  the W towads Greece and Western Turkey, on the one hand, and 
Eastern Turkey, on the other,  remen unchanged i n   r e l a t i o n   t o  each  other. 
Hence, when two or more Soviet  divisions are deployed to  the Southern Flank, 
these  divisions are assumed t o  be divided between these Western  and Eastern 

. a r e a s  i n  the same ratio as are the current  W forces.  Additionally,  Soviet 
forces redeployed toward Greece and Western Turkey are assumed t o  be  located 
i n  the Odessa Military District. Although redeployment t o  Rumania and/or 
Bulgaria  could have  been assumed under the terms of reference, the f a c t   t h a t  
there are currently no Soviet combat forces in e i ther  of these W countries 
has been considered.  This latter assumption would reduce WP reaction time 
but would pose the same numericd  threat as the assumption used in   the  s tue~ .  

6. (NS) Quantification  of  the Rede l o  ed Forces The Terms of 
Reference of the F$FR W o r k z i m u p  -+- para 3 assume that  the  Soviet forces 
redeployed from the reduction area be calculated i n  divisions and that   the  
“bu.&” of these  forces w i l l  be deployed in Soviet Military Districts adjacent 
to  the  reduction zone. These Soviet Military Districts are the Balti.c, 
kloruss-j.an and C q a t h i a n ,  usually refeprkd t o  as the ”three western nrilitary 
dislx5cts”. For the purpose  of t h i s  study it i s  assunled tha t  the tern “bulk” 
mans twc-thirds, ( 2 1 3  1 , and therefore,  that  one-third (1/3 1 of the withdrawn 
Soviet foxes  may be redeployed ta7ards the flanks O€ NATO. l’he present  Soviet 
lard f o x e s  in the reduction a x a  consist of 28 divisions;  thelxfore  the 
follcx.~jng Soviet  divisions  withdrwn from the  reduction a x a  are assumd t o  be 
;ydepl.ryc.d i-mmxis the flanks of l&Yi?O, In t h e  case of 10% reduction, 1 division 
CU3 x 10% x 2 0 ) ;  and i n  the  case of 30% reduction, 3 divisions (1/3 x 30% x 28).  

” 

7.  (NS) ~ loyne .n i :  of the ‘Iixkish I,md Forces’. A c c ~ x l i n g  to  current 
plims , the I Turlclsh &my 1s c ~ ~ i ! p l e t d . ) ~  c:amdtted t o  the defence of Turkish ‘hluce 
md. North - W:?stern Anztolia rvld t)le III Turkish knny t o  the defence of 
Ea.:;-tern Twkey. ’ R I G  rnissiorl of t},e II l’upkish Amy includos  defencx  of  the 

~““.r”””.-..”.”-l- - _.” ._ .. ..- 
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remainder of Turkey as well as s q p o r t  of the I and III Armies. For the 
purpose of this study, it is assumed t h A t  of the II Turkish m, one-third 
is used for s u p p r t  of the I Arnry in Western Turkey, one-third for  s u p p r t  
of the III Army in Eastern Turkeb  and one-third t o  secwe the Southern 
Frontier. This distribution of the II Turkish Amy is based on a further 
assumption that  at tacks from Syria  and/or  ’Iraq do not occur simultaQeously 
w i t h  a t tacks  in   the I and III Amy areas or tha t  if such attacks do OCCUT, 
t he i r  magnitude is such as t o  d e  the 1 /3  - 1/3  - 1/3  distribution 
of the II Army logical. 

three Western Sovlet + lxtary Districts increases the f lex ib i l i ty   for   us ing  
these divisions i n  areas  other  than Central Europe. Hwever,  the assumption 
i n  the Terms of Reference  of the MBFR Working  Group ( p a  2 ,  ref c) that the 
bulk of withdram forces are redeployed to these  western military d i s t r i c t s  
is interpreted by S W E  t o  m e a n  that the m n t  WP area of s t ra tegic  con- 
centretion i n  the  Central Region has  not  shifted t o  one of the flanks of NATO 
as a resu l t  of MBF’R negctiations , thereby  indicating no major change in basic 
W strategy, In   f ac t  , SHAPE considers that a WP change of emph&is from the 
Center to one or both  flanks would be reflected by the  redeplqment of mst of 
the withdrawn forces t o  mi l i ta ry   d i s t r ic t s  other than  those  specified in the 
Term of Reference  provided by the MBFR Working  Group (ref c>. 

III !SlVDY APPROACH .. 

