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The attached  United Kingdom paper "'The Sovie t   At t i tude  
t o  Mutual and Balanced  Force  ReductionsF9 has already  been 
d i s t r i b u t e d   t o  Ambassadors and Mi l i t a ry   Represen ta t ives   t o  
NATO. In  distributing the paper,   the  United Kingdom Author i t i e s  
expressed  the  view that th i s  a p p r a i s a l  o f  the  Soviets '  a t t i tude 
w i l l  be of  i n t e r e s t  as background  material  t o  the work c u r r e n t l y  
being  undertaken  by  the MBFR Working Group  and its sub-groups. 

2. There  are some i n t e r e s t i n g  comments and views i n  t h e  
sect ion  "Confront ing  the WestPv ( P a r t  II, paragraphs  14-19) which 
develop a theme previously  discussed  by  the Working  Group i n  
the  context  of  the  Balanced  Ceiling  Concept 1 and the  
Interpretation  of  Balanced  Force  Reductions { l  2 e The d i scuss ion  
extends t o  t h e   s c a l e  of  Sov ie t   fo rces  which the  Soviets  regard 
as necessary  in   Central   Europe and assesses   (paragraphs 20-23) 
t h e   s o r t  o f  r educ t ions   t he   Sov ie t s  might a f ford  i n  th i s  region. 

3, It  is  bel ieved that t h e  MBFR 
t o   n o t e  and d i scuss  this-UK paper, and 
continuing  examination  of MBFR opt ions  
note  w i l l  t h e r e f o r e   . b e .   i n c l u d e d   i n .   t h e  
o f  the  Working Group. 
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Agenda o f  an ear ly   'meet ing  ' 

.~ 

AC/276-WP(71 8(Revised  Draft)  
- 

[il AC/276-W(72 

N A T O  S E C R E T  

  DOWNGRADED TO NC   .

  SEE: DN(2005)0004

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



N A .T O S E C. R E , T  
.^" . . _. . .. 1 ..l, ... .. .. . -. . , - 1- 

THE SOVIET ATTITUDE TO rtwTuAL AND BALANCED 
FORCE REDUCTIONS 

In t roduct ion  

PART I 

1. The -aim 0-f th i s  Report i s  t o  examine S o v i e t   a t t i t u d e s  
t o  Mutual and Balanced Force  Reductions (MBFR) i n  Europe, and t o  
assess  Soviet   motives  behind the i r  recent   response 'on  PIlBFR. 
Although  the  Report   concen$rates  on  the  mili tary  factors  involved, 
we a l s o  discuss economic issues, and place  our  assessment against 
the   Wera l l   po l i t i co-mi l i ta ry   background,  and the Soviet  Union's 
past and present   European  pol ic ies .  We do   no t   a t tempt  i n  th i s  
'paper t o  make predic t ions   about   negot ia t ions  on MBFR? o r  on the 
w a y  i n  :which the  Soviet   Union might conduct i ts side.   of   any talks 
which might be he ld  on t h i s  subject with the  West. However, we 
do cons ider  some goals which the Soviet   ne .got ia tors  m i g h t  have 
i n  mind i f  t a l k s  w e r e . t o  be held, 

pmmary and conclu 

. 2,. Although  the  Soviet  Union had 'made r e p e a t e d   c a l l s   f o r  
mutual force   reduct ions  and nuclearcfree  zones  in  Europe during 
the  1950s 'and 1960s, Western  attempBs t o  promote nego t i a t ions  
were  ignored until 1971, when Brezhbev began t o  raise the s u b j e c t  
as a part of the. new Sovie t   po l icy  on Europe. The Sov ie t   pos i t i on  
on MBFR today is  that the   Sov ie t  Government i s  prepared   to   en te r  
nego t i a t ions  with t h e  West without  pre-conditions,   favouring a 
bilateral  apprdach (including  .Swiet-American  negotiations) rather 
than ' a l l i ance- to-a l l iance  t a l k s  (paragraphs 2-4). 

3. We be l i eve  tha t  t h i s  Sovie t   response   to  NATO ini t ia t ives  
must be  seen against the  background of  the  long-term aim of t h e  
Soviet  Union t o  a l t e r  the  balance of  power in  Europe t o  the 
advantage  of  the  Soviet  Union. The Russians .hope to   reduce  
American f o r c e   l e v e l s  i n  . . . l u  rope, and ultimately t o  br ing   about  
the  weakening of the American guarantee  of  West.European  security 
and the fragmentation of NATO's defence   s t ruc ture ,  The Russians 
a r e  a l s o  anx ious   t o   i nc rease   t he i r   i n f luence   i n  Europe  through a 
Conference  on  European  Security (CES) (paragraphs 5-6). 

4. When conside,ring MBFR against this background,  the 
Russians w i l l  t ake   po l i t i ca l ,   m i l i ' t a ry  and economic f a c t o r s   i n t o  
cons idera t ion ,  For p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  reasons ,   the  - . 
prese rva t ion  of t he   ex i s t ing   p ro -Sov ie t  Communist regimes i n  
Eastern  Europe is a top   p r io r i ty   Sov ie t   r equ i r emen t  and t h e  Soviet  
Union w i l l  wish t o  r e t a i n   f o r c e s   t h e r e   s u f f i c i e n t   t o   k e e p   t h e s e  
regimes  in  power. Mi l i ta ry   requi rements  w i l l  lead t h e  Ryssians 
to   deploy   adequate   forces  in Eastern.Europe to   ho ld  the .borders 
of the  bloc'  against a NATO a t t a c k ,   o r  t o  take pre-emptive  action 
against a MATO . th rea t .  We b e l i e v e  that t h e   a c t u a l   l e v e l  of f o r c e s  
deployed by the Soviet  Union w i l l  depend on the  Soviet  Government's 
view of   the   forces .   needed  t o  c a r r y   o u t   t h e s e  three tasks 
(paragraphs 7-8) 
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5. We es t imate  that in   Soviet   , ,eye,s . , , the ,  task, .of,   preserving 
t h e  East E u r o p e a n  "r6gimes can be  carr ied.  o u t  by a minimum of 
16 divis ions,   of   which 6 would be'rie'e'ded in  East Germany. P a r t l y  
because the S o v i e t   l e a d e r s   r a t e  NATO c a p a b i l i t i e s  higher than 
we do ourse lves ,  we a s ses s  that %h'ëy would n o t  wish t h e i r   f o r c e s  
in  East Germany (which  faces   the  only  area f rom which  they 
b e l i e v e  a major   surpr i se  NATO a t t a c k  m i g h t  come) allocated t o  a 
confronta t ion  with t h e  West t o  f a l l  below 1 2  divisions. .Taking 
t h e s e  two tasks toge ther ,  i t  is our  view that the  minimum which 
the   Sov ie t  Union  would wish t o  r e t a i n  i n  Eastern  Europe in  present  
circumstances would be 28 divisions,   -compared with the   p resent  
t o t a l  of 31,  of  which 18 would be deployed i n  East Germanyo  The 
Russians  could  therefore   see room for a cut   o f  3 d i v i s i o n s  from 
Eastern  Europe, 2 of  which w w l d  come from East Germany and 1 from 
Czechoslovakia.  Should the  Russians wish t o  re ta in  the   op t ion  
o f  embarking on  a l l -ou t   o f fens ive  against t h e  West, t h e i r   f o r c e s  
would as at present   have  to   be  re inforced from the   Soviet  Union. 
We do n o t   b e l i e v e  that a p resen t   need   t o   r e in fo rce   t he  Far East 
against China is  a significant f a c t o r  in  the   cu r ren t   Sov ie t  
i n t e r e s t  i n  talks on NIBFR i n  Europe  (paragraphs 9-25). 

6 ,  We have  considered  possible economic~'inot'i%es'.'à?i-d"have' 
no ted   r ecen t   Sov ie t   s t a t emen t s   on   t he i r   des i r e   t o  make economic 
savings  through F!E3FR, Our information is n o t  good enough t o  a l l o w  
us t o  say how important a motive t h i s  is  in MOSCOW, although we 
recognise  t ha t  the   Sovie t   l eaders   have   genuine   resource   a l loca t ion  
problems and would wish t o  keep defence  expenditure i n  bounds. 
We c a l c u l a t e  that i n  present   c i rcumstances a c u t  of 10 p e r  c e n t   i n  
t h e  forces i n  Eastern Europe (i*& 3 d i v i s i o n s )  would mean a saving 
o f   l e s s  than 1 per   cen t   i n   ove ra l l   de fence   expend i tu re ,  and savings 
from  any l i k e l y  cut-back in   t he   p roduc t ion  o f  conventional 
armaments as a r e s u l t  o f  MBFR would  be very  small. If MBFR were 
t o  mean no more . than  partial withdrawal of   Sovie t   forces  .from 
Eas t e rn  Europe to   the   .Sovie t  Union, the sav ing  would  be  even l e s s  
(paragraphs 26-29) 

7. The Soviet  Union probably places i t s  present  moves on 
NBFR i n  the   con tex t  o f  i t s  current  European  policy  which  involves 
t h e   c a l l i n g   o f  a CES. A response   to   the  NATO i n i t i a t . i v e  on 
1WFR he lps  t o  promote the  Soviet  Union's  peace-loving  image, 
and i s  des igned   to   l ead  t o  a psychological  atmosphere i n   t h e  
West conducive  to   the  s lackening  of  NATO t i e s  and the   reduct ion  
o f   t h e   c r e d i b i l i t y   o f   t h e  American guarantee  of  West &ropean 
secu r i ty   (pa rag raphs  30-33). 

