
ORIGINAL: ENGLISH WORKING PAPER 
/3 116 (Revised) 

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS WORKING GROUP 

SECOND REPORT OM MOVEEiW CONSTRAINTS 

Note by the Staff Group 

Attached are the completed parts of the Second Report on 
Novernent Constraints, submitted for Working Group consideration on 
4th July, 1973 by the Sub-Group on Movement Constraints; and 
revised to take account of  amendments subsequently offered by 
national autnorities and to reflect the discussion in the Working 
Group on 31st July, 1973. 

2. The parts concluded are: . 
Chapter I: Introduction; Chapter II: Possible 

elimination or mitigation of the increase in the potential threat 
to the Northern Flank which nay arise as a result o f  MBFR in 
Central kirope; Chapter III: Idem for the Southern Region; 
Chapter IV: Movement Constraints and H u n g a r y ,  and Chapter VII: 
Factors affecting pre- and post-reduction constraints. 

3. Chapters V and VI do nemi more study by the Sub-Grosp 
and in capitals, and are therefore left out of the attached report. 
Chapter V on the '!Zonal System" consists at present only of the 
Warsaw Pact side of the problem; meanwhile SHAPE will study the 
NATO side. 
Constraints Area", in which the Northern Flank, the Southern 
Region and the Central Region are dealt with in more detail, gives 
rise to controversial views still under study in the Sub-Group* 

Agenda of Lle PBFR Working Group meeting of 28th August, 1973. 
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-3- kC/276-~P (73 ) ïg(Revised 
SUB-GROUP ON MOWMF,NT CONSTRAINTS 

DWJT SECOND REPORT 

I . INTRODUCTION 

In k.C/276-1ïP(72)46 we are tasked to produce a second 
report-on the use of movement constraints so as to provide the 
Working Group with guidance on the following five issues: 

1. 

To suggest how any increase in the potential threat 
to the flanks which may arise as a result of FIBFR. 
in Central Europe could be eliminated or mitigated. 

To examine the extent, if any, to which constraints 
already proposed for the NATO Guidelines Area need 
to be modified 19 H u n g a r y  were included, 

To discuss the value of a zonal system of constraints 
for the Central Region along the general lines 
proposed in a Canadian paper (AC/276-WP(72)40) . 
To consider the value to NATO of the inclusion of 
the territory of the USSR in any Constraints Area, 
bearing in mind the military implications for NATO 
of having to include, in return, other Western 
territories, 

To look at the factors which night cause post- 
reduction movement constraints to differ 
uualitatively or quantitatively from the pre- 
reduction movement constraints considered desirable 
and feasible in kAC/276-WP(72)27. 

As instructed, our second report restricts its studies 
~ to ground forces (which-we take to- include ground. forces moved . 

into an area by amphibious force shipping) and their airlift ari_d 
is set out in such a manner that our studies on each of these five 
subjects can be produced t o  the Working Group as they are 
completed . 
xovement constraints advocated in paragraphs 9 and 10 of 
AC/276-D(72)4, which are reproduced as Annex I to this report. 

3 .  We use as our  starting point the two alternative sets of 

Lky-OUT O F  THE REPORT 

4. The report is divided into six chapters as under: 

Chapter II - Northern Flank: Elimination or Mitigation 
of Threat arising from NBFR in Central 
Europe 

N, A T O , S E C R E T  
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-4- 

Chapter III - Southern Region: Elimination or Mitigation 
of Threat arising from MBFR in Central 
Europe . 

Chapter IV - Movement Constraints and Hungary, 

Chapter V - A Zonal System of Constraints for the 

Chapter VI 

Chapter VI1 - Factors affecting pre- and post-Reduction 

Central Region (under preparation). 

- Inclusion of Parts of the USSR in a 
Constraints Area (under preparation) 

Constraints, 

GENERAL ASSUIJIFTIONS 

5. 

(a) 

We assume for the purposes of this report that: 

The Warsaw Pact would decide t o  launch campaigns as 
nearly concurrently as possible, against 'al l  regions of 
ACE, since this represents the most difficult situation 
for NATO , 

(b) Piovenent constraints could if necessary be Epplied on a 
regional basis, since NATO's movement requirements would 
differ widely fro3 one region to another and it would be 
illogical to describe the move of a brigade in, say, 
Norway and another one in, say, Turkey as forming part 
of a two brigade NATO force, 

When, in this report, the words "brigades" or I1regimentsi1 6 ,  
are used, they represent units of a minimum size o f  1,500 men and/ 
or 70 tarmks. 

. .  

N k T O  S E C R E T  
L 4.- 
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Aim 

1-1--,- The aim of this part of  the report is to sug est how any 
increase in the potential threat to the bJorthern Flank 7 2) which may 
arise as a result of  MBFR in Central Europe could be eliminated or 
miti gat e d, 

- 

Current NATO and Warsaw Pact Deployments 

12, The current peacetime deployment of Norwegian troops in 
There are Norway is listed in the NATO Force Planning Data Base, 

no other NATO forces stationed in Norway, 
current fJarsaw Pact forces in Leningrad P-ilitary District is shown 
a-i; Annex III. 

13. 
illustrative Warsaw Pact Carrrpaign against the Scandinavian 
Peninsula, 
Warsaw Pact already has available to it in the area f o r  use 
against Northern Norway as many divisions as can be logistically 
supported by Means of the coastal route, routes through Finland 
(but not through Sweden) and from the sea. 

A graphic display of 

At Annex V, Appendix I, an appreciation is given of an 

It can be deduced from this appreciation that the 

Effect of MBFR in Central Europ-e on Current Deployments 

14, Any Soviet forces which were moved as a result of 83 
MBFR agreement out of the Reductions Area in Central Europe and 
which were retained in the Soviet Order of Battle could in theory 
be relocated in Leningrad Military District. Alternatively, such 
forces could be redeployed elsewhere within the USSR to relieve 
other Soviet forces which could be moved t o  Leningrad Military 
District to reinforce the Soviet strength in the North, 

Because of the deduction referred to in paragraph I 3  
above, we do not believe that the presence o f  additional Soviet 
forces in Leningrad Pllilitary District will increase the potential 
threat t o  Northern Norwayp unless the Warsaw Pact forces make use 
of routes leading through Sweden, 
latter possibility will collateral measures, designed to eliminate 
o r  tïiitigate the potential threat to Northern Norway arising 
from NBFR in Central Europe, be necessary. 

- 
15, 

Only, therefore, to neet this 

1 1 )  - N oïway is reserving its position on thAs part of th e report 
pending production o f  a Zurther paper by the Norwegian 
Authorities. 
For the purpose of this study only, the Northern Flank on 
the HAT0 side is restricted to Northern Norway. 

( 2 )  

N A T O  S E C R E T  
-5- 
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Collateral Measures 

peacetime in m o p e  outside their homeland'-and no other NATO 
formed units are permitted by the Norwegian Government to be 
located in peacetime in Norway, NATO strengths in North Norway 
will not be changed as a direct result o f  any MBFR agreement 
in the Centre. 