8. (NS) WP Strate . The redeployment of withdrawn divisions t o  the 

9. (NC) General This study compares NATO M-Day strength  with  the 
s t ren@:iCat-egoryxCategory II units of the WP in  the  f lank areas, pre 
and post.&J3FR, Fuur i l l u s t r a t ive  d e l s  have  been  developed i n  which withdram 
Soviet f F e e s  are redeployed to  e i ther  the Northern - or the  Southern f l a n l c  . 
A f i f t h  illustrative model in which w i t h d r a w n  Soviet  forces are redeployed 
twards both  the Northern and the Southern flank is included. 

10. (NR) bnparison Methodology 

a. The comparison of military capabili t ies of two opposing forces 
is recognized as a very complex pmcess because of the numerous factom  involved, 
s m  of which cannot be quantified.  In  addition , in this study,  the number 
of  Soviet  forces  available  for redeployment is relat ively small compared t o  the 
Soviet  forces  already i n  the  geographical areas of in te res t ,  Consequently, 
the local force changes are re lat ively small and the  effect  is d i f f i cu l t  t o  
measure with knm dynamic analytical  techniques. 

b. Recognizing the  inherent  limitations of static analysis , it 
w a s  fe l t ,  nonetheless,  that  within  the framework of t h i s  study, a statj.c 
force ratio a p E a c h  II provided a balance between a manageable te&- lFon  the  
one ha..d ELnd acceptability on the  other. The selection of th i s  technique is 
also supported by the fac t   tha t  this study addresses the  relationship , i r t  relativz 
terms, of the PR and pst  MBFR threats , rather  than the absolute  mgnitxde 
of these threats. 

c. A technique w a s  selected for a p s s  measurement of combat 
effectiveness of ]@.TO md WP forces using a1 Index of FirepDwer Potential ( IFP) .  
This IFP is sirrii.lar t o   t h a t  used i n  SI-WE’s “Analysis of ACE Forces Capal~ilitles” 
(l), A nurrm~i.cal ra t ing is assigned to  each type  of weapon based on 
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l e t h a l i t y ,  rate of f i re  and other   factors .   This   ra t ing is mult ipl ied by the 
number of weapons of t h a t  type i n   t h e   u n i t  and then the contribution of each 
weapon -type is  s m e d  to   g ive  an overal l   ra t ing-  for the uni t .  The IFP of 
each mit is then  expressed as a percentage of the IFP of the unit  having the 
l a rges t  score. This is referred t o  as the Normalized I d e x  of Firepcwer 
Potent ia l  ( N I P ) ,  In   the  var ious redeployment  models,  \the r e l a t i v e   t h r e a t  
is presented as a force ratio of firepawer  potential .  I n  addition t o  t h i s  
f i r e p m e r   r a t i o ,  the r a t i o  of  personnel ( w a r  authorized  strength) and tanks 
(light tanks  excluded)  have been presented. All calculat ions are based  on 
MC 161/71 f o r  WP forces and on DPQ 7 1  for NATO forces in the  re levant  areas. 

11. (NS) Logistic  Constraints on the  Deployment of hP Forces 

a. Logis t ic   constraints  are considered  relevant  only if they Cause 
a l imi ta t ion  on the employment of Soviet forces adjacent t o  or on NATO 
territory. Based on geographical. and infrastructural factors, the following 
WP capabi l i t i es  have  been determined (1) : 

(1) Using ex is t ing  sealift and Finnish   t e r r i to ry ;  up t o  1 4  
Soviet   divisions are supportable  in North Norway. 

(2)  Up t o  30 WP divisions axe supportable i n  the Greece and 
Western Turkey area. 

( 3 )  Up to  25 Soviet  divisions are supportable i n  E a s t e r n  
Turkey, sealift over the Black  Sea  included. 

b. Under the Terms of Refemce provided, WP forces   l eve ls   for  
all models examhed are supportable. 

1 2 .  (NS) Exclusion of Air Forces Siqce no decision  has  been made 
by NATO on includ'ing air forces  i n  M3FR ( 2 1 ,  the effect of a i r  forces  is not 
considered in th is   s tudy .  