8, We cannot a t  t h i s  s t age  p r e d i c t  how the Soviet  Union 
would r e a c t  in  t'ne course   o f   ac tua l   d i scuss ions  on MBFR t o   p o s s i b l e  
packages  offered by NATO, o r  what packages  she might pu t  forward 
h e r s e l f .  Soviet propaganda  statements  have  rejected  Western 
concepts  o f  ca l cu la t ing   r educ t ions   on  an asymmetrical basis. 
Nevertheless ,  we bel.ieve that, t h e  Russians m a y  be  prepared t o  
n e g o t i a t e   s e r i o u s l y  i f  the West is n o t   d r i v e n  o f f  course by a 
Sovie t  propaganda campaign, and that  they would  pay p a r t i c u l a r  
a t t e n t i o n   i n  any o f f e r   t o   t h e  number o f  American  formations  l ikely 
t o  be withdrawn to   the   Uni ted   S ta tes  (paragraphs 34-35). 
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9. We therefore   conclude:  

( a )  The r ecen t  Soviet .response  on MBFR is  t o  be  seen 
against   the   background  of   the  current   Soviet  
##peace  offensivevg in  Europe, and o f  Soviet  long- 
term aims t o   a l t e r   t h e   b a l a n c e   o f  power in  
Europe to   the  advantage  of   the  Soviet  Union, 

( b )  The Soviet   Union 's   par t icular  aims i n  th i s  f i e l d  
are  the  weakening  of  the p o l i t i c a l  and m i l i t a r y  
cohesion of NATOI t he  withdrawal o f  American 
forces  from  Europe and t h e   d i s c r e d i t i n g   o f   t h e  
American  .guarantee  of West European secur i ty .  

( c )  S o v i e t   f o r c e   l e v e l s   i n   E a s t e r n  Europe w i l l  always 
depend on the  Soviet   leaders '   v iew o f  t he   fo rces  
needed t o  preserve  the  pro-Soviet  Communist 
régimes in  Eastern Europe,  defend  Eastern  Europe 
aga ins t  NATO attack and take pre-emptive  action 
a g a i n s t  NATO i n  the  event  o f  war. 

( d )  In l i n e  with these  requirements,   the  Russians  could 
make a cu t   o f  3 d i v i s i o n s  f rom t h e i r   t o t a l  o f  
31 d i v i s i o n s  at  present   deployed   in   Eas te rn  
Europe. This means that the Russians have 
3 d i v i s i o n s  which they   could   e i ther  withdraw 
u n i l a t e r a l l y ,  as a ges tu re ,  o r  o f f e r  t o  t h e  West 
t o   s ecu re ,  among o t h e r  things, t h e  maximum 
r e c i p r o c a l  withdrawal of  American forces   f rom 
Europe. The Russians would  need t o   r e i n f o r c e  
from  the  Soviet  Union if they   wished   to   re ta in  
the   op t ion   o f  an a l l -out   o f fens ive   aga ins t  NATO. 

( e )  Although  the  Soviet Union con t inues   t o   r e in fo rce  
its Far Eastern  borders ,  we do no t  think that t h i s  
requirement is at  present  a s i g n i f i c a n t   f a c t o r  
i n  c u r r e n t   S o v i e t   i n t e r e s t   i n  talks on MEIFR. 

The S o v i e t   l e a d e r s   a r e  a l w a y s  anxious t o  keep 
defence  expenditure i n  bounds and t o   l o o k   f o r  
savings; but o u r   c a l c u l a t i o n s   o f   t h e   s a v i n g s   t o  
be expected from c u t s   i n   f o r c e s  and weapons likely 
t o  be  considered by the   Sov ie t  Union suggest  that 
these  would  be very small. MBFR, which might mean 
no more than a partial withdrawal t o   t h e   S o v i e t  
Union, is t h e r e f o r e   u n l i k e l y   t o  be regarded i n  
IVIoscow as a source  of subs tan t id  economies in  
Soviet   defence  expenditure.  

j- 
- . .  
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No p red ic t ion  i s  poss ib l e  a t  the   p resent  stage o f  
how the   Sovie t  Union would conduct its side of, any 
nego t i a t ions  on MBFRp o r  would r e a c t   t o   o f f e r s  by 
NATO o f  a number of   detai led  packages  on  force 
reductions.  While propaganda and t h e   c r e a t i o n  
of a psychological  atmosphere i n  the West favourable 
t o  unilateral force cuts by NATO are an i n t e g r a l  
p a r t  o f  Soviet  policy  on MBFRp the  Soviet   Union 
is probably   p repared   to   negot ia te   se r ious ly  with 
t h e  West, p a r t i c u l a r l y  with t h e  Americans, o n ’  
t h i s  subject within the  general  framework of 
current Sov ie t   po l i c i e s  i n  Europe. 

N A T O  S E C ‘ R E T  
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PART II 

MAIN REFORT 

In t roduc t ion  . .  

l. The aim o f  t h i s  Report i s  t o  examine S o v i e t   a t t i t u d e s  
, to  Mutual and Balanced  Force  Reductions (MBFR) i n  Europe, and 
t o  assess   Soviet   motives   behind  their   recent   response  on MBFR. 
Although  the  Report  concentrates  on  the military fac tors   involved ,  
we a l s o  d i scuss  economic issues . ,  and place  our   assessment   against  
the  overal l   pol i t ico-mil i tary  background and the  Soviet   Union 's  
past and present  European  policies.  We d o   n o t   t r y   t o  make 
p r e d i c t i o n s  about MBFR negot ia t ions  themselves ,  o r  on t h e  way in  
which the   Sovie t  Union m i g h t  conduct i ts side of  any talks which 
m i g h t  be  held on t h i s  s u b j e c t  with t h e  West. But we do  consider 
some goals which   the   Sovie t   negot ia tors  m a y  have i n   t h e i r  minds 
i f  ta lks  were  held. 

P o l i t i c o - m i l i t a  b.ac.k,gmund 

2, . Throughout the 1950s and 1960s the  Soviet   Union made 
' r e p e a t e d   c a l l s   f o r  mutual force   reduct ions  and nuc leapf ree   zones  
in Europe,  emyhasising  especially the withdrawal of non-European 
forces  from  Europe and t h e   c l o s i n g  down of f o r e i g n   m i l i t a r y  
bases. Western attempts,  such as the  Reykjavik- Statement of 
June 1968, t o  promote negot ia t ions   were  ignored by the   Sov ie t  
Union until the  subject was r a i s e d  by Brezhnev with i n c r e a s i n g  

i n  Tb i l i s i  i n  May, and ' in  h i s  cons t i tuency  i n  June 1971, 
. . .. emphasis i n  speeches made at  the 24th  Party  Congress i n  March, 

: f 3 .  The- .declared  Soviet   posi t ion now appears   to   be  that t h e  
Soviet  Government is p r e p a r e d .   t o   e n t e r   i n t o   n e g o t i a t i o n s  with t h e  
V?est..on,.MBFR i n  Europe without  preconditions.   Both foreign and 

. indigenous  forces  m a y  be discussed, but t h e   S o v i e t   a t t i t u d e   t o  
, reduct ions   in   ind igenous   forcesp   though important, i s  n o t   y e t  
c l e a r .  On the  whole,   the balance of  evidence indicates a Sovie t  
emphasis on,.reductions in fo re ign   fo rces .  As far as method is 
concerned,  the  Soviet   Union  does  not  favour an a l l i m c e - t o -  
a l l i a n c e  (MRTU-Yhrsaw Pac t )  approach. The Russians hzve,  indeed, 
suggested in  b i la te ra l   exchanges  with .the &nericans, . t h a t  
nego t i a t ions  m i g h t  be conducted b i l a t e r d l y  between  the  Soviet 
union and the.United States, each s ide report ing  back as approp- 
r ia te  t o  its a l l ies .   Pres ident   Nixon ' s  v i s i t  t o  PIIoscow in  1972 
could  be an oppor tun i ty   fo r   such  talks. But the Americans  have. 
t o l d  NATO that  they have f i rmly   re jec ted   these   Sovie t   p roposa ls .  

~. 