16. Since there are no Norwegian units stationed in 

17. The only possible changes, therefore, t o  force levels 
i n  the area as a direct result of MBF'R will be those which 
affect the Warsaw Pact's strength. The only way to deter such 
a build-up in peace would be through an agreement which limits 
the Warsaw.Pact's force levels in the area to their present 
levels. The options open appear, therefore, to hinge around 
the actual area in which such a force limitation agreement 
should be applied. There are a number of possibilities, but 
perhaps the most practical would be to limit any such agreement 
to the Leningrad Military District North of e.g. the 
67th Parallel, since this would include within the area the only 
two Soviet divisions known to be located permanently in the 
Northern kalf OP -the Leningrad iiili-kary District. 

Verification Problems 

a practical method of  ensuring effective verification in the 
geographical conditions which could be encountered (especially 
in the winter months), could be to position observers at 
strategic points on the few routes which lead into the Northern 
parts of the Leningrad Military District and also on the 
existing airstrips. Whether or not it would be worth NATO's 
while to try to negotiate such a measure in view o f  the fact 
that a force limitation agreement would only be necessary to 
mitigate a potential threat t o  Northern Norway via  Sweden alone, 
is for consideration by t he  appropriate MATO Authorities. 

18. If any force limitation agreement was contemplated, 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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III. SOUTHERN REGION 

AC/276-W (73) 1 6 (Revised 1 

ELIMINATION OR MITIGATION O F  THREAT ARISING FROM 
hmOPE 

Aim 

The aim of this part of the report is to suggest how 
any increase in the potential threat t o  the Southern Region 
which may arise as a result of MBFR in Central Europe could be 
eliminated o r  mitigated. 

iIIp 

21. 

Definition of Southern Region 

22. As some of the problems arising from NBFR in the Central 
Region which could affect Northern Italy are discussed in 
Chapter IV o f  this report (dealing with Hungary), this part of 
the report considers the potential threat to the Southern Region 
as it affects Greece and Turkey only. 
are not considered in this report as the Sub-Grou? is of  the 
opinion that any collateral measure which could be adopted to 
meet an increase in potential ground threat to Greece and Turkey 
will also produce the same desired effect on these parts of 
Italy. 

Current NATO and Warsaw Pact Deployments 

and foreign stationed forces in Greece 2nd Turkey are listed in 
the NATO Force Planning Data Base. 
deployed in Warsaw Pact territories which either border on Greece 
or Turkey o r  the Black Sea are shown at Annex III. 
noted that some NATO foreign stationed personnel are deployed 
on a permanent basis in Greece and Turkey, but that there are 
no Warsaw Pact foreign stationed forces deployed permanently in 
Bulgaria or Rumania .  It should also be noted that there are 
large NATO naval forces, including ship-based aircraft end 
amphibious forces, provided by forces not indigenous to the 
area which are normally located in the Eastern Mediterranean. 

24. At Annex V, Appendix 2, an appreciation of an 
illustrative Warsaw Pact campaign against Greece and Turkey is 
given. 

Central and Southern Italy 

23. The current peacetime deployments of NATO indigenous 

Warsaw Pact forces currently 

It will be 

We deduce from this appreciation that: 

(a) The Warsaw Pact have in general terms sufficient forces 
in the area now to ensure in their estimation - the 
achievement of their immediate objectives. 

(b). The existing land communications in the area are 
sufficient to enable not only the existing Warsaw Pact 
forces to be supplied logistically but also several 
additional divisions to be maintained in each sub-area. 

1 S .E C R E T 
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Effect of MBFR in Central Europe on Current Deployments 

In theory any NATO or Warsaw Pact foreign stationed 
troops which were removed,, as a result of an MBFR agreement, 
out of the Reduction6 Area in Central Europe and which were not 
disbanded, could be relocated in their respective territories 
somewhere in Southern Europe. Alternatively, such forces could 
be redeployed outside the Southern Region to relieve other 
forces which could then be redeployed permanently to the 
Southern Region. 

25. 

I 

26. In the context of this paper it is assumed that NATO 
would not redeploy permanently(1) any of her ground forces from 
the Central Region to the Southern Region as a result of MBFR, 

27. The Soviet Union, however, may well wish to redeploy 
permanently(1) some or all of her forces withdrawn from the 
Central Region to the Southern parts of the USSR. 
reason for such Soviet redeployments, they would, if made, 
result in the Dotential threat to Greece and Turkey being 

Whatever the 

increased becaÛse they could 
in any Warsaw Pact attack in 
available road, rail and sea 
(See paragraph 24(b)) 

Collateral Measures 

28. There are no Greek 

be used offensively, if required, 
the area without straining the 
deployment and resupply facilities. 

. .  

or Turkish units stationed in 
peacetime in other NATO countries outside their homelands, and 
there are but few foreign stationed NATO units located in peacetime 
in these two coun-i;ries. 

29, To mitigate or eliminate the increase to the potential 
threat nentioned in the preceding paragraphs, it night be necessary 
to accept a force limitation agreement for the area, provided on 
the NATO side any agreement applied to the force levels of 
foreign stationed forces only, 
rssult.in any way.in forces being-maintained at lower levels than 
those currently deployed on the MATO side. 

30. In deciding the application 02 such a force limitation 
agreement the following conflicting factors should be taken into 
account: 

Such an agreement should not 

(a) Naval forces are excluded from consideration in MBF'R, 
. but amy or marine corps units embarked on naval 
vessels might not be so excluded. NATO has a need, in 

( 1  )Termanentlyrï in th3s paper means for a period exceeding 
90 days in duration. See Annex I, page 2, footnote 3 
(fLC/276-D(72)4) 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
-8- 
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peacetime, to safeguard the freedom to movep manoeuvre 
and reinforce non-indigenous seaborne forces on the 
high seas - specifically, in the context of this 
report, the Mediterranean and Black Seas. It could 
be argued that army and marine corps elements 
embarked on such naval forces should be taken into 
account in any force limitation agreernent, on the ground 
that they constitute an actual or potential addition 
to the land forces of the Allies in the Southern Region. 
A force limitation in this context would be to NATO's 
disadvantage. 

On the other hand, there are WP naval, marine and 
Amphibious forces in the Black Sea, which could 
constitute a threat, by seaborne invasion, to the 
Turkish territory. 
be advantageous to NATO, 

On the basis of the threat assessment (paragraph 24 
above) the Soviets would  have no need t o  reinforce 
their land forces in imediate proximity to Greece 
and Turkey until after D-Day, as follow-up forces. 
k force limitation agreement, unless negotiated at 
lower than existing levels of Soviet forces, w o u l d  
have no practical military value. 

If a reciprocal agreercent were deinanded for force 
limitation on Greek or Turkish territory, this too 
could work to NATOIS disadvantage. 

Limitation of  these forces could 

Judeement as to whether the disadvantages for NATO - _... 

of a force limitation in this Region would outweigh the 
advantages is withheld. 
influenced by political factors and by the scale of withdrawals 
to be effected under MBFR in Central Europe. 