I V  ANALYSIS 

13. (NS) Present (Pre-MBFR) Strength  in  the  Relevant Areas The 
present strengths are as follms: 

a. Greece and Western Turkey 

(1) WTO : N I P  - 6.86;  Personnel - 203,013; Tanks - 1,806 

(2 )  WP : NIFP -14.78;  Personnel - 217,888; Tanks - 4,872 

( 3)  Force  Ratios NATO t o  WP : 

.Firepower Potential  : 1 : 2.15 

Personnel : 1 : 1 .07  

Tanks : 1 : 2.70 
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b. Eastern Turkey 

ANNEX II to 
AC/276-D(72)5 ' 

( 2 )  CIE' : NIF'P - 7.4g;  Personnel - 131,000; Tanks - 2,300 

( 3 1 ' Force Ratios NATO t o  W: 

Firepcrwer Poten t ia l  : 1 : 2.30 

Personnel : 1 : 1.12  

Tanks : 1 : 2.78 

c. North Norway 

(1) NATO : NIP - 0.25;  Personnel - 12,326; Tanks - . 25 
G2 

( 2 )  WP : NIP - 3.42; P W o M e l  - 60,000; Tanks - 1,100 
( 3  1 Force Ratios NATO to WP: 

F i r e p e l .   P o t e n t i a l  : 1 : 13.68 

Personnel : 1 : 4.87 

Tanks : 1 : 44.00 

14. (NS) Redeployment Model I (10% Reduction; .&deployment tcwards 
the Southern  Flank; see b p  2 in ha. This model involves the redepl.oyment 
of one t h i r d  of the  Soviet   Divisions w i t h d r a w n  fmm the  Reduction Zone towards 
the Southern  Flank after a 10% reduction in Ceritml Europe. - 

a. Kind. and number of forces t o  be redeployed : 

One Tank Division, upgraded t o  full strength.  

b. Assumed redeployment location: 

(1) In Odessa Military District  threat to  h e c e  and 
" Western Turkey) . Sb-engths : 

(a) NATO : NIF'P - 6.86;  Personnel - 203,013; T&s - 1,806 
(b) \P : NIFP - 15.46;  Personnel - 226,888; Tanks - 5,191 

(c) Force Ratios NATO t o  W: 

Firepower  Potential : 1 :. 2.25 (1 : 2 , 1 S ) 9 ~  

Personnel : 1 : 1 . 1 2  (1 : 1 .07)  

Tanks : 1 : 2.87 (1 : 2.701 

-7- 
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(2) In  the  Nmth Caucasus or " m a u c a s u s  Military District 
(Threat t o  Eastern  Turkey). S a m  s i tua t ion  a s .  Pre-MBFR since th& is no 
additional deployment to  this area. 

15. (NS) Redeployment Model II (10% Reduction;  redeployment 
t m a r d s  North Norway; see Map 2 in hex). This model ihvolves  the  redeplqment 
of one t h i r d  of the  Soviet  Divisions withdrawn from the  Reduction Zone towards 
North Norway after a 1 0 %  reduction i n  Central Europe.  

a. Kind and number of forces to be redeployed: 

One Tank Division, upgraded t o  f u l l   s t r e n g t h  and adapted t o  
specific  regional  cl imatic-conditions.  

b. Assumed :=deployment locat ion:   In   the Kola Peninsula area of the 
'mingrad  Mil i tary District, (Threat t o  North Norwag. Strengths: 

(1) NATO : NIFP - 0.25; Personnel - 12,326;  Tanks - 25 

(2)  WF' : NIFP - 4.10; Personnel - 69,000; Tanks - 1,419 
( 3 )  Force Ratios NATO t o  W: 

Firepcmer  Potential : 1 : 16.40 (1 : 13.68) 

Personnel ' : 1 : 5.60 (1 : 4.87) 

Tanks : 1 : 56.76 (1 : 44.00) 

16. (NS) Redeplo-pent M e 1  III (30%  Reduction; redeployment towards 
the  Southern  Flank;  see-kp 3 in Annex). This model involves  the redeployment 
of one t h i r d  of th2 Soviet Divisions withdrawn from the  Reduction Zone towards 
the Southern  Flank after a 30% reduction i n  Centml Europe. 

a. Kind and number of forces t o  be redeployed : 

Two Tank Divisions, One Wtorized  Rifle  Division, 
all upgraded t o  f u l l  strength. 

b. Assumed redeployment  location: Divided  between  GreecdWestern 
Turkey and Eastern  Turkey,  according to  the pres-& W proportion between these 
areas : 

(l) I n  Odessa Mil i tary District (Threat t o  Greece and Western 
Turdkey),  one Tank Division and one Motorised Rifle Uivis'ion. Strengths: 

(a) NATO : N I P  - 6.86;  Personnel - 203,013; Tanks "1,806 

(b) WP : N I P  - 16.10; Personnel - 237,888; Tanks - 5,377 

(c 1 F o x e  Ratios IWTQ to WP : 

Firepwer   Poten t ia l  : 1 : 2.35 (l : 2 . l51  

Personnel : 1 : 1.17 (1 : 1.07) 

Tanlcs : 1 : 2.98 (1 : 2.70) 