4, There are a number of i ncons i s t enc ie s  i n  the   Sov ie t  
a t t i t u d e ,   r e s u l t i n g   p a r t l y  from a f a i r l y  sudden change o f  l i n e  on 
TtBFR, and we c.annot r u l e   o u t  the p o s s i b i l i t y  that  d i f f e r ing   v i ews  
wi th in   the   Sovie t   l eadersh ip  m a y  be  involved. But we be l i eve  
that the R u s s i a n s '   m i l i t a r y   p r i o r i t y  i s  to   reduce   o r   e l imina te .  
the  presence o f  ; m e r i c m   f o r c e s   i n  Europe, and t h e r e f o r e  they are 
likely t o  continue t o  favour  a d i rec t   app roach   . t o  the United 
S t a t e s  on t h i s  subject.  
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5. I n  o r d e r   t o  assess t h e   s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h i s  be la ted  
Soviet   response t o  NATO i n i t i a t i v e s ,  we look first at  t h e   o v e r a l l  
p o l i t i c a l  background and then a t  the  basic   Soviet   requirements  
t o   m a i n t a i n   f o r c e s  a t  a high l e v e l  (a t  p re sen t  31 d i v i s i o n s )   i n  
Eas t e rn  Europe ou t s ide  t h e  USSR, We emphasise  here that we make 
no c la im t o  d i r e c t  o r  i n s ide  knowledge o f  Sovie t  cbncSp'ts .'Or"' 
i n t e n t i o n s ;  we base our  assessment on g e n e r a l   s t u d i e s  th.at have 
been made on  Soviet   foreign and m i l i t a r y   p o l i c i e s ,  
that have   been   c i rcu la ted   in  NATO on 1BFR (esgo C-M(71 On Papers 55 )$  and 
on published  Soviet   statements  (s ,ee Appendix A) .  

6, We b e l i e v e  that the long-term aim of  the  Soviet  Union 
i n  m r o p e  i s  t o   a l t e r   t h e   e x i s t i n g   b a l a n c e  o f  power t o  the  
advantage  of the Soviet  Union. In o r d e r   t o  do t h i s  the   Sov ie t  
l eade r s   wan t   t o   b r ing   abou t   r educ t ions  i n  t h e   l e v e l  o f  American 
f o r c e s  i n  Europe ,   l ead ing   to   the i r   u l t imate  withdrawal t o  the 
United States, and the abandonment o r  a t  l e a s t   t h e  weakening o f  
t h e   c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  American guarantee to , ,  West European 
s e c u r i t y ,  It is also our  view that one  of  the main purposes of 
c u r r e n t   S o v i e t   p o l i t i c a l  moves in  Europe i s  t o  .encourage 
d i s r u p t i o n  i n  the West and the  f ragmentat ion o f  NAllO"to 'kiindër 
the  fur ther   development  of  the  European Economic Community (EEC) 
i n t o   t h e   p o l i t i c a l  and defence   f ie lds ,  and to   i nc rease   Sov ie t  
in f luence  i n  the  area,   e,go  through a CES. We be l ieve  that t h e  
present Soviet   response on NlbFR is t o  be  seen against th i s  aspec t  
o f  Sovie t   po l ic ies   towards  EUrope. 

7. I n  formulat ing its pol icy  on'RIBFR the Soviet  Union will 
pay p a r t i c u l a r   a t t e n t i o n   t o  i ts  t h r e e  main reasons f o r  keeping- 
t roops  in  Eastern  Europe, The p rese rva t ion   o f   t he   ex i s t ing  
pro-Soviet Communist regimes. and o f   t h e   e x i s t i n g   t e r r i t o r i a l  status 
quo i n  Europe ,   e spec ia l ly   t he   d iv i s ion   o f  Germany, i s  a $op 
pr ior i ty   Sovie t   requi rement .  It inc ludes   t he   capab i l i t y  t o  
i n t e r v e n e   m i l i t a r i l y  i n  member c o u n t r i e s  o f  t h e  Warsaw Pact  i f  
the p o l i t i c a l  supremacy o f  t h e  ruling Communist Par ty   appears  t o  
t he   Sov ie t  Union t o  be  threatened. Then t h e r e   a r e   t h e  military 
requirements  which  involve  both  defence and offence. In the  
first instance,   the   Russians w a n t  to  provide  forward  defence 
a g a i n s t  a NATO ground o r  air a t t a c k  and t o   p r o t e c t  the Soviet  
f r o n t i e r s  as . far  t o   t h e  west as possible.  Secondly,  Soviet 
military doc t r ine   ho lds  tha t  i n  the   event  of war, the   Sovie t  
f o r c e s  i n  Eastern  Ehrope,  reinforced from the m i l i t a r y   d i s t r i c t s  
Of Western  Russia,  should be a b l e   t o  t a k e  pre-emptive  action 
against NATO. We be l i eve  that  the   Sov ie t  Union regards   the  
deployment of  considerable  numbers of f o r c e s   i n   c e r t a i n   s e c t o r s  
of the  forward mea ( p a r t i c u l a r l y   i n  East Germany) and t h e   l o g i s t i c  
and o t h e r  f a c i l i t i e s  which  support them as e s s e n t i a l  t o  the  
f u l f i l m e n t  o f  t h e i r  tasks in  war, 

8 ,  We be l i eve  that the   ac tua l   l eve l   o f   fo rces   dep loyed  by 
t h e   S o v i e t  Union i n  Eastern  Europe w i l l  depend upon the   Sovie t  
Government's  view of the  forces   needed t o  c a r r y  o u t  t h e s e   t h r e e  
main tasks. This means that  t h e   S o v i e t   l e a d e r s  w i l l  pay g r e a t  

l? A T. O S . E  C R E T 
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-7- ANNEX t o  
AC/21b-m(72)19 

' ' a t t e n t i o n   t o  t he i r  view o f  t h e   t h r e a t   t o  p o l i t i c a l  s t a b i l i t y   i n  
Eastern  Europe,   including  the  effect   on  the  s tabi l i ty   of   any 
East European  Government  from whose t e r r i t o r y   S o v i e t   t r o o p s  might 
be withdrawn. They w i l l  a l s o   p a y   a t t e n t i o n   t o  the s t r e n g t h  o f  
NATO f o r c e s  and t o   p o s s i b l e  American p o l i c i e s  on u n i l a t e r a l   f o r c e  
reductions  from Europe.  There is, accordingly,  in  theory a t  l e a s t ,  
some room f o r  manoeuvre  on  Soviet  force  levels i n  Europe. But 

'we are  convinced tha t  the   Sovie t  Union, i n  accordance with its 
t rad i t iona l   t endency  t o  over-insure in  military matters, will 
wish t o  deploy  overwhelming  force at the o u t s e t  i n  any s i t u a t i o n  
i n   t h e   a r e a  t o  which  the  Pol i tburo  decides  t o  app ly   mi l i t a ry  
power. - 

Force  calculat ions 

l 

I 

9. We examine the   re levant   cons idera t ions   on   force   l eve ls ,  
under two headings: 

- ( a )  The ' preservation  of  pro-Soviet .   rdgimes i n '  Eastern 
Europe. 

(b)   Forces   requi red   to   conf ront   the  West i n  Europe* 

We cannot  provide firm evidence on what t h e  Soviet  Union might 
regard as es sen t i a l   unde r   e i t he r   head ing ,  bu t  we be l i eve  that 
t h e r e  are some pr inc ip les ,   based  on a study  of  Soviet   behaviour 
i n  Eas te rn  Eur0p.e s i n c e   t h e  war, which may h e l p  us t o  form 
r e a l i s t i c  judgments. 

The. p r e s e r v a t i z   o f   p r o - S o v i e t   r 6 5 m e s  i n  Eastern Euro.pe 

10.. Soviet   forces   have  intervened ( o r  t h rea t ened   t o  
in t e rvene )  on four occasions i n  East European  countr ies   s ince 
the   dea th   o f  S t d i n :  i n  East Germany in 1953 i n   P o l m d  and 
Hungary i n  1956, and i n  Czechoslovakia i n  1968. From an a n a l y s i s  
of the Sovie t   forces   involved   in  these in t e rven t ions ,  and from 
the  l eve l   o f   fo rces   dep loyed   i n   t hese   fou r   coun t r i e s   s ince   t hen ,  
we be l i eve  that as far  as the   p reserva t ion   of   the  East European 
r6gimes is concerned.;  one o f -  t h e  main S o v i e t   c r i t e r i a  is ease 
o f  a c c e s s   f o r   S o v i e t   f o r c e s   i n  the event of a p o l i t i c a l   d e c i s i o n  
being made to   i n t e rvene .  l n  Sovie t   th inking ,  the number of  
.Soviet   d ivis ions  needed  for  t h i s  task is probably   re la ted   no t  
only t o   t h e   s i z e  and record   o f   loya l ty  o f  the  country  concernedp 
b u t .   t o '  i t s  geographica l   p roximi ty   to  the Soviet  border. 