Such a judgement might be substantially 

32. 
considered desirable to have a force limitation agreement in 
the Southern Region to counter possible post-MBF'R redeployments 
on both sides, it should make provision for: 

Mo additional NATO foreign stationed ground forces to 
be located permanently in either Greece o r  Turkey, 
provided the Warsaw Pact agrees to deploy permanently 
no Soviet forces in either Bulgaria o r  Rumania, and 

No additional Soviet forces to be located permanently 
in that part o f  the USSR lying south of  the 50th 
Parallel. (This is another way of saying no additional 
Soviet forces should be located within some 250 miles - 
o r  two t o  three days of road novernent - from the Black 
Sea( 1 ). ) 

On the other hand, if f o r  political reasons it is 

71 1 EZFxlrl ex 11 
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33. kn agreement on the lines o f  paragraph 32 would mean 
that both sides would be free to move their forces at will within 
their own territories in peace provided additional forces were 
not introduced into the area for periods in excess of  90 days, 
which has been a period mentioned in the Sub-Group's first report. 

Other Types of Collateral Measures 

AC/276-D(72)4 are not dealt with in Chapter III, since it is 
more logical to discuss them in Chapter VI - Inclusion of Parts 
of the USSR in a Constraints Area. 

Verification 

satisfactory method o f  ensuring effective verification in the 
Warsaw Pact territories concerned could be to position NATO or 
international observers within those territories, 
however, that if the Warsaw Pact were to agree t o  such a demand, 
they would require, as a quid pro quo, to position their 
observers in Greece and Turkey t o  verify that NATO had not 
introduced additional foreign based forces into those two 
countries. 
would be acceptable politically to either side, but if it was, 
it could have military advantages t o  NATO, especially in the 
intelligence field. 

.34. Movement constraints(1) of.the type proposed in 

35. Were any force limitation agreement adopted, the most 

It is probable, 

It is doubtful whether such an exchange o f  observers 

N A T O  S E C R E T  

-1 0- 
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-1 1- ~~/276-m? (73) 1 6 (Revi sedl 

IV. MOVEPENT CONSTMINTS AND HUNGARY 

Aim 
.Ii. 

41. To examine the extent, if any, to which constraints 
already proposed for the NATO Guidelines Area (see Annex I) 
need to be modified if Hungary were included in a Constraints 
Area. 

Objectives 

42. We emphasize that we have assumed in this.report that 
the objectives t o  be gained by extending movement constraints 
on Warsaw Pact forces to include those located in Hungary would 
be similar to those set out in AC/276-D(72)4. 

43. We examine this problem under three main headings: 

(a) Hungary as part of the Guidelines/Reduction Area. 

(b) Hungary outside the Guidelines/Reduction Area. 

(c) Possible implications to NATO of applying Movement 
Constraints to Hungary. 

Hungary as part of  the Guidelines/Reduction Area 

44* At present there are 9 IJP divisions in Hungary 
( 4  Soviet and 5 Hungarian) which are considered ready for 
early commitment( I ). 
available for Southern Region operations o r  t o  reinforce WP 
actions in the Central Region. 

These divisions are located so as to be 

45. Either of the tyo types of constraints illustrated 
in Annex I would be suitable for application to Hungary provided 
she formed part of the NATO Guidelines Area. 
second type of constraints, if accompanied by effective 
verification measures, would provide a more mriemingful deterrent 
t o  military movement as well 2s serving as a political confidence 
building measure. 

However, the 

46. If Hungary was outside the Guidelines/Fieduction Areap 
it would be of little value to apply either of the sets of 
movement constraints listed at Annex I to Hungary since both 
types of constraint permit free movement anywhere within the 
constraints area provided notice is given at the start of any 

ungarian division is considered not ready for 
early commitment. 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
-11- 
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AC/276-WP(73) 1 6 (Revisedl -1 2- 

movement. The Warsaw Pact would, therefore, be able to 
redeploy their unreduced forces located in Hungary, to the 
Reduction Area o r  forces from the Reduction Area into Hungary, 
and thereby negate the consequences o f  Ivïi3FR. 

47. To impose a similar degree of  constraint on movement 
into and out of  Hungary, if she were outside the Guidelines Area, 
as it is proposed to impose within the Guidelines/Reductions 
Area, it would be necessary t o  apply the more stringent 
constraints on the following lines: 

Movement within Hun ar 
notificatfon at sta%f movement. 

1 Brigade/Regt or more - 
Movement from Hungary into the Guidelines/Reductions 
b e a  and/or vice versa 

(1) No movement peirnitted for period of 90 days or 
more. 

( 2 )  Movement of forces of the size shown below will 
be periitted for a period of less than 90 days, 
subjeci to advance notification as shown being 
given( 1 ) : 

1 to 3 brigades/regiments - notification at 
start of  movement. 

More than 3 up to 7 brigades/regiments - 
notification 3 days in advance. 

More than 7 up to 11 brigades/regiments - 
notification 8 days in advance. 

More than 11 brigades/reginents - prohibited. 
Movement into Hungary from elsewhere. A s  for (b) above. 

Po,ssible militarv implications to NATO of applying Movement 
tonstra-ints t o  Hungaz 

48. It is probable that if NATO were to propose that Hungary 
should be included in any constraints area, the Warsaw Pact would 
demanQ a reciprocal arrangement in respect of Northern Italy, 
which we define as Italy north of the 44th Parallel. 
military implications of such a demand would be as discussed 
below, 

The 

lu F' igures based on NRfO requirements 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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Available NATO forces in Northern ItalX 

49. The actual strength o f  NATO assigned/earmarked(l) 

(a) Indigenous forces: 6 divisions, 9 brigadeslregiments 

ground forces located in Northern Italy amounts to: 

and 1 missile brigade. 

1 Ser eant battalion and 
1 APE' 7 L) airborne battalion(2), (b) US forces: 

The majosity of these forces are already located in.the combat 
zone and may reach their CDP positions within 1 to 2 days, 
They can be brought to war authorized strength within 4 days, 

Movement requirements 9twithintt Northern Italy 

50. In pe-acetime conditions, movements of  NATO forces for 
exercise purposes normally will not extend beyond 3 regiments 
and 3 million transport A/C, increasing for large exercises 
to 15 regiments and 15 million transport A/C. 

increased tense, about 20 regiments have to move about 50 km 
and soae I 5  regiments more than 250 !an. The authorization for 
these moveuients ney be given in accordance wi-tn the NATO Alert 
Systen at various stages o f  the system, o r  even prior to the 
application of the system, 
required for thhe move of the 20 regiments and up to 18 days 
for the remaining 15, if authorization is given to all units 
simultaneously. 