N A T O  S E ' C H , . . E T  - 
-8- 
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( 2 )  In  the North Caucasus or TMnscaucasus Military District 
("eat to  Eastern  Turkey), one Tank Division. S m g t h s :  

(a) NATO : N I P  - 3.25; Personnel - 116,585; Tanks 7 828 

(b) WP : NIF'P - 8.16; Personnel - 140,000 ; Tanks - 2,619 

Cc) Farce  Ratios NATO to  W: 
i 

Firepower Potential : 1 : 2.51 (1 : 2.30) 

Personnel : 1 : 1.20 (1 : 1 . 1 2 )  

Tanks : 1 : 3.16 (1 : 2.78) 

1 7 .  (NS) Redeployment Model IV (30% Reduction;  redeployment towads 
North Norway ; see h p  3 in Annex) . This nlQdel involves  the redeployment of 
one t h i r d  of the  Soviet  Divisions  withdram from the  Reduction Zone towards 
Noreh Norway after a 30% reduct ion  in  Central Europe. Although Yndel III (30% 
reduction  with  redeployment tcwarcls the Southern Flank) assumed h Tank Divisions 
and One Motorized Kifle Division WER r e d e p l o y e d ,   t h i s   c d i n a t i o n  is considered 
highly improbable for the  Northern Flank because of the pre-MBFR tank ratio 
of 1: 44 in favor of the  Warsaw IJact i n   t h e  North, in addition t o  the  considerable 
costs involved i n  adapting two tank  divisiozs to  the climatic  conditions.   In 
view of t h e  already overwhelming WP tank superior i ty  i n  t h i s  area, the  mix of 
divis ions i n  this mdel was &aged from that assumed for the Southern Flank. 

a. Kind and number of forces  to  be redeployed: 

O n e  Tank Division and two Motorized Rifle Divisions, '  all 
upgraded to f u l l  strength and  ada.pted t o  specific regional. 
cl imatic  conditions.  

b. Assumed redeployrrrent loca t ion :   In   the  Kola Peninsula area of the  
Leningrad b t i l i t a r y  District (Threat to  North Norway). Strengths: 

(1) NATO : N I P  - O, 25; Personnel - 12,326; Tanks - 25 

(2) WP : NIFP - 5.38;  Personnel - 91,000; Tanlcs - 1,791 

( 3 )  Force Ratios NATO to  W: 

Firepaler   Potent ia l  : 1 : 21.52 (1 : 13.68) 

Personnel : 1 : 7.38 (l : 4.87)  

Tanks : 1 : 71.64 (1 : 44.00) 

18. (NS) k . ? l o p e r l t ~ M c d e l  V ( 30% Reduction ; redeployment twwds 
both North Norway zld .t?% Sou- er-; see Map 3 in Annex). The present 
force-ratio i n  the  North Norway - Kola Peninsula area is so ovendhelmir-!gly 
i n  favor of the  WP tha t   the  deployment of thrw additional Soviet  Divisions 
i n  this m a  as postulated  in  Mudel I V  appears i l l o g i c a l .  Tl?n,refore, Mcdcl , 
V ,  descritecl belm,  is f e l t  t o  be mre suitahl.c. t11har1 Model IV, This mor_lel 
involves a 30% nxluction i n  Centl-al Europe, the mc1c:pl~yrnent D f  one Soviet 
Division tmards North Norway, and two Soviet Divisi..ons tucla;lrY?s the  Sou~thern 
Flank. 
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a, Kind carid number of forces t o  be redeployed : 

m Tank Divisions, one Motorized Rifle Division, all upgraded 
to full strenm; one Tank Division Ls adapted t o  specific 

' regional c l h t i c  conditions. 

b. Assumed redeployment location: Tcward N&h Norway , Greece/ 
Western Turkey and Eastern Turkey as follms: 

(1) In the Kola Peninsula area of the Leningrad Military 
District (Threat to North Ncjrway) , one Tank Division.  Strengths: 

(a) NATO : N I P  - 0.25;  Personnel - 12,326, Tanks - 25 

(b) WP : NIP - 4.10; Personnel - 69,000, Tanks - 1,419 

( c )  Force Ratios NATO t o  W: 

F i r e p e r   P o t e n t i a l  : 1 : 16.40 (1 : 13.68) 

Personnel : 1 : 5.60 (1 : 4.87) 

T&.S : 1 : 56.76 (1 : 44.00) 

(2)  In Ocl.essa Military District (Threat to  Greece and Westem 
b k e y ) ,  one Tank Division. Strengths: 

(a) NATO : NIP - 6.86; Personnel - 203,013; Tanks - 1,806 

(b) WP : NIF'P - 15.46;  Personnel - 226,888; Tanks - 5,191 
(c) Force Ratios NATO t o  WP : 