11. Thus, Toland,  Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Romania 
b o r d e r   d i r e c t l y  on  the  Soviet  Union; Poland and Romania in  
particular have  open f r o n t i e r s   a c r o s s  f l a t  t e r r a i n s ,   r e l a t i v e l y  
near   Sovie t   forces ,   se rved  by good communications,  Partly no 
doubt, f o r  . t h i s  reason Romania has no Soviet   garr ison,   though 
Romania's  independent   pol ic ies  and h e r  stand' against the  
s t a t i o n i n g  o f  t roops  abroad have a l s o  played a part in  keeping 
Soviet   t roops out o f  Romania, I n  addi t ion ,  Romania has, of course, 

. . .. 
N A T O  S E C R E T  
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ANbTEX t o  - 8- 
m 6  - wY(7 2112 
no f r o n t i e r  with a NATO o r  neu t r a l   coun t ry   o the r  than Yugoslavia, 
p o l a d  has only 2 Sovie t   d iv is ions ,  both deployed i n  the  former 
German t e r r i t o r i e s  i n  the west o f  tile  country. Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia,   against  both o f  whom Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  has 
been  taken,  have a garrison of 4 and 5 d iv is ions   respec t ive ly .  
There was no Sovie t   gar r i son  in Czechoslovakia  before  the m i l i t a r y  
i n t e r v e n t i o n  in 1968, and the   Sovie t   gar r i son  i n  Hungary was much 
sma l l e r   be fo re   t he  Budapest r ising; the   s i ze   o f   t he   Sov ie t   fo rces  
a t  p re sen t  in  those two coun t r i e s   t he re fo re   p robab ly   r e f l ec t s  
Soviet   doubts o Î  t l e i r   p o l i t i c a l   l o y a l t y ,  Bulgaria has no common 
f r o n t i e r  with the   Sovie t  Union, but her   impeccable   loyal ty  t o  t h e  
Russians has c lear ly   saved   her  from having a Soviet   garr ison.  

12, The most i n t e r e s t i n g   c a s e  i s  that o f  East Gemany which 
has 20 Sov ie t   d iv i s ions   s t a t ioned  on i t s  terr i tory.   The”ëvents  
of  1953 and l a t e r  have shown that a r e v o l t   i n  East Germany i s  
poss ib l e ,  and both his tory and geography  suggest that a r e v o l t  
there   could  be more s e r i o u s  f o r  t h e  Russians thwA a r e v o l t  anywhere 
e l s e   i n   E a s t e m  Europe. Moreover, Sov ie t   fo rces  in  East Germany 
could  be  cal led  upon  to   play a multiple r o l e  i n  the   p re se rva t ion  
of the  pro-Soviet   regimes  in  Eastern  Europe; t o  suppress an East 
German-r is ing,  and hold t h e  western  border  of East Germany aga ins t  
a p o s s i b l e  NATO o r  West German i n t e r v e n t i o n ;   t o   c o n t r i b u t e  t o  
the   suppress ion  o f  a revol t   in   Czechos lovakia ,  as i n  1968, o r  i n  
P o l m d ,  as might have  happened in October  1956 o r  i n  December 1970 
had t h e   P o l i s h  r i o t s  go t  out o f  hand and t h r e a t e n e d   t h e   s t a b i l i t y  
o f  t h e  r6gime. The Sovie t  garrison in East Germany d s o  has t o  
a l l o c a t e   f o r c e s  t o  conta in  West B e r l i n :   i n . p a r t i c u l a r ,  t o  r e t a i n  
t ight  c o n t r o l  i n  t h e   B e r l i n  area during per iods  o f  t ens ion   d i r ec t ed  

‘ a g a i n s t  the Westew.  acce.ss  routes. 

13. On t h e  basis o f  t h i s  ana lys i s ,  and taking into 
cons ide ra t ion  methods by which the  Russians  could  re inforce the i r  
garrison in East Germmy without using P o l i s h   t e r r i t o r y ,  e,g. air 
and s e a  lift, and t h e  employment of   a i rborne f o r c e s  s t a t i o n e d   i n  
Western  Russia, we be l i eve  that  the   Sov ie t  Union  would  probably 
regard a fo rce  o f  about; 6 d i v i s i o n s  as t h e  minimum g m r i s o n  
n e c e s s a r y   i n  East Germany t o  f i l f i l  t h e  tasks o u t l i m d  i n  
paragraph .12. For similar tasks in  Hungary and Czechoslovakia 
the Russians would probably wish t o  r e t a i n  the i r  p re sen t  garrison 
i n  Hungary, but might be  ready  to   reduce  their   force in  
Czechoslovakia by 1 d i v i s i o n ;  it i s  u n l i k e l y  that they would t ake  
e i t h e r  o f  t h e i r  divisions out  of PoZa~~cl. We the re fo re   a s ses s  t h a t  
f o r  the  purposes  o Î  t he   p re se rva t ion  of thc  pro-Soviet  r6gimes in  
Eastern  Europe,  the  Soviet  Union would r equ i r e  a minimum of 1 6  
d iv is ions .  We emphasise tha t  t h i s  f igu re   does   no t   t d re  into account 
the  \Vestern military p o s i t i o n   ( e x c e p t   i n   t h e  one  case of the  need 
t o  pro tec t   t he   wes t e rn   bo rde r  of East Germany dur ing   the   suppress ion  
Of a r i s i n g   t h e r e )   t h e   s t r e n g t h  of NATO, o r  Soviet  views  on N A N ’ S  
c a p a b i l i t i e s  and i n t e n t i o n s ,  and we  now turn t o  an m,iLySis of 
t h e s e   m i l i t a r y   f a c t o r s .  
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ponf ron t ina   t he  W 
_ . . .  . . .. 

14. I n   t h e   f o l l o w i n g  paragraphs we a t t empt   t o   a s ses s  how 
t h e '   s o v i e t   l e a d e r s -   v i e w   t h e   r e l a t i v e   m i l i t a r y   c a p a b i l i t i e s  of 
NATO and t h e  Warsaw Pact ,  thë r b l e s  t h a t  they  allot  t o .   t h e i r  
fo rces ,  and f r o m  that t r y  and a s s e s s  what scope  they  see for 
poss ib le   reduct ions ,  We base our assessments on g e n e r a l   s t u d i e s  
we have made over   the  y e a r s  of   Soviet  military equipment, t h e i r  
m i l i t a r y  training, t h e i r   m o b i l i s a t i o n  and g e n e r a l   a l e r t  measures 
and what we p e r c e i v e   t o   b e   t h e  military OqphilosophyFV of the   Sovie t  
S e r v i c e , c h i e f s ,  . 

15. We coneider  t h a t  t h e   S o v i e t   l e a d e r s   r a t e   t h e  military 
c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  NATO f o r c e s  far h igher  than we do ourselves ,  
They do n o t   s e e  NATO's m i l i t a r y   c a p a b i l i t y   l i m i t e d   o n l y , t o  those 
forces   ass igned  t o  t he   cen t r a l   r eg ion?  but include in  t h e i r  
assessment o f  t h e   r e l a t i v e   f o r c e   c a p a b i l i t i e s   o f  all NATO's f o rces  
( a c t i v e  and r e se rve )   no t   on ly  on %he cont inent  o f  Europe bu t   SO 
in  the   .Uni ted   S ta tes ,  the United Kingdom and elsewhere. They put 
considerable  value  on the French  forces  and the i r   independent  
n u c l e a r   c a p a b i l i t y ,  as we l l  as on NATO's  f o rces  on the   no r the rn  , 

and southern flanks, The So ,v ie t   mi l i t a ry   l eade r sp  m a n y  of whom 
have  experience o f  f i g h t i n g   t h e  Germans on Russian s o i l  i n  the 
last  war, s t i l l  m i s t r u s t   t h e  West's motives, and s e e   h o s t i l e  
intent in  many of our defens ive  and precautionary  measures. They 
" therefore   see a l l  t h e   f o r c e s   o f   t h e  West, whether   ass igned  to  
NATO o r  n o t ,  as composing the t o t a l   p o t e n t i a l   t h r e a t ,  and being 
by na tu re   cau t ious ,   p repa re  for the   worst   case.  

. .  

16. We be l i eve  that  because  the Russians are so  excessively 
susp ic ious  and take so l i t t l e  a t  its face   va lue ,  they probably 
labour  under a number bf misconceptions  about NATO. They have 
d e t a i l e d  and accurate   information on NATO (which is much g r e a t e r  . 
than ours on t h e  Warsaw P a c t ) ,  but they may no t  always apprec ia te  
t h e   e x t e n t  o f  t h e i r  knowledge;  they may therefore   inc l ine   towards  
over-estimation o f  XATO's  technological  achievements and under- 
e s t ima t ion  o f  t h e   - e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  Warsaw P a c t ' s   q u a n t i t a t i v e  
s u p e r i o r i t y ,  They m a y  also--'beki-eve .that the  United .States 'has 
much more' d i rec t  con t ro l   ove r   t he  affairs o f  NATO than is in  
f a c t   t h e   c a s e ,  They are  probably  convinced that  NATO f o r c e s   a r e  
capable of taking the '   o f f ens ive   aga ins t .Eas t e rn  Europe a t  
r e l a t i v e l y  short  no t ice .  We'zbelieve that they do n o t   s e e   t h e  
g r o s s  imbalance  between  the  forces of t h e  two a l l i a n c e s  in  the 
a r e a  as r e a d i l y  as we do. A t  Appendix B we show in  o u t l i n e   t h e  
actual  imbalance as seen by NATO. 