51, At present, for occupying GDP positions in times of  

At present at least 1 day is 

Movement requirements "intoit Northern Italy 

52. In normal peacetime conditions no external Allied 
forces beyond I brigade size unit enter Northern Italy for I 

participation in exërcises, 

53.  In times of  increased tension (i.e. during ân emergency 
short of hostilities) %he following forces could be moved into 
Northern Italy: 

- vMMF(L): I brigade size unit, within 16 days 
- AMJ?(L): I brigade size unit, within I3 days 
I United States: I division (strategic reserve), 

within 30 days 

rl) The classification ilfVI-Day forces" is not used any more 
(MC 55/21 

(2) As from end 1973 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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- I t a l i a n  forces 
from elsewhere 
i n  I ta ly :  

-1 4- 

NATO earmarked forces: 1 Inf 
Division, 1 A r m  Cavl Regt and 
I Arn Regt; within I 3  t o  21 days 
National forces: 1 Para Brigade 
(M-Day) and 1 ïnf Bde could a lso  be 
moved t o  Northern I ta ly .  

Deduction from paragraphs 49 t o  5 2  

54. NATO w i l l  wish t o  reserve the r igh t  t o  conduct peacetine 
exercises o f  up t o  15 regiments i n  strength involving troops 
stationed i n  Northern I t a ly  and t o  be f r ee  t o  move about 
35 regiments within Northern I t a l y  t o  their  GDP positions. 
w i l l  a l so  need t o  be f ree  i n  times o f  increased tensi.on t o  
introduce i n  Northern I t a ly  external forces t o t a l l i n g  some 
2 brigades, but over a period o f  some 16 days. 
NATO earmarked forces up t o  5 regiments and I t a l i an  national 
forces up t o  2 brigades could be moved t o  the  Northern combat 
zone. 
11 o r  more brigades which is mentioned in  paragraph 4(b) of 
Annex I, would jneet 'the requirement for Northern I t a l y  also. 

NATO 

Likewise I t a l i an  

T h i s  means that the force movement prohibition on entering 

55. As far  as Warsaw Pact forces located i n  the  region 
are concerned, NATO would wish t o  be informed o f  the purpose and 
d e t a i l s  of the Dovernent o f  any Yarssw Pact forces, o f  regiment 
s ize  or greater, wi$hin Hungary, whether such movenent be for 
exercises or other purpose - i f  greater  mutual confidence i s  t o  
be established. 

56. Verification Implications. AC/276-D(72)4 d id  not 
ùiscuss the details  o f  any system which was s e t  up t o  ver i fy  tha t  
movement constraints were complied w i t h  by both sides. 
we would emphasize that should such a system involve the 
s ta t ioning o f  observer teams i n  -the respective constraints areas, 
then the  inclusion o f  Hungary, and therefore - possibly a s  a 
quid pro quo - of  Northern I t a l y  i n  the  area, could involve both 
$hose, ~ W Q  countries i n  the  acceptûnce of . foseign observers on 
t h e i r  so i l .  

Conclusions 

However, 

57. No a l te ra t ions  t o  the i l l u s t r a t i v e  constraints s e t  out 
i n  h e x  I would be called f o r  by the  mere f a c t  tha t  Hungary forms 
park of the  Guidelines/Reductions Area. Nevertheless, reference 
i s  made t o  AC/276-D(73)2, paragraph 73, from which we conclude 
that it would be t o  NATOfs advantage i f  the NATO Guidelines Area 
(Reduction Area) and Hungary were t rea ted  as separate constraints 
areas  i n  order t o  prevent t h e - f r e e  movernent o f  forces between 
those t e r r i t o r i e s .  

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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-1 5- A-( 73) I 6 (Revised) 

58. If Hungary was excluded fron the Guidelines/Reductions 
Area, it would be to NATO*s security advantage to constrain the 
movement of forces within Hungary, and to constrain the reinforce- 
ment of  additional forces into Eungary, on the pattern o f  
constraints outlined in paragrzph 47 above. 

59. Attention is drawn to the fact that the sets of 
constraints proposed in the first report, AC/276-D(72)4, and in 
paragrcph 47 above, are designed for a pi-e-i4BFR situation. As 
f o r  the Tactors affecting a post-MBF3 situation, see Chapter V I I ,  
paragraph 148. 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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-* V I 1  FACTORS AFFECTING PRE- AMD POST-REDUCTION CONSTRAINTS 

A i m  - 
141. In t h i s  n a r t  o f  the  renort  we look a t  the fac tors  

which might cause 
d i f fe r  quant i ta t ively from the re-reduction 

reduction- movement constraints t o  

movement constraints considered desirable and feas i  Ea l e  i n  

Movement Constraint Objectives 

142. AC/276-WP(72)27 
l i s t e d  the 1 objectives f o r  
movement constraints enforced p r i o r  t o  MBFR, 

(a) They could serve as a t e s t  for the  readiness or" -the 
Warsaw Pact t o  discuss seriously force reductions and 
other security problems, 

(b) They could be instrumental i n  building confidence and 
could contribute t o  the improvement o f  re la t ions  and 
the s p i r i t  o f  détente. 

They would be a means of  making cer ta in  that basic 
problems re lated t o  MBFR, such as redeployment 
capabi l i t ies ,  would be addressed p r i o r  t o  01- together 
w i t h  reductions. 

- 

( c )  

143. Military ct ives:  Pre-l.IBFR. The following possible 
m i l i t a r y  objectives 
MBFR are l i s ted  i n  AC/276-W(72)27: 

movement coZstraints enforced pr ior  t o  

They could be a deterrent t o  covert reinforcement and 
redeployment 

They could provide a rneans o f  receiving a t  an e z r l i e r  
stage more information of intended aggression. 

They could ac t  ES a yardstick f o r  correct and timely 
interpretat ion by NATO of  mili tary measures taken by 
the Warsaw Pact. 

They could create a mitigation o f  the e f fec ts  o f  the  
Warsaw Pact geographic advantage, 

They could provide a means o f  reducing t o  a cer ta in  
degree the mil i tary advantage of the Warsaw Pact w i t h  
regards t o  the  flanks. 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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144. Political and Military Objectives: Post-MBFR. The 
political and military objectives for movement constraints for 
a pre-MBFR situation,- outlined in pzragraphs 142 and 143 above, 
would remain valid post-lalRFR. However, the following additional 
objectives would apply in such a period: 

(a) They should facilitate verification of  agreements on 
reductions in and withdrawals from the Reductions 
Area. 

(b) 

( c )  

They should provide an effective political deterrent 
to military movement, into the Reductions Area. 

