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A. INTRODUCTION 

1. The mutual and balanced force  reductions to be 
implemented in  the  Central Region might producep under any 
agreed form o r  model, certain  effects on the South-Eastern 
Plank. Unless disbanded  within  the  frmework af an MBTR 

%agreement, the redeployment o f  the withdrawn Soviet  Forces 
outside  ,the  reduction  area, will create a new  and additional. 
tbreat on the South-Eastern Flank. 

2 .  Since the  Alliance has neither so fa r  developed a 
certain model f o r  1VlBFE negotiations  nor  singled o u t  the 
yardst ic .ks  for  .the  force  reductions i n  the  Central  region, 
some assumptions were required f o r  this analysis. The 
assumptions taken as basis for this study axe i n  conformity 
with the ones used in  the  other  studies made i n  the  Alliance. 
However, the  possible MBPR negotiations and even the soundings 
and the  contacts o f  the  mplorer may turn out  t o  be of a 
nature t o  influence  these  starting points. 

3, The mutual and balanced. force  reductions . w i l l  be 
confined t o  the NATO guidelines  area and South-Eastern Plank 
will be excluded from the  reduction  area. 

4. Under this assumption, the minimum reduction  area 
i s  dealt  with among the  various  alternatives. Ln case  the 
t e r r i t o r i e s  of the  other Warsaw Pact countries  are  included 
in  the  reduction  area (e.g. Hungary o r  three Western Military 

Eastern Flank shall  be comparably greater than $he conclusions 
of this study, 

_. Districts of  the  Soviet Union) the threa t  on the South- 

This document includes: 3 Annexes _'I 
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5. Regardless o f  t h e  model of  reductions  agreed upon 
f o r  the Cent ra l   reg ion ,   the   Sovie t   forces  are  a s s u e d   t o  be 
reduced between a m i n i m u m  1070 a n d  a m a x i m u m  5070~ 

6. A s  the  t h e a t  on the  South-Eastern  Plank w i l l  emanate 
from the withdrawn Soviet   forces ,  the present   ana lys i s  shall  
attempt t o  evaluate  the Soviet  threat  i n  a post-lViB2R s i t u a t i o n ,  
rather than dealing with the  models  covering  mutual  reductions. 

7. Reductions w i l l  be  applied  to  conventional  forces.  

8 . .  Reductions w i l l  cover b o t h  indigenous and s ta t ioned  
forces.  

9. Ground and a i r  fo rces  w i l l  be  included i n  the reduc- 
t ions.  However, Naval forces ,  s t ra teg ic  missile units, i n t e r n a l  
s e c u r i t y  and  border units and medium and  heavy bombers n o t  
e f f ec t ing  l a n d  b a t t l e  w i l l  be  excluded. 

10. The reduoed  indigenous  forces w i l l  be disbanded o r  
be t aken   t o   r e se rve   s t a tus .  The s ta t ioned   forces  w i l l  
remain i n  a c t i v e   s t a t u s  o r  be t a k e n   t o   r e s e r v e   s t a t u s  and they 
will be  redeployed  outside  the  raduction area. 

11 . For the Soviet  stationed ground fo rces  the redeploy- 

(a) B d t i c ,  Belorussia1 and Carpathian,  

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

ment a reas  will be one o f  the  following: 

( C )  Kiev =id l u l O S C 0 ~ ~ .  

12. For the Soviet   s ta t ioned a i r  fo rces  the  geographic 
redeployment  areas do not bear great  importance. However, two 
a l t e m a t i v e s  may be considered with regard t o  t he i r  e f f e c t s  
011 the South-hastern Plank: 

(a> The areas f r o m  which t h e  aircrafts can reach  South- 
Eastern  without  refuell ing  (Odessa,  Kiev,  Northern 
Caucasus, Transczucasus and Turkestan) . 