(1) We have  no f i r m  evidence on which t o  base a dis t inct ion  between 
the  views o f  t h e   S o v i e t   p o l i t i c a l  and military l e z d e r s  on the  
t h e  probkems r a i s e d  in  th i s  sect ion.   Unless   othervise   speci-  
f i e d  we use  the  term  PvSoviet   leaders"  t o  i n d i c a t e  both t h e  
Po l i tbu ro  and t h e i r  military adv i se r sp  and we assume that  ,'the 
Po l i tbu ro ' s   v i ews   p reva i l  i n  the event  of  disagreement  between 
them. 
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. 

17, We cons ider  that  the  Soviet  forces'  deployment  in...  . . 

Eastern  Europe i s  s t r a t eg ica l ly   de fens ive ,  but, as no ted   i n  
paragraph 7 ?  the   Russians would wish t o  r e t a i n   t h e   o p t i o n  of 
s e i z i n g   t h e   m i l i t a r y   i n i t i a t i v e   a g a i n s t  NATO i n   t h e   e v e n t  of 
war. As is t o  be  expected f o r  r e a s o n s   o f   p o l i t i c a l   p r e s e n t a t i o n  
t h e   s c e n a r i o s  of t h e i r  major   exerc ises   a re   defens ive  i n  na tu re  
as a r e   t h e   r e h e a r s a l s   o f   t h e i r   m o b i l i s a t i o n  and g e n e r a l   a l e r t  
measures. Most o f  t hese  major  exerc ises   fo l low a sequence of 
NATO aggres s ion ,   poss ib l e   e sca l a t ion   t o   nuc lea r   con f l i c t .  and then 
Soviet   conventional o r  nuclear  counter-offensive  action,  Therefore,  
although the   Sov ie t   fo rces   a r e   de fens ive   i n   s t r a t eg ic   t e rms ,  
t h e i r   t a c t i c s   a r e   g e n e r a l l y   o f f e n s i v e   i n   d e s i g n ,  

18, A l a rge   p ropor t ion  of the Soviet   f0rces.i .s   deployed 
around  the  periphery o f  the  Soviet   Union,  to  meet  potential  
t h r e a t s  from a l l  qua r t e r s ,  We be l i eve  that  i n   t h e   e v e n t  o f  extreme 
t e n s i o n   t h e   S o v i e t   m i l i t a r y   l e a d e r s  would  be r e l u c t a n t  t o  r e in fo rce  
t h e   c e n t r a l   r e g i o n  i n  Europe from these   per iphera l   a reas . .  
Therefore,  we a s s e s s  that  t h e   o n l y   f o r c e s   r e a d i l y   a v a i l a b l e  t o  
r e i n f o r c e   t h e   c e n t r a l   r e g i o n  would be  those in the  Western 
R I i l i t a r y   D i s t r i c t s  (Bal t ic ,  Beloruss ia  and Carpathia)  and i n   t h e  
t h e a t r e   r e s e r v e s  in  t h e  Moscow and Kiev   Mi l i ta ry   Dis t r ic t s .  

19. Bearing i n  mind our assessment   of   the   Soviet   leaders '  
view of  the  imbalance,  we next   a t tempt   to   es t imate   the  differen-b 
r 8 l e s  that  t h e y   s e e   t h e i r   f o r c e s   f u l f i l l i n g ,  and what forces   they 
a l l o t   t o  each, . We cons ide r   on ly   t he   fo rces   i n   t he   "Gu ide l ines  
AreaPp, i .e.   the  Benelux  countriesp E a s t  and West Germany, 'Poland 
and  Czechoslovakia, as we l l  as France and the  Soviet   Western 
M i l i t a r y   D i s t r i c t s .  We have  taken  the number o f   d i v i s i o n s   i n  
each area from NATO document MC 161/71. A s  d i f f i c u l t  and 
t e n t a t i v e  as such an assessment must be, we have come t o  t h e  
fol lowing  conclusions+ 

The t o t a l  ground  forces that the   Sov ie t   l eade r s  w i l l  
s ee  as a v a i l a b l e   f o r  commitment i n   t h e   c e n t r a l   r e g i o n  
a r e  54 Sovie t  and 28 Non-Soviet d i v i s i o n s  i n  the  
Ron-Soviet Warsaw Pact  (NSW) c o u n t r i e s  and the 
Soviet   Western  Mil i tary  Distr ic ts ,  wi th  another  
10 S o v i e t   d i v i s i o n s  i n  t h e   t h e a t r e   r e s e r v e :  a grand 
t o t a l  of 92 Warsaw Pact d i v i s i o n s   f a c i n g ,  by M+21 day, 
31 NATO d iv i s ions .  

We have  assessed, t h a t  t he   Sov ie t   l eade r s   a r e  
extremely  unl i l te ly   to  embark on an a l l -out   o f fens ive  
aga ins t   the- .West   un less   they   a re  first ' s a t i s f i e d -  tha t  
the  cohesion and r e s o l u t i o n  o f  NATO are seriously 
weakened.  However, i n   s u c h  an eventua l i ty ,   the   Sovie t  
m i l i t a r y   l e a d e r s  w i l l  insist upon a minimum fo rce  
r a t i o  i n  t h e i r   f a v o u r  o f  3 t o  l, and may n o t  be 
p repa red   t o   gua ran tee   t he i r   po l i t i ca l .   mas . t e r s   success  
unless  they  can  assemble a force  advantage  above 
this.  Therefore i f  t h e   S o v i e t   l e a d e r s   w i s h   t o   r e t a i n  

P A T O  S E C R E T  
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the opt ion  of   launching an a l l -out   o f fens ive  again5Y' 
t he  West, they w i l l  s ee  no room f o r  force  reduct ions.  
Indeed   the   forces   fac ing  West would have t o  be 
re inforced  from elsewhere,  even i f  they make the 
unl ikely  assumption that  all NSW f o r c e s   m e  as 
l o y a l  and e f f e c t i v e  as t h e i r  own, 

. .  

.. ( c )  If, however., the   Sovie t   l eaders   on ly   see  a' need t o  
r e t a i n   s u f f i c i e n t   f o r c e s   f a c i n g  West t o  meet a 
major NATO attack, o r  t o   t a k e   l i m i t e d  pre-emptive 
a c t i o n  - to  thwart such an aggression, then  they 
may wel l   cons ider   the  92 d i v i s i o n s  in  t h e   c e n t r a l  
r e g i o n   s u f f i c i e n t ,   p a r t i c u l a r l y  if they  es t imate  
tha t   they   can   count  on t h e   l o y a l t y  o f  most of t he  
NSWP forces.   Indeed  they m i g h t  see  room f o r  a small 
reduct ion  (see  paragraph 20 below) f o r   t h e y  w i l l  
apprec ia te  that they should get   warning  of  a ma jo r  
NATO of fens ive  i n  t ime   t o   r e in fo rce   t he   cen t r a l  region 
from  elsewhere, 

( d )  The Sov ie t   l eade r s  w i l l  see  a need t o   k e e p   . s u f f i c i e n t  - . 

forces  forward i n  t h e  NSW? coun t r i e s   t o   con ta in   w i thou t  
pr ior   re inforcement  a NATO . surpr i se   a t tack .  They w i l l  
apprec ia te  that t h e   t h r e a t  o f  such an  a t t ack   on ly  
lies opposi te  E a s t  Germany, for elsewhere  they would 1~ 

get  advance  warning  of NATO's forward  deployment and 
that  only 23 NATO d i v i s i o n s   a r e   i n  a s u f f i c i e n t   s t a t e  
o f  readiness  t o  launch such an a t t ack .  They w i l l  a l s o  
f e a r   t h a t   s u c h  an a t t a c k  i s  most l i k e l y  a t  a time 
when t h e i r   f o r c e s   a r e   h e a v i l y  committed t o   i n t e r n a l  
s e c u r i t y  and when the   l oya l ty   o f   t he  N S W  f o r c e s  is 
l a r g e l y  i n  doubt, The Sov ie t   mi l i t a ry   l eade r s  w i l l  
t he re fo re  insist upon  keeping  suff ic ient   Soviet  
d i v i s i o n s   f r e e   o f  all o t h e r  commitments and ready 
a t  a moment's n o t i c e  t o  meet such a t h r e a t ,  and w i l l  
i n s i s t  that a f o r c e  r a t i o  of more than 2 : l  in  MATO'S 
favour  is unacceptab le   to  them, This means a 
minimum of 12 Sov ie t   d iv i s ions  i n  E a s t  Germmy f o r  
the   conf ronta t ion  with the  West, f r e e   o f  a l l  o t h e r  
commitments, 