They should help to confirm the observance of  any 
de facto o r  de jure force limitation agreement 
instituted as a result of an 1BFR convention. 

plicabilitv of Currently Agreed Pre-MBFR Movement Constraint 

145. The additional political and military objectives for 
a post-lQ3FR situation stated above create a requirement for 
novement cons-trctin-ts to be more stringent in character than 
pre-KBFR. Accordingly the second set of constraints described 
in paragraph 4 of  Annex I tuould meet these additional requirements 
better than would the set discussed in paragraph 3 o f  that 
Annex, for this second set renders illegal the introduction on 
-a permanent basis o f  additional combat forces from outside the 
constraints area end prohibits the temporary reinforcement of the 
constraints area by more than eleven brigades. However neither 
of the two sets of movement constraints would physically 
restrain the Warsaw Pact from breaching an MBFR agreement nor 
would they affect physically the Pactas capability to mobiïize, 
reinforce or redeploy forces should they so desire to break any 
agreement - but then no constraints measures envisaged as yet 
can claim to achieve such physical results. 

the quantitative details of  the more stringent set of movement 
constrûints listed in paragraph 4 o f  Annex I, would be the 
requirement to increase the rohibited temporary reinforcement 
total (currently 11  brigades P to take account of  the requirement 
for training and for redeployment in periods of  tension of those 
NATO brigades withdrawn under MBFR from the Reductions Area. 

146. One consequence of an NBFR agreement which would affect 

Conclusion 

147. It is concluded that the factors which might cause post- 
iWFR constraints to differ from those listed in AC/276-tP(72)27 
and reproduced at Annex I are: 

N A T O  A E C R E T  
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-18- Ac/276-W(73) I 6 (Revised). 

(a) Qualitatively the need for such constraints to be 
more stringent so as  to attain the additional political 
and military objectives listed in paragraph 144 above. 

(b) Quantitatively the need to take account of the 
additional training and reinforcement requirements 
of NATO brigades withdrawn from t h e  Reduction Area 
when assessing the total above which temporary 
reinforcement of the constraints area would be 
prohibited. 

148. Both sets  of .constraints proposed in the first 
report, AC/276-D(72)4, are designed for a pre-MBFR situation. 
They are illustrative and take account of the scale of 
reinforcements which NATO would require to move into Central 
ntrope in a time of tension. 
reinforcement night well be changed post-l~FR, the movement 
constraints which should be applied post-MBFR should be related 
to the reductions and scale of  residual forces. 
constraints cannot, therefore, be developed, except on an 
illustrative basis, until the reduction options are themselves 
defined, 

Since the scale of such 

The movement 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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PROPOSED CONSTRAINTS IN FIRST REPORT 

I .  As a guidance for the continued study and for reasons 
of comparison, the constraints as proposed for the NATO 
Guidelines Area( I ) are listed below. 

In the first report we are confronted with two sets 
of constraints, based on the minimm movement requirements of 
NATO forces in times of tension. 

- ' 2 .  

3. In the first .set of proposed constraints, no . 
limitation is placed on the duration o f  stay at their  destinatLon, 
of units moving within the constrzints area, or entering that 
area from outside. These constraints would deter sudden force 
movements by the Warsaw Pact, and could facilitate a more 
up-to-date and timely interpretation by NATO of Warsaw Pact 
movements into the constraints area. These constraints am: 

(a) Movements within the Constraints Area 

1 Brigade/Regiaent(2) or more - notification at start 
of movement(3) 

(b) Movements into the Constraints Area 

I up to 3 Brigades/Regiments - notification at start 
of moveillent 

More than 3 up to 7 Brigades/Reginents - notification 
3 days in advance(&) 

More than 7 U? to 11 Brigades/Regiments - notification 
8 days in advance(4) 

More than 11 Brigades/Regiments - notification 30 days 
in advance(4) 

y, the minimm s i z e  of a brigade o r  regiment is 
taken to be 1,500 xnen and/or 70 tanks. 
SACEUR had indicated that notification without advance 
warning (ice. simultaneous with movement) is essential 
t o  enable him to move forries, available in the constraints 
area, without delay to GDP positions. 
i.e. t'ne number of days before entering the constraints 
area 

( 3 )  

(4) 

N A T O  S E C R E T  

  DOWNGRADED TO NATO CONFIDENTIAL

  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



ANNEX I to -2- 
='73)16(Revisedl 

T h i s  means that when 3 brigades/regiments have already been 
introduced into the constraints area, each brigade/regiment 
entering subsequently fron the outside will briEg the total 
reinforcement above 3 brigades/regiments and ought to be 
notified 3 days in advance. 
reinforcement amounts to 7 brigades/regiments, each brigade/ 
regiment entering subsequently must be notified 8 days in 
advance; and Sromilbrigades/regi~ents, 30 days in advance. 

The second set of  constraints would produce the same 
results as the first set (paragraph 3)  - in that a more 
current and timely interpretation by NATO of Warsaw Pact movements 
into the constraints area could be facilitated, and the Warsaw 
Pact would be deterred from sudden force movements, In 
addition, however, this second set of constraints would render 
illegal the introduction on a permanent basis of additional 
combat units from outside the area, 

Similarly, when the total 

4. 

(a> Movements within the Constraints Area 

1 Brigode/Reginent( i ) o r  more - notification at start 
of  movement (2) 

(b) Movements into the Constraints Area 

Units entering the constraints area Proin 'the outside 
should remain there only Le~1porarily(3), o r  must be 
counterbalanced by a notified and verified withdrawal 
or an equivalent force. . 

Temporary Reinforcement of: 

1 up to 3 Brigades/Regiments - notification at start 
of moveinerit 

More than 3 up to 7 Brigades/Regiments - notification 
3 days in advance(4) 

(23 

( 3 )  

(4) 

1 1L1ustratively9 the IDiniIllUm s ize  of a brigade or regiment is taken to be 1,500 men and/or 70 tanks, 
SACEUR had indicated that notification without advance 
warning (i.e. simultaneous with movement) is essential to 
enable him t o  move forces, available in the constraints 
area, wi-tnout. delay to GDP Dositions. 
Temporarily should- be interijreted in-this context to mean 
f o r  the transitory purpose of taking part in a specific 
short-tern training requirement, pre-planned and limited in 
duration, A reasonable duration would not exceed 90 days, 
i.e. the number of days before entering the constraints 
area. 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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More than 7 up to I l  BrigadeslRegiments - notification 
8 days in advance(1) 

More than 11 Brigades/Regiments - prohibited 
The explanation at sub-paragraph 3(b) about the introduction of 
units into the constraints area applies equally t o  paragraph 4(b). 

Constraints in which the number of brigades/reginents 
vms increased and/or the times of  advance notice were decreased 
would be acceptable ta NATO, but n o t  conversely,. This is 
important if NATO is -ta remain capable of reinforcing the 
constraints area, should an increased threat develop. 