(b)  The area from 
Eastern Flank 
Russia) 

13. The data  used 
and DPQ(70). 

which the a i r c r a f t s  can reach South- 
with a single r e f u e l l i n g  ( the Northern 

i n  this study i s  taken from MC 161/71 
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c. 
I. Ground Forces "" 

14. The withdrawn  Soviet  Forces w i l l  cons t i t u t e  a 
threa't t o  various reg ions  of NATO according t o  their   redeploy-  
ment areas:  

(a) If the  wiithdrawn Soviet   forces   are   redeployed  in  
Bal t ic ,   Be loruss ia  and Carpathians, these   forces  will 
threaten  Central   region o f  NATO ra ther   than  South- 
East ern Flank. 

This has been examined i n   d e t a i l  by SHAPE i n   t h e  
Risk assessment.   In  order t o  avoid  such a t h r e a t ,   t h e  
iuc lus ion  of the  th ree  Western M i l i t a r y   D i s t r i c t s   i n  
the  reduct ion  area has been  sugges-ted, 

( b )  If. the  withdrawn  Soviet  forces  are  'redeployed i n  Kiev 
and IVioscow d i . s t r i c t s ,   t hese   fo rces  will be  assigned 
t o  the  general   Soviet   requirements.  However, if these 
f0rces.remai.n i n   t h e  I and II categories  they  can be 
i n  ccmbat r ead iness   success ive ly   i n  M and 1VI + 21 days, 
and i f  they a re  t&en in   th i rd   ca tegory   they   might  
be  used for the Central   region and South Eastern 
Plank any time a f t e r  D +- 4. 

( c )  If the  withdrawn  Soviet  forces  are  redeployed i n  
Odessa,  Northern  Caucasus,  Transcaucasus and Turkestan, 
t he  ra t ios  o f  fo rces  i n  the  South-Eastern Plank and 
Eastern Turkey will be subject  t o  following  changes: 

The pre-ivlBPR ra t io s  of ground fo rces  i n  Western 
Turkey and Greeces and Eastern Turkey are shown 
i n  Annex I. 

The pre-kIBPR ratios of  air Xorces i n  South- 
Eastera  Flank itre shown i n  Annex. IL 

The  post-1VIBFR force  ,ratios in South-Eastern 
Flank and Eastern Turkey are  shown i n  Annex 111. 

The t a b l e s   i n  Unnex III c l e a r l y  show that 
the re  w i l l  be cons ide rab le   i nc rease   i n   t he  W9 
f o r c e s   i n   p r o p o r t i o n  -bo the  NATO f o r c e s   i n   t h e s e  
areas: 
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PRE"BFR RAT I O  S 

Western Turkey /vfp 
and Greece / Eastern Turkey / WP I 

L."* 

' Personnel 1 : l . l  1:1*3 

T a n k s  1 ~ 2 . 8  1 ~ 3 . 5  

Divisions 1:1.9 lg1.8- 

POST-IVBFR RATIOS 

Western Turkey ye 
and Greece / Eastern Turkey / WP 

Divisions 1:2.2 - 1:2*9 1:2.3 - 1g4.1 

15. AS meYltioned above the minimum reduct ion  area  has  
been  taken as a basis f o r  the  present  analysis. The extension 
o f  this area with the   inc lus ion  o f  t h e   t e r r i t o r i e s  of  the  other  
Warsaw Pact   countr ies  will fur the r   i nc rease   t he   t h rea t  on the 
South-Eastern Pl&, Accordingly,  the  inclusion of  t he   t h ree  
Western lvl i l i tary D iE t r i c t s  o f  the '   Soviet  Union t o  the  NATO 
gu ide l ines   a rea  may lead  t o  the  redeployment o f  addi t iona l  
f o r c e s   i n  Odessa,  Northern  Caucasus,  Transcaucasus and 
Turkestan  which would thereby  increase  the above r a t i o s  t o  the 
disadvantage o f  NATO s ide .  