20, I n  sum, then, we be l i eve  that  the   Sov ie t   l eade r s   accep t  
that t o  launch  offensive  operat ions  against  NATO o r  t o  meet 
la rge-sca le  NATO aggression,   they w i l l  have t o   r e i n f o r c e   t h e i r  
forces  deployed in  peacetime i n   ' t h e  NSW coun t r i e s , .   Bea r ing   i n  
mind the  speed with which  such  reinforcement  can  be  carried  out9 
a l imi ted   reduct ion  in these  forces will not a f f e c t   t h e i r   a b i l i t y  
t o   ca r ry   ou t   t hese   r iS l e s ,   pa r t i cu la r ly  i f  the   reduced   forces   a re  
withdrawn  to   Soviet   terr i tory and not.  disbanded. We &SO bel ieve  
that the Sovie t   l eaders   see   the   p r imary  tasks o f  t h e i r   f o r c e s  i n  
the  NSWP coun t r i e s  as the   p re se rva t ion   o f  the pro-Soviet  regimes 
and a c o u n t e r   t o  a NATO e u r p r i s e   a t t a c k ;  t ha t  s epa ra t e   fo rces  
must be a l l o t t e d   t o   t h e s e  two ro l e s  and that f o r  n e i t h e r  task 
can  they  count  on t h e   l o y a l t y  of %he fLTS\fivT forces .  Our conclusion 

N A T ' 0 ' ' S E -  
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is  that i n  East Germany, t h e  Russians  see a need f o r  6 Soviet  
d i v i s i o n s  f o r  the  preservat ion  of   the  rdgimes,  and 1 2  f o r  t he  
confronta t ion  with t h e  West, and the re fo re   s ee  room f o r  a poss ib l e  
reduct ion  of  a t  most 2 Sovie t   d iv is ions .  -As we have  already 
a s s e s s e d   t h e   p o s s i b i l i t y  that  the  Russians might be  prepared  to 
take   on ly  1 d i v i s i o n   o u t   o f   t h e i r   g a r r i s o n s   i n  Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia, we  now 'conclude that on m i l i t a r y  and po l i t i co -  
military grounds the   Russ i ans   a r e   l i ke ly  t o  regard as poss ib l e  
a r educ t ion  by 3 d i v i s i o n s  a t  t h e  most i n  a l l  the   Sovie t  ground 
f o r c e s  a t  p r e s e n t   s t a t i o n e d  i n  Eastern  Europe,  i.e. a reduct ion  
o f  about 10 per   cen t+  

21. We be l i eve  that  these  3 d iv i s ions   cou ld  be considered 
f o r  wi thdrawal  by the   Sovie t  Union in a number of ways: 1 o r  more 
of them could be withdrawn u n i l a t e r a l l y  as p a r t  o f  a Sovie t   ges ture  
t o  SOW d i s sens ion   w i th in  NATO, t o  increase   p ressure  on the  
Americans t o  withdraw and t o  improve t h e  Russians' peace-loving 
image; o r  t o   r e i n f o r c e   t h e   S o v i e t  bargaining pos i t i on  p r i o r  t o ,  
o r  during YBFR talks; o r  i n  response  to  Western  proposals as p a r t  
o f  a nego t i a t ed  package. We cannot at  this  s t a g e   p r e d i c t  how, i f  
a t  all, the   Sovie t  Union might e x p l o i t  t h i s  margin,  but we be l i eve  
that  on t h e  Russians' present   assessment  o f  t h e i r   m i l i t a r y   n e e d s ,  
they   would   be   very   un l ike ly   to   cons ider  withdrawing more than 
3 d iv is ions   f rom  Eas te rn  Eruope, whether as par t  o f  an MBFR agree- 
ment o r  otherwise. 

22. Soviet   s ta tements   have  general ly   emphasised  Central  
B n o p e ,  but the  Russians  have  also  spoken  about  the  problem o f  
n a v a l   f o r c e s  in  the  Mediterranean and Zlorthern waters i n  a manner 
which i n d i c a t e s  t ha t  they m i g h t  wish t h e s e   t o  be  included i n  any 
discussions of fo rce   r educ t ions  in  Europe. We assume tha t  they 
exc lude   Sov ie t   t e r r i t o ry  f r o m  t h e i r   c a l c u l a t i o n s .  

23. We have  considered  the  quest ion o f  t h e   f u t u r e  status of 
any divisions  withdrawn  from Eastern Europe and t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  
t he   Sov ie t  Union, We have no evidence  to   indicate   whether   the 
Soviet  Union would b e   l i k e l y   t o   r e t a i n   t h e s e   d i v i s i o n s  in Western 
Russia as p a r t  of the f o r c e s   a v a i l a b l e  t o  r e i n f o r c e   t h e   c e n t r a l  
reg ion   (poss ib ly  downgraded i n  c a t e g o r y ) ,   t r a n s f e r  them t o  o t h e r  
parts of   the   Sovie t  Union, o r  disband them. The on ly  precedent 
we have is t h e   s t a t u s  o f  t h e  4 d i v i s i o n s  withdrawn u n i l a t e r a l l y  
from E a s t  Germany and Romania i n  t h e  1950s, 2 of  which  were 
r e t a i n e d  at a lower  category in t h e   t h e a t r e   r e s e r v e s  (1 l a t e r  
be ing   t r zns fe r r ed  t o  the Far East) and 2 were  disbmded, However, 
we cannot  be  sure that t h i s  p a t t e r n  would be  followed i n  the  event  
of withdrawals' il? t h e   p r e s e n t   s i t u a t i o n .  

24. We have a l so  looked at  t h e   p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a s ses s ing  
S o v i e t   i n t e n t i o n s  on  reduct ions  i n  a r m a e n t s ,  as mentioned  recently 
by both Brezhnev and Kosygin: we have i n  mind nuc lea r  weapons 
held i n  Europe, and qtmixed trade-offs?,  e.g. tanks v e r s u s   a i r c r a f t .  

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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We do n o t   b e l i e v e  that we have enough  evidence 

ANNEX t o  
AC/27mb?(72)19 

on  Soviet thinking - 

o r t h i s   s u b j e c t  t o  make a r e a l i s t i c  assessment, beyond bearing 
i n  mind . that  the  Soviet   leaders   have  coupled  reduct ions in  
armaments with t h e i r  comments on t roop  reduct ions since they 
launched the i r  response on MBFR ear l ' i e r  t h i s  year.  (See 
Appendix A) 

&onfronting .the East 

25. It is r e l e v a n t  that although  the  Soviet   Union has over 
the  las t  s i x   y e a r s  a t  l e a s t   t r e b l e d   t h e   f o r c e s   o n   i t s ' e a s t e r n  
border with China, t h i s  has n o t  been s i g n i f i c a n t l y  at the  expense 
of t he   fo rces   f ac ing  West. A 1 1  the same, we have   reason   to  
be l i eve  that should, t h i s  r a t e  of reinforcement  continue  then i t  
could   u l t imate ly   on ly  be at  the   expense   o f   the   forces   fac ing  
NATO o r  through a f u r t h e r   i n c r e a s e  in defence  expenditure o r  i n  
increased  enl is tment ,  However, w.e do n o t  be l i eve  that  t h i s  
s t rengthening   of . . . the   forces  i n  t h e  East need r u l e   o u t   q u a l i t a t i v e  
-improvements t o   t h e  Western  forceso  though  those  improvements may 
be slowed  down. 

Ec,onomic cons idera t ions  

26. The Soviet  Union has developed a defence   capabi l i ty .which  
approaches  par i ty  with the   Uni ted   S ta tes ,  although the   Sovie t  
gross national product ( G N P )  is  only about half  that of   the  United I 

Sta tes ,   whi le  the populat ion i s  20 p e r  cen t   l a rger .  The Soviet  
economy is s o  s t r e t c h e d  tha t  military programmes cream  off a 
di .sproport ionate  amount of t he   bes t   r e sources  and retard develop- 
ment i n  . t he   c iv i l   s ec to r . .  The Soviet   leaders   have  genuine 
resource  a l locat ion  problems and must a l w a y s  be look ing  for w a y s  
t o  keep  defence expenditure in  bounds md t o   r e l e a s e   r e s o u r c e s  
(manpower, raw m a t e r i a l s  and production) t o  t h e   c i v i l   s e c t o r .  The 
Soviet   leaders   have shown a growing awareness o f  the  need t o  
s t r e n g t h e n   t h e   c i v i l  economy, which lags f a r  behind  those  of  the 
developed West in  t h e   f i e l d s  of  advanced  technology .and management 
as ,we)_l. as i n  standards of   l iving.  They a re   obv ious ly   s ens i t i ve  
t o  the need t o  improve t h i s  standard o f  l iv ing i n  Eussia, i f  only 
as a n - i n c e n t i v e  i n  raising gene ra l   e f f i c i ency  and have f r equen t ly  
s t ressed   the   need  for savings in  defence  expendi ture  SLS a majo r  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i n  themselves   for  disarmament. However, we assess 
that  the S o v i e t   l e a d e r s  w i l l  a lways   g ive   p r ior i ty   to  national 
s e c u r i t y ,  and t h e r e f o r e  t o  the  requirements o f  defence when 
a l loca t ing   r e sources .  .. . . . . . -  . . .  . . .  