5. 

area 

N A T O  SE- 
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- - - - -  = N o t i o n a l  boundary 
*=-----.-- MD b o u n d a r y  

Tankdivision (Soviet)  WP Ready Forces 
I e *  4, 
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North Norway 3 
Denmark I bde 3 

Novements of NATO forces for exercises 
in peat-e condï'tions 

3 bdes l o  
3 bdes 9 

_ .  

i 1 small exercises I Large exercises 

West Germany 

Movements 
within: 

3 bdes 9 10 bdes 30 
& 

Ground Transport T Force6 A/C I Forces A/C 

_ ~ _  -~ 

Ground Transport 

Netherlands 1 1 bde 3 3 bdes 9 

Luxembourg 

Italy 

Greece 

I conp L 1 batt - 
1 reg% 3 15 regts IS 

I regt  

---- 

8 regts 24 
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-1 ANNEX v t o  

f i4ILSWI ( INT ) -70-731 

fi'JENORANDUI'4 FOR THE  FR SUB-GROUP ON NoVDENT COMSTRAINTS 

(ATTENTION: CAPT. GOOSShVS) 

SUBJECT: Possible  Movements Directed against the  Flanks 

References: MC 167/73(Final), 17th Nay, 1973 
SGMC Ch.airmanfs Note, 73th October, 1972 
MILSTAM( IENT)-,121-72, 25th October, 1972 

I .  In accordance w i t h  the  request OP the Sub-Group on 
Movement Constraints as noted i n  reference (b),  f o r  an 
Intell igence Division, IMS, assessment o f  possible Warsaw Pact 
movements directed against the  flanks, enclosures 1 and 2 are 
forwarded. 

2. These two enclosures, which deal w i t h  possible 
movements agzinst tfie Northern and Southern flanks, respectively, 
represent Intell igence Divisionts extraction of  pertinent 
information and i l l u s t r a t i v e  examples found i n  MC 161/73 
(reference (a)) ,  aad supersedes therefore, reference (c). 

be especially stressed. Certain o the r  introduc-tory remarks 
from P a r t  I V  o f  MC 161/73, *!I l lustrat ive Concepts f o r  the  
Deployment of Soviet b loc  Forces i n  the Early Stages of a War 
w i t l  NATO (mid-1973-nid-1374)" a re  quoted here i n  order t o  
provide backgrowid for the two regional exmplesp znd t o  make 

3 .  The i l l u s t r a t i v e  nature of  the examples given should 

ask-mp-tions on which the examples a re  based: 

"This Par t  i l l u s t r a t e s  the threa t  by presenting i n  
br ie f  Îorw ozlaJor mil i tary operations which the USSR 
and i t s  Warsaw Pcct a l l i es  might undertake i n  a w a r  
w i t h  NATO during the period mid-1973-mid-1974, 
Al-though the Soviet leaders almost cer ta in ly  consider 
the  deliberate i n i t i a t i o n  of war an unsound course of  
action, foi? purposes of t h i s  par t  I T  IS  ASSüPED that  
the  bloc i n i t i a t e s  w a r  during the period mid-1 973- 
mid-I 974. 

"1-t i s  not the intent ion o f  t h i s  P a r t  t o  l ay  down 
authori ta t ive assessments o f  the  detai led threa ts  i n  
every NATO region, It is  believed, however, tha t  $he 
main objectives of the campaigns planned would be the 
same even though the  forces i n i t i a l l y  committed 
might d i f fe r .  
are therefore described within the range o f  assessed 

The i l l u s t r a t i v e  canpaigns i n  t h i s  Part 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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maximum and minimum Warsaw Pact build-up. 
allowance is made for damage caused by the effects 
of Allied military action. The operations presented 
do not consider any assistance which the bloc forces 
might receive from subversive elements located 
outside the Soviet bloc." 

No 

( c )  When appropriate, indications. are given o f  limited 
hostilities that might precede general war. 
evidence is inadequate to permit detailed development 
of this 

Intelligence 

4. The aim and assumptions of Part IV, Section 4, 
"Operations Designed to Control the Eurasian Land Mass" 
include : 

??The aim of this section is to illustrate, by 
considering possible campaigns, Warsaw Pact (WP) 
capabilities within the range of the two assumptions 

(b) "The following assumptions are made: 

(1)  That the Warsaw Pact decides to launch campaigns 
as nearly concurrently as possible against 
Western Continental &rope, Scandinavim 
Peninsula,,Southern Europe, Eastern Turkey and 
Iran. 

(2) 

(3 )  

The Warsaw Pact ground forces are projected against 
countries facing their peacetime locations. 

That any limited military engagements which could 
have taken place prior to the initiation of 
general war are not of such a scale as t o  cause 
maaor modification of Soviet military planning.'? 

l'A minimum build-up situation could be one in which only 
the bringing forward of the essential minimum of 
logistic units, not held forward in peacetime, and 
possibly some limited number of personnel reinforcements 
to bring units towards full strength takes place. 
fu l l  reinforcing forces would be brought forward as 

(c) 

The 

M A T O  S E C R E T  
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-3- ANNEX V to 
m / b - m 7 3 )  lG(Revised1 

soon as possible but would not be in the optimum 
battle position to support the initial assault. 
Essentially therefore the initial threat (in terms of 
ground forces) lies between: 

(a) In a minimua build-up situation those forces 
which can be deployed with little or no 
indication of their movement, therefore without 
jeopardising strategic surprise. 

forces which would probably be moved to a 
particular area. Ir 

qfThe actual WP battle disposition at the time of  the 
initial assault will depend on their assessment of the 
forces they will need to ensure success against MATO 
forces opposing them." 

(b) In an attack after maximurri build-up a l l  those . I 

(d) 

5 ,  This document may not be Clowngraded without a 
specific downgrading notice from the originator, 

(Signed) G. POSER 
Rear Admiral, German Navy 

Assistant Director 
Intelligence Division 

2 Enclosures 

1 .  11lustratiae.Canpaigns.Against the Scandinavian Peninsula. 

2. Illustrative Campaigns Against Southern Europe, Western 
Turkey, Eastern Turkey and Iran. 

COPY TO: CHAIRMAN, DEWTY CHAIRMAN, DIRECTOR, INTELLIGENCE (4)  , 
P&P (IGFR) (15 copies for distribution to Sub-Group 
Members) SECRETARIAT, RECORDS 
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N A T O  S E C R E T  

APPENDIX 1 to -4- 

AC/2'(b-~73)16(Revised) 

ILLUSTRATNE WARSAW PACT CAMPAIGNS AGAINST 

(From Part IV, Section 4, of MC 161/73(Final)l 

Objectives 

1 .  
priority) in operations against the Scandinavian Peninsula 
would be to: 

Bloc objectives (not necessarily in order of 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

establish advanced bases on the coast of Norway; 

deny NATO the use of bases and facilities in the area; 

extend the Soviet early warning and air defence 
systems; 

provide protection of access routes of the Northern 
Fleet. 

Size and Composition of Forces 

Ground Combat Forces 

2. Forces available in North Wastern USSR consist of 
9 divisions, of which 5 are ready for early commitment. 
Additional forces might be available from the Baltic PID. 

Naval Forces 

3. Such an operation would certainly receive amphibious 
support from the naval infantry of  the Northern Fleet, probably 
reinforced by ground force units trained in the amphibious rôle. 
Units of the Northern Fleet would provide direct support to 
operations and the Soviet navy's involvement in offensive 
operations in the Norwegian Sea could severely hamper NATO's 
resupply and reinforcement to Northern Norway. 

A i r  Forces 

operations against the Scandinavian Peninsula. 
might be cowidered insufficient, reinforcing units might be 
drawn from other NDs. 