II. Kir  Force3 

16. The rsLtios o f  t h e  a i r  fo rces  i n   t h e  South-Eastern 
Flank with  regard t o  Pre-MBFR and Post-MBFR s i t u a t i o n s  a re  
shown success ive ly   i n   t zb l e s  II and III. The r a t i o  between the 
NATO and Warsaw Pac t   forces  w i l l  be as g r e a t  as 1:5.6 if the  
withdrawn  Soviet  forces are redeployed i n   t h e  Southern  Military 
d i s t r i c t s  o f  the  Soviet  Union. 

17. Although  the  threat o f  ground forces   might   mater ia l ise  
gradual ly ,   the  air forces  could be e f f e c t i v e  from t h e  Ddday on. 

D, CONCLUS$= 

" 18 ,  Any MBFR agreement  which  might  lead t o  the  redeploy- 
ment of the  Soviet   forces   outs ide  the  reduct ion  area,  will have 
ser ious   impl ica t ions  or1 the  South-Eastern Flank. 

- N A T O  G O N P I D X N T I B L  
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19. In order t o  maintain  the security and t h e   s o l i d a r i t y  

o f  the   u l l iance ,   the   impl ica t ions  o f  the   reduct ions  on the 
per iphera l   a reas  must  be' %&en into  account with utmost mire. 
The achievement of a cer ta in   balance of f o r c e s   i n   C e n t r a l  
region t o  the  detriment os' the o the r  areas  would not  o n l y  
damage the   secur i ty  o f  and t h e  s o l i d a r i t y  i n   t he   A l l i ance  b u t  
would a l s o  inf luence  the NATO stratiegy and the  general   defence 
posture. 

20. Ln order  t o  ob ta in  maximum secur i ty  for the  Central  
region,   the   Soviet   forces  would have t o  be withdrawn t o  the 
e a s t  o f  a cer ta in   longi tude ,  However, such a l i m i t a t i o n  
would not   provide  securi ty  for the  South-Eastern Flank .  
Keeping i n  view that the  redeployment o f  the  Soviet   forces  
i n  the  Southern IVLilitary D i s t r i c t s  o f  the  Soviet  Union w i l l  
considerably  deter iorate   the  balance of f o r c e s   i n   t h e  South- 
Eas-tern P l a n k  and consequently  create  disadvantages f o r  MATO, 
such a l i m i t a t i o n  shou ld  a l s o  be applied t o  a c e r t a i n  
la t i tude  prevent ing  the  redeployment  beyond that l i n e .  

MATO y 

1110 Brussels ,  
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ANNEX I -to 

N - A  T Q W A R S A W  T A C T  
" 

RATIO NATO/VJP 
.ra= 

I 

1 GHEECE 73 .O00 714 5 2/3 

BULGARIA 94.674 2,421 5 tm 

1.612 2 tank 

* '  I 
I TOTKL 4.998 25 1:2.8 1:1*9 
a 

I 
! 1 1:1.2 

iiSOTi3: ( l )  2 o f  the  3 airborne divisions i n  the  area are  assumed t o  be a threat  t o  Turkey 

(2) Pigurea  are  rounded for convenience 
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N A T O  C O N F I D E . N T I x 1 ;  

A I R  FORCES 

N A T O  

1 
1 Ter r i to ry   Tac t i ca l   A i rc ra f t  T e r r i t o r y  Tac t i ca l  Aircrsft 

218 

154 
~ 

372 

I S. UNION 

R O i U N I K  

BULGARIA 

710 

35 1 

457 

I v 5 1 8  

R A P 1 0  

NOTE: (1 )  A i r  th rea t   can  be divided between  Turkey and Greece 

( 2 )  The reconnaissance   capabi l i t i es  o f  the aircraft  were also taken 
into  account i n  addi t ion t o  a t t ack  capab i l i t i e s  

( 3 )  Above figures do n o t  include t r a n s p o r t  a i r c r a f t  and army aircraf t  

N A T O  C O N P I D E N T I A L  

D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
/
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
E
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
/
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E



D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
/
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
E
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
/
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E