27. As a large percentage o f  Soviet   defence  expenditure is 
-committed  to  research,  development and maintenance  of   the  s t ra tegic  
forces ,  no dramatic savings a r e  l i k e l y   t o  come from IrllBFR, I n  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  savings in  defence  expendi ture   f rom  any  - l ikely MBFR 
cut-back in   the   p roduct ion   of   convent iona l  weapons, such as tanks 
and aircraft  would be  very small indeed. A s  .a rough  estimate,  
a reduct ion  of 10 p e r   c e n t  in  t h e  ground forces and t a c t i c a l  air- 
c r a f t  in  the c e n t r a l   r e g i o n  would mean a - s a v i n g  of  less than  
1.percen-t  i n  overall   .defence  expenditure  now,.although f'uture 

= T O  . S E C R E T  . .  
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savings m i g h t  be   marginal ly   greater   because  of  a lower  level   of  
procurement of m i l i t a r y  hardware. If t h e s e   f o r c e s  'were  merely 
withdrawn t o  S o v i e t   t e r r i t o r y ,  and n o t  r educed   s ign i f i can t ly   i n  
category o r  disbanded, then t h e r e  might be no d i r e c t  saving, A l l  
t h e  same, savings  through MBFR  may a l s o  be  seen as a w a y  o f  
eas ing   the  strain caused by the   need   t o   r e in fo rce   t he   fo rces  on 
the  China  border and the  expansion of  the   Sovie t  Navy. Also even 
a nominal  switch  of  resources may be s u f f i c i e n t .  t o  mo21-i-fy those 
arguing  f o r  a reduct ion  i n  defence  expenditure,  and o f  course 
t h e   S o v i e t   l e a d e r s  would welcome any  economic  advantages.that 
might accrue from reduct ions  prompted  by m i l i t a r y  o r  p o l i t i c a l  
considerat ions.  

28, I n  t h e   s p e c i f i c   c o n t e x t  o f  PV'IBFR,  we have  noted  reports  
of s ta tements  by  Brezhnev and Kosygin made d u r i n g   t h e i r   r e c e n t  
t a l k s  wi th  f o r e i g n   l e a d e r s  that  the   Sovie t  Union i s  anxious  to 
reduce  expenditure  on its f o r c e s   s t a t i o n e d  abroad, and would l i k e  
t o  make substantial c u t s  in f o r c e   l e v e l s  i n  Ekstern  Europe., We 
b e l i e v e ,  however, that reduct ions on t h i s  s c a l e  would be  inconsis- 
t e n t  with every th ing  we know about  Soviet  requirements i n  &rope, 
and we cons ider  that these  statements  were  designed t o  encourage 
Western  leaders  t o  take   the   Sovie t   response  on IVIBFR ser ious ly .  

V e r i f i c a t i o n  

29. The Warsaw P a c t ,  being a l e s s  open s o c i e t y  than NATO, 
has more t o   l o s e  from an e f f ec t ive   ve r i f i ca t ion   sys t em  o f  an 
MBPR agreement. We understand that the   Russ ians   c lear ly  
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between F 9 ~ e r i f i c a t i o n r v   i . e *   i n t e l l i g e n c e   c o l l e c t i o n  
by   ex i s t ing  means of su rve i l l ance  by s a t e l l i t e   o r  through m i l i t a r y  
miss ionsp  and Q%.nspectionvt i * e .  a s p e c i f i c  MBFR ground o r  a i r  
inspec t ion   organiza t ion .  We be l ieve  that while  they  have  no 
opt ion  but t o  a l low  the   ex is t ing   mews  of   Wer i f ica t ionrg  t o  
cont inue,  and might agree t o  some form o f  ground  inspection in  the  
NSW coun t r i e s ,   t hey  would never  al low  ground  inspection i n  the  
Sovie t  Union. A r ecen t  NATO paper   on  ver i f icat ion  suggested 
v a r i o u s  ways these  ground  inspections might be  implemented, We 
are   unable  t o  assess how the  Russians w i l l  r e a c t ' t o   t h e s e  
sugges t ions  but we cons ider  t h a t  under no circumstances would they 
agree t o  a workable  systemp  adequate i n  NATO eyes, o f  i n spec t ion  
f r o m  a i r c r a f t ,  o r  t o  a v i r tua l ly   un res t r i c t ed   sys t em of ground 
inspec   t ion ,  

Jh.;t, d o  the  Rus 

30. We have  assessed tha t  i n  her   European  pol icy,   the   Soviet  
Union is  in genera l  anxious t o  c o n s o l i d a t e   h e r   p o s i t i o n  i n  Eastern 
&rope and t o  improve  the  balance  of power t o  the  advantage of t h e  
Sov ie t  Union. While the  Russians  have  powerful  motives  encouraging 
them t o  r e a c h   c e r t a i n  l imited agreements i n  SALT and to   p reven t  
t h e   f u r t h e r   d i s s e m i n a t i o n  o f  nuc lea r  weapons, we do n o t  be l i eve  
that  they   cons ider  that t h e i r  , s e c u r i t y  i n  Europe is threa tened  
i n  any s e r i o u s  o r  u rgen t  way. Thus Soviet  motives f o r  engaging  in  
discussions on MBFR.cannot be  the same as the i r   mot ives  in o t h e r  
arms l i m i t a t i o n  talks.  

. . .  . I. "... 
N A T O  S E C R E , T  
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H A  TWO S E C R E . T  

.... , . 

31. No doubt   the   des i re  t o  see  whether  scarce  resources 
can be saved is a f a i r ly   cons t an t   e l emen t  in  a l l  arms l i m i t a t i o n  
ta lks .  But our information is  n o t  good enough t o  a l l o w  us t o  
say with any precis ion  how.important  - a  motive this is i n  .the..minds 

. of   the  Russian leadersh ip ,   Cer ta in ly   they  would be  very glad t o  
be   ab le   t o   u se  some of t he   s ca rce   r e sources  at present  devoted 
to   defence  i n  o rde r  t o  str .engthen  the Soviet economy general2.y. . .  
and t o  t r y  t o   c l o s e   t h e   t e c h n o l o g i c a l  gap wi th  t h e  West, Eut a t  
the  same time we a re   con f iden t  that  the Sovie t   l eadersh ip  would 
not   a l low  these  wishes  to   overr ide  the  imperat ives   of   defence.  
no r   pe rhaps   even   l e s s   t ang ib le   po l i t i ca l  and diplomatic  
considerat ions.  While we 'believe economic cons idera t ions  do ".. ' ' 

provide some stimulus  towards MBFR, we think we must look else- 
where f o r  t he  main Soviet  motive. 

. . .  

32. We think that t h e   p r i n c i p a l  'Russi.an motives both f o r  
engaging i n  a CES and f o r  t a l k s  on HBFR a r e  a d e s i r e   t o  encourage 
disruption  in  Western  Europe, t o  promote d i s u n i t y  i n  NATO, t o  
hinder   the  fur ther   development  o f  t he  EEC, t o  worsen  re la t ions 
between  Western  Europe and ' the   Uni ted   S ta tes  and t o  undermine 
the  Western  defence  s t ructure .  .The l a t t e r  is, we be l ieve ,   the  
main reason  why the  Russians  are   not   content   merely t o  wait f o r  
u n i l a t e r a l   f o r c e   r e d u c t i o n s  by the  Americans. For these  could 
l ead  t o  a firm res ta tement  o f  t h e  American  defence  comitmenf' 
t o  Western  Europe, and t o   g r e a t e r   e f f o r t s   t o w a r d s   p o l i t i c a l  and 
de fence   i n t eg ra t ion  i n  Western  Ehrope.  Both of t hese  would  be 
unwelcome t o   t h e  Russians, who m a y  c a l c u l a t e  that nego t i a t ions  
on  MBFRp i n c l u d i n g   b i l a t e r a l   o n e s  w i t h  the  United States, would 
have a d i s i n t e ' m a t i n g .  effezt  on the West c o n s i s t e n t  with' Sovie t  
long-term  goals. We doubt i f  the Russians  have a f u l l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  
p l a n  o f  campaign, but we think they  intend  to  probe  Western ; 
r e s o l u t i o n  and u n i t y  and to  explo i t   whatever   f i s sures   a re   revea led .  
Whether  they w i l l  be  prepared  to make significant t roop  reduct ions 
depends  not  only on t h e   m i l i t a r y  and economic c o n s i d e r a t i o n s   s e t  
out  above, but d s o  on t h e i r   e s t i m a t e  of what t h e   e f f e c t  would be 
on  Westem  s t rength  and u n i t y ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  on t h e   p o s i t i o n  of 
the   Uni ted   S ta tes  in  Europe. 