4, Frontal aviation of  the Leningrad MD would be used i n  
Since this 

M A . T . 0  . S E . C  R E T 
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APPENDIX 1 to . .  -5- 

3 )  1 6 (Revised) 
Logistic Considerations 

divisions could be maintained in an advance direct from the 
USSR along the coastal route in Northern Norway, while routes 
through Finland into Northern Norway are adequate to support 
six divisions. In addition, a seaborne force of one division 
could be landed through ports in Northern Norway. 
shipping available in the area is sufficient for maintaining 
several divisions by sea transport. However, between Narvik 
and Bodoe, the land route is logistically capable of 
maintaining a maximum of two divisions, subject to the 
avaihbility of adequate and suitable craft t o  operate two 
ferry crossings. South of Bodoe, the railway could support a 
further three divisions if their.logistic support came by sea 
through Bodoe. 

5.  It is estimated that a maximum of two motorized rifle 

Soviet 

6. Additionally, if Sweden were to grant the USSR right 
of free passage for Soviet t roops,  20 divisions could be 
supported by road and r a i l  routes from the USSR frontier through 
Finland to the border area of Northern Eweden. 
to 9 divisions could be maintained forward by the Rodoe-Narvik 
railway and the balance by road routes through Northern Norway. 

From there up 

7. Roads in the north, however, are subject to periods 
of severe adverse climatic conditions, such as heavy snowfall, 
autumn rains and spring thaw, the effect of which varies from 
complete closure to restricted use, and tnereby severely 
reduces ti?e miount of resupply that could be moved forward 
during these periods. 

8. 
number of Soviet divisions likely to be required in Southern 
Scandinavia. 

Logistic considerations would not greatly limit the 

Method O €  Ewployment 

9. Cmpaigns against Norway could be mounted from the 
following directions: 

(a) Into Northern Norway, both directly from North Western 
USSR and through Finland. 

(b) Through Jutland and the Baltic exits at a later stage. 

(c) Through Sweden. 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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APPENDIX 1 to -6- 

?lC/2'/6 - WP(73)16(Revised) 
The initial campaign, (the only one which could begin early in 
the setting of surprise) is that into Northern Norway and/or 
Finland. 
the form of a direct attack across the Soviet-Norwegian border, 
supported by airborne assault and amphibious landings. 
moving through Finland could also arrive at the Norwegian 
border within a short period. 

probably would be forced to allow the movement of Soviet forces 
across her territory for an attack on Norway. 
should try to resist, her forces in Northern Finland are too 
weak t o  inpose any significant delay on the Soviet advance, 
However, guerilla warfare against Soviet forces crossing the 
country is possible, 
anticipate this contingency and would plan to use a portion of 
its forces to protect lines of  comunfcations, 

1 1 ,  
the Soviet Union might aim to attack Southern Norway through 
Demark, the prime objective being control of the southern 
coastline and thereby adjacent sea areas (the Skagerrak and 
North Sea). Whilst a major attack on Southern Norway is 
unlikely without Soviet control of the Baltic Straits, 
vulnerable areas o f  military importance on the Norwegian 
south and north coat might be captured by landing forces 
deployed at sea prior to the outbreak o f  hostilities, Such 
areas would be limited and success of the operation depends 
on surprise. 

An attack in this direction could be initiated in 

Forces 

IO,  If the USSR were to apply sufficient pressure, Finland 
Even if Finland 

The Soviet Union undo2btedly would 

In connection with the offensive in Western Europe, 

12, An attack through Sweden would require sizeable land, 
air and missile forces. 
immediately in the initial phase of a general conflict, 
Soviets might also try to obtain the right of free passage of 
their troops through Sweden. An attack through Sweden is not 
developed iii. this document but some relevant logistical 
information is given in paragraphs 7 and 8 above. 

Such forces would not be available 
The 

Support'ûperations 

13. 
facilitate Soviet troop movements, to secure forward areas for 
naval support facilities and to sabotage comunications and 
installations, 
Further Developments 

14, 
9(a), (b) and (c) above, the Soviet Union night aim to capture 
the rest of Norway or the whole Scandinavian Peninsula. 

Raiding parties could be landed by sea or by air to 

As a follow-up to the operations mentioned in parc'graphs 
v 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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(From Part IV, Section 4 of MC 161/73) 

PART I 
___U 

SOUTHERN EuilOPE AND WESTERN T W J  

Ob,iectives 

(not necessarily in order of priority) would be to: 
I .  In these campaigns, the objectives of  the Soviet bloc 

(a) Secure the exits from the Black Sea into the- 
Mediterranean and obtain advanced bases from which 
to operate in the Mediterranean. 

(b) Seize key areas and advsnced bases in Northern Italy 
in order to facilitate further operations. 

Size and Composition of Forces(1) 

Ground Forces 

2. In Hungary there are 4 Soviet and 6 Hungarian 
divisions all ready for early commitment except for one 
Hungarian division. I€ used in operations against the Southern 
Region it is assessed they would be directed against Italy 
through Yugoslavia and/or Austria. 
be formed in Bulgaria ( I 3  divisions) and Rumania ( I O  divisions) 
for operations against Greece and Turkey, supported by 
6 Soviet divisions from Odessa MD, of these one Bulgarian 
division, one Rumanian division and 2 Soviet divisions are not 
ready for early commitment. 
Moscow MD ( 5 ) ,  Ural MD ( 3 )  and Volga ND (3 ) ,  in t o t a l  21 
divisions of  which 10 are ready €or  early commitment, are 
considered as strategic reserve for employment in either 
Northern, Central or Southern Europe, 
divisions probably are earmarked f o r  operations against 
Northern Italy. 

WP Fronts would probably 

The Soviet divisions in Kiev MD ( I O ) ,  

Four of the Kiev MD 

T I )  cluding Yugosiav and A l b  anïan forces 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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N A T O  S E C R ' E  T 

APPENDIX 2 to -8- 
v t o  

-'73)16(Revised), 

Naval Forces 

3. 
naviesg including amphibious and naval aviation forces, would 
provide support to operations in the Black Sea and 
Mediterranean. 
facilities in the Middle East and North Africa can provide 
combat support to.operations against Southern kirope from the 

The Black Sea fleet and the Rumanian and Bulgarian 

SOVMEDHON supported from their available 

south. 

Air Forces 

MD, 
and 
po's 
in 

4. Soviet frontal aviation in Hungary and in the Odessa 
as well as national air forces based in Hungary, Bulgaria 

. Rumania, would be used in these operations, augmented 
sibly by units drawn from the Kiev MD which might be employed 
either Central or Southern mope. Additional air 

reinforcements could be yrovided from other military districts 
and support could be furnished by the DA in t h e  USSR, 
nuclear or non-nuclear support would be provided by the DA 
iiiediuin bombers in the Western USSR. 

Either 

Logistic Considerations 

is sufficient for operations of limited duration. Once these 
stocks were exhausted, al1 Warsaw Pact forces employed against 
Greece and l?estern Turkey would have to be rnaintained from 
Rwania or South Western USSR. 
and orgctnlzation of  several road-to-rail and rail-to-road 
transloading operations, combined use of present roads and 
railways could supply a force of about 30 divisions through 
Bulgaria . 