Firepower  Potential : 1 : 2.25 (1 : 2.15) 

Personnel : 1 : 1.12 (1 : 1.07) 

Tanks : 1 : 2.87 (1 : 2.70) 

(3) In North Caucasus o r  TransCaucasus Military District, 
('I'hmat t o  Eas t e rn  Turkey) , one Motorized Rifle Division. Strengths : 

(a) NATO : NIF'P - 3.25; Personnel - 116,585; Tanks - 828 

(h) W : NIP.- 8.12; Personnel - 142,000; Tanks - 2,486 

(c> Force Ratios NATO to  WP : 

Fkepower  Potential : 1 : 2.50 (1 : 2.30 1 

Personnel : 1 : 1 . 2 2  (1 : 1.12) 

Tanlcs : 1 : 3.00 (1 : 2.78) 
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-1 l- =x II to 
AC/276-D(72)5 

. i '  

I NIFP Persollllel Tanks - 
Soviet Tank Di.vision .68 9,000 319 

Soviet Motorized Rifle Division .64 11,000 186 

V CONCUJSTONS 
" 

20. (NS) The Increase i n  Force  Ratios  Several casOs of possible 
post--M3FR rdeplc$&nt of."Soviet Forces  have been depicted in the  postulated 
r edep lopmt  mxkls. As previously  mltioned, Model IV is considered 
ilLogica1 and, therefore, is not a sound basis for conclusions. The Narsaw 
Pact increases 21 ratios of firepawer  potential i n  the case of Models I,  II, 
III apd V are as fo;llois,: 

Redeployment Model 

I. MBFR lo%, Southern 
Flank 

11.. MBFR lo%, North 
Norway 

III. NEiE'R 30%, Scluthern 
F l a k  

Greece and Western Eastern Turkey North Norway 
Turkey Area Area h a  

G; 

4.6% 

- 

8.9% 

4.6% 

- 

- 19.9% 

9 .l% - 

8.6% 19.9% 
Norday, Southern F1& 

21. (NS) The Increase of the Tl-reat- to  the Flanks of NATO as a 
C0nL"- se uence of M3Fl?'in the Central Region 

a. The present  Soviet forces opposing North Nom .possess a 
s"Ig invasior, capSility and considerably outnumber the NAT 2, forces in 
the mea, It is therefore  questionable whether the Soviet Union  would 
redeplay additional forces f r o m  the Central Region towards Nmth Norway. 
Hadever, if, .in sp i t e  of the  fact that the present  forces m &ady 
far in exces$ for m y  possible defensive role, such  redeploynent of additional 
forces should occw, this could be t&en as a significant  indicator, of WP 
aggressive  intentions, 

b.  In  event of a reduction of 10% of the  Soviet foxes 5-1 Cen-tra.1 
firope 3nd reckcploynent of 3./ 3 of these forces tm&s the Southern Flark , 
the threa t  against Greece/Western Turkey ancl Eastern Turkey will be increased 
only mrgir ,a l ly .  A reduction of 30% of the Sovict Forces i n  Central 
Europe ard redeployment of 1 /3  of these forces towards the Soilthem I'laJ;, 
wou1.d r e su l t  in a roderate  increase  in the threat t o  Greece and Tulcey. 

c. On the other hand, it is conc1.uded t h a t  even a relat ively srnalZ 
increase in the thx-at to  any NATO area cou1.d have signi?icant poli~tical. 
in\pLicat?.ons since a y  &ange in the status quo is cause for concern r e g w d i w  
Soviet  inten-ticns , 
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asswnption is a consequence of the h w t h e s i s  that no &ange i n  Soviet 
s-tegic intentions w i l l  occur direct ly  as a r e su l t  of MBFR negotiations. 
It also highl ights   the  fact   that  the implications to   the   f lanks  of NATO 
could be more severe than judged hwe if the WP should agree to   the  inclusion 
of the three western mi l i t a ry   d i s t r i c t s  i n  the "R reduction area. 

e. Finally,  the Note of the Turkish  Delegation (1) is indicative of 
the m o m  dramatic increase in the threat to the Southern  Flank t h a t  could result 
i f  the USSR w e r e  to   take - m h  advantage of MBFR in the Central Region i n  
order t o  improve its posture adjacent t o  the Southern Region. It must be 
recognized,  hodever, tha t   the   va l id i ty  of the mil i tary  s i tuat ion  depicted  in  the 
Turkish analysis -- as is also true for  the  foregoing SHAPE analysis -- can 
be no greater than  the  validity of the assumption regarding  Soviet  intentions. 

. .  
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