33. The Soviet  Union  probably a l s o  s e e s   o t h e r  advatages i n  
ag ree ing   t o ,  and holding NBFR talks. . They tend   to   enhance   the i r '  
peace-loving image everywhere, and e s p e c i a l l y  among the  members 
NATO, and indeed,  they m a y  have ca l cu la t ed  that t h e i r   c u r r e n t '  
'?peace  offensivetJ would  have lacked  convict ion i f  they had 
cont inued  to   ignore the s tanding  NATO proposals  f o r  MBFRI Quite 
zpart from any agreed t roop   reduct ions ,  the ho ld ing  o f  t d k s  could 1c 
l e a d  t o  a psychological  atmosphere i n  which  defence  reductions 
and economies  were  not  only  acceptable in the  West but were  widely 
urged  upon  Governments  by public opinion.  Indeed  such an atmos- 
phere would be  conducive t o   t h e  slackening o f  NATO t i e s  and t o  t he  
reduct ion  o f  t h e   c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  American guarantee of 
European  security. We be l i eve  that the   a tmosphere   c rea ted   ( in  
Soviet   eyes)  by the  Soviet   response on IvlBFR and the d i scuss ions  
themselves w i . a  t h e  West are   probably more important t o  the   Sovie t  

  DOWNGRADED TO NC   .

  SEE: DN(2005)0004

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



m m  t o  
ACT2/6-VJP (7 2 ).l 2 

N 1! T .O S 'E."C R E T 
.. . 

-16- 

l e a d e r s  than an agreement i t s e l f ,  un le s s  t ha t  agreement 
should   l ead   to  a subs t an t i a l   r educ t ion  i n  t h e   l e v e l  of 
American f o r c e s   i n  Europe and i n   t h e   c r e d i b i l i t y  of t he  
&nericm  defence  guarantee of West European  security.  

'Phe l ike ly   Sovie t   apprach  t o  nego t i a t ions  

34. If subs t an t ive  talks on MBFR were he ld ,  and NATO 
t o o k   t h e   i n i t i a t i v e  i n  o f f e r i n g  a number o f  detai led  packages 
t o   t h e   S o v i e t   n e g o t i a t o r s ,  we be l i eve  that the  Soviet  
response would be  guided  primarily by t h e  number o f  American 
fo rma t ions   l i ke ly   t o   be  withdrawn t o  the  United  States .  We 
cannot   p red ic t  at  t h i s  stage what response  might  be forth- 
coming  from the   Sovie t  Union if the  West's  packages  contained 
substantial reduct ions ,  but we do no t   be l i eve  tha t  t h e  
Russians would ever  deprive  themselves  of  the  forces  needed 
t o   c a r r y   o u t   t h e   m i l i t a r y  tasks l i s t e d   i n   p a r a g r a p h  7 ,  i n  
accordance with t h e   m i l i t a r y   r a t i o s   a s s e s s e d  i n  paragraphs 19 
and 20. N o r  would they   be   l i ke ly  t o  agree, i n   o u r  view, t o  
proposals   including  genuine  constraints  on t h e  movement of 
Sov ie t   fo rces   i n s ide   t he  Warsaw Pact   are .a ,   s ince  they would 
limit the Sov ie t   Un ionvs   ab i l i t y  t o  a c t  t o  preserve   the  
pro-Soviet  Governments i n   t h e   a r e a .  

35. We a r e   n o t   a b l e   t o   p r e d i c t   e i t h e r  how such 
nego t i a t ions  might be  conducted on the Soviet  s ide,  o r  with 
what pr i .o r i t i es   the   Sovie t   negot ia tors   might  wish t o  pursue 
t h e i r  aims at an MBFR conference  table.  Any Sovie t  
proposals  would,  however,  be  designed  to  secure  the m a x i m u m  
r e c i p r o c a l  withdrawal i n  t h e  West o f  American forces .   Soviet  
propaganda  statements  have  rejected  Western  suggestions t ha t  
mutual   force  reduct ions,   in  o r d e r  t o  be  balanced, would  have 
t o  be calculated  on  an  asymmetrical  basis, and we would also 
draw a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e   p o s s i b i l i t y  that a Soviet  spokesman, 
in  order   to   embarrass   the  West, might offer   sweeping 
r e d u c t i o n s   i n  a propaganda  forum with no s e r i o u s   i n t e n t i o n  
of   car ry ing  them out. But Soviet   leaders   have made a number 
o f  r e f e rences   t o   " equa l   s ecu r i tyCD and de t r imen , t rP   i n   t he  
contex t  o f  t roop   reduct ions ,  and t h i s  may r e f l e c t  a readiness  
t o  n e g o t i a t e   s e r i o a s l y  i f  t h e  West d o e s   n o t   a l l o w   i t s e l f  t o  
be d r i v e n  o f f  course by a propagmda  campaign, 

E A T 0  S E C R E T  
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SOVIET PUBLIC STATE?@jYTS ON FORCE REDUCTIONS . . .  =NCE I ST SEPTBJIBER,, 39 I . . . .  
-. -. i" ..- -. - . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 1 -  . . . . .  ..-.. . -  . . .  

. . .  Tkle s ides . ' ou t l i ned  t h e i r  views-on  the  reduct ion o f  
amned f o r c e s  and armaments i n  Europe without de t r imen t   t o  the 
participating S t a t e s  and found  the  exis tence o f  common elements 
i n  t h e i r  pos i t ions .  "They. 'are  -.cunvinced--bhab a . so lu t ion  of...tki-s . . . .  
complex  problem would se r ious ly   s t r eng then   t he  mainstays of 
European and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  peace. The f u t u r e  of .  the  European. 
con t inen t ,   j u s t  as o f  o t h e r .   a r e a s -  o f  the  world,-   should-  be. based 
n o t  on a mi l i t a ry   conf ron ta t ion   o f   S t a t e s ,  but on equal  
co-operation and on ensu r ing   s ecu r i ty  f o r  every   S ta te   separa te ly  
m d  alIl States   to 'gether ,  . . .  . .  

B': Gromyko's speech  to  the  United  Nations (28th September,'  1971) 

A s  the   r . eac t ion   to .  the suggest ion o f  the   Sovie t  Union : 

t o  start talks on   the   reduct ion  of armed fo rces  and  armaments 
i n  Europe has shown, many agree with t h i s  suggestion. 
Consequently, our  job i s  t o - s e t   t o  work. 

C. Breehnev  speech i n  Paris (25th  October, 197 1) 

One fu r the r   ques t ion  o f  European p o l i t i c s ,  which is 
i n c r e a s i n g l y   a t t r a c t i n g   t h e   a t t e n t i o n  of many S ta t e s ,   dese rves  
a t t e n t i o n   i n  our view. I: have in  mind the reduct ion  of.. armed 
fo rces  and  armaments in c e n t r a l  Europe. 

Di Brezhnev  te levis ion  address  in  Paris  (30th  October,   1971) 
, .  

We w a n t  a reduct ion  o f  t he   t roops   f ac ing   one  another,.., 

E. Soviet/Canadian communiqud on  Kosygin's v i s i t  (26th  October,, 
1971 

S ince   t he   mi l i t a ry   conf ron ta t ion  in  Cent ra l  Europe.. - .  

b e c  

is -pmt icu lar ly   dangerous- .  it 'was agreed that - e a r l y   s t e p s  sheuld L. 

be  taken t o  seek a general  agreement on the  mutual reduct ion  
of armed f o r c e s  and armaments i n  t h a t  a rea   wi thout   de t r iment  
t o   t h e   p a r t i c i p a t i n g   S t a t e s ,  

N A - T  O S g*C R ' Ë ' T  
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Tota l  manpower 
~rmy.....~... 
Air Force, .*. 

Div i s iona l  
manpower. a , . . 
Divisions... . .~ 
S tanda rd   ba t t l e  
groups(3). ..... 
hkdium b a t t l e  
t ~ ~ ~ k ~ o ~ r o o . ~ . o o  

weapons. . 
I n d i r e c t   f i r e  
support  weapons 
T a c t i c a l  
a i r c r a f t 3  

R t t E G k a  0 O O 

Reconnaissance 
Air defence,  
O f  which: 
Dual r81e. 

T a c t i c a l   s u r f a c e  
t o  surf ace  nuc- 
l e a r   . d e l i v e r y  
systems: 

l!!Iissiles.. . 
Guns....,... 

NOTES: 

M- DAY 

Warsaw 
Pact  

820,OO 
232 O00 

509,000 
56 

67 2 

13,160 

:3)4,740 

990 
290 

1,890 

330 

:5)  240 
None 

LllLIll 

Ratio 

1: 
l :  

1: 
1: 

1: 

l :  

1: 
1: 

1: 

1: 
1: 
1: 

1: 

1: 

1 
M+21 

Warsaw 
Pact  

1,148,000 
? 

1: 

1: 
1: 

1: 

1: 
1: 
l :  

l :  

(1) A l l  f igures   a re   rounded  and assume that all Warsaw Pact  

(2)  Excludes 10 d i v i s i o n s  f rom the thea t re   reserve   ( see   paragraph  

( 3  Represents   the number o f  ba t ta l ian / reg imenta l   headquar te rs  
(41 Figures i n   b r a c k e t s   r e p r e s e n t   t h e  new to ta l s  a f t e r   i s s u e  o f  the  

format ions   a re  at  full strength 

19A of P a r t  2 )  

new D C ,  a propor t ion  o f  which mount RTGW, t o  Sovie t   forces  or ly .  
!?his re-equipment has only just s t a r t e d ,  and w i l l  take some yea r s  

( 5 )  Includes  non-divis ional  weapons 
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