5. The level of s tocks  available in Bulgaria probably 

After a period of troop build-up 

6- . Within a total o f  30 divisions, up to 18 could be 
supported in operations directed against either Turkish Thrace 
o r  Greece. If routes through Yugoslavia (Monastip Gap and 
Vardar Valley) also became available, optimum combined use of 
roads and railways could support up to a maximum of  19 additional 
divisions against Greece, even if 30 divisions were being 
supported simultaneously from the USSR southward through Bulgaria. 
If sufficient port and lading facilities were captured, up to 
10 divisions, lightly equipped but nevertheless including some 
tanks and armoured vehicles, could be landed in Turkish Thrace and 
Western Anatolia. 
such forces and their resupply inland would correspondingly reduce 
the overland resupply mentioned above.. The Soviet control over 
the Black Sea and firthermore the port facilities available in 
that area should be considered as another favourable factor for 
the WP for the sustaining logistical support of the operations. 

However, the use of roads in this area t o  pi1ove 

N A T O  S R P R R T  
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-9- 

7. Combat suml ie s  f o r  forces directed against Northern 
I t a ly '  could be drawn- i n i t i a l l y  from Hungarian &d Soviet depots 
i n  Hungary and from national depots i n  Yugoslavia, but additional 
l og i s t i c  support would have t o  come ftn3-0~ the USSR through 
Yugoslavia and/or Piustria. 
and the organization o f  several road-to-rail  and rail-to-road 
transloading operations, the  combined use of present roads a d  
railways could suFply a force o f  shout 40 divisions against 
Northern I ta ly .  Nore than 40 divisions could be resupplied 
against Northern I ta ly ,  bu% th is  would reduce support of those 
divisions resupplied through Czechoslovakia and Rumania and 
facing Central Europe, Greece and Western Turkey respectively. 
If Austriats neut ra l i ty  were respected, approximately 
30 divisions could be resupplied through Yugoslavia. 

After a period of t r o o p  build-up 

Method o f  Ehplognent 

8. 
( a )  Bulgaria could launch a surpr ise  attack, but i n  i t s  

l a t e r  stages, o r  before any large scale attack, the 
Bulgarian army would require Soviet l o g i s t i c  and 
combat support and migh'c a l s o  receive Rumanian 
support, 
on being able t o  conceal such preparations or the  
movement 02 Soviet divisions in to  3ulgaria. However, 
should the Soviet Union accept the r i s k  of jeopardising 
surprise 
airborne) cou16 be Srought in to  Bulgaria concurrently 
wi-th a maxiiainiri build-up i n  Central Europe. They could 
deploy a i r  forces of suf f ic ien t  strength t:, support an 
operation of t h i s  scale. 
could not carry out a sustained offensive against 
neighbouring Greek and/or Turkish regions 
simultaneously with a :Jarsaw Pact surprise attack 
tovrcrrds Western Europe. 

A land campaign against  Northern I t a l y  could only be 
undertaken passing through Yugosle-via and/or Austria. 
Therefore, t o  i n i t i a t e  operations against I t a l y  the  
planned WP ground forces would have t o  be deployed, 
a t  l e a s t  par t ia l ly ,  alongside the Nor th  Eastern I t a l i an  
border. 

The Soviet Union probably would no t  r e ly  

a few divisions (one o f  which might be 

Bulgarian forces alone 

(b) 

Operations Against Turkish Thrace and Vestern Anatolia 

9. The purpose o f  a main at tack against Turkish Thrace 
and Vestern Anatolia a lmost  cer ta in ly  would be t o  capture the  
Turkish S t r a i t s  that control the  ex i t  from the Black Sea and t o  

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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APPFmIX 2 t o  -1 0- 
?rivREm -to 
' m T ( ' 7 3 )  *- - 1 G(Revised1 

secure additional a i r  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  the support, of  SOVMEDRON, 
During an advance in to  Turkish Thrace, an attack could be 
launched by Soviet airborne and/or amphibious troops against 
the  Bosplio-mis area i n  support of  the overland offensive. 
Subsequent operations could be t o  seize a bridgehead i n  
Vestern Anatolia which could be extended east  and south u n t i l  
suf f ic ien t  depth had been gained t o  help secure a passage froma 
the Black Sea f o r  naval forces. 
Anatolia could be spearheaded by an airborne assaul t  provided 
the  a i r l i f t  was made ava-ilable. 

The at tack against Western 

Operations Against Greece 

The purpose o f  a main a t tack  on Greece would almost 
cer ta inly be t o  extend the offensive throughout the whole o f  
the Greek mainland and the necessary Greek islands,  including 
Crete, t o  secure f r ee  passage through the  Agean Sea t o  the  
Mediterranean and to secure additional f a c i l i t i e s  fo r  the 
support o f  S O W D R O N .  If the  Warsaw Pact forces were able 
t o  move through Yugoslavia, e i ther  by consent or by force o f  
aras, they might also attack Greece through the  Monastir Gap 
and Vardar Valley; access t o  this area also would permit the 
Warsaw Pact cormand t o  a l t e r  the pa t te rn  o f  al location o f  
forces supported through Bulgaria and d i rec t  a greater 
proportion of .-i;liese forces agains-k tne  Greek mainland. 

IO, 

merat ions  Against Italy 

11.  All operations against Northern I t a l y  should be 
considered i n  close association wi%h those i n  the  Central Region. 
The purpose o f  a Soviet a t tack on Northern I t a l y  a lmost  cer ta inly 
would be t o  extend the en t i re  offensive along the  Mediterranean 
seaboard and t o  obtain advanced bases and neutral ize  NATO 
forces  i n  Northern I t a l y .  This sca le  o f  operations would 
require substant ia l  deplopent  from forces from the s t ra teg ic  
reserve (Kiev MD 4 divisions),  as we31 as the 4 Soviet and 
6 Hungarian divisions i n  Hungzry, and would require use of 
Yugoslav and/or Austrian t e x i t o r y .  If Yugoslavia were t o  
a l ign  w i t h  the  Warsaw Pact, it would increase considerably the 
threa t  t o  I t a l y  by augmenting the  s t rength o f  attacking forces 
and f a c i l i t a t i n g  movement of  the  Soviet forces through the 
Yugoslav t e r r i t o ry ,  and their  subsequent deployment against 
Northem I ta ly .  
probable that  the Soviet th rus t  i n  this area would be delivered 
through North Western Yugoslavia v i a  the Ljubljana Gap while 
other forces might use the Austrian passes. 
I t a l y  w i l l  obviously have the  same warning time as other NATO 
forces. 

If Yugoslav t e r r i t o r y  were t o  be used, it is 

NATO forces i n  

However, although a i r  contact would come without delay, 

N A T O  ' S E C R E T  
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physical contact w i t h  the bulk of Warsaw Pact land forces would 
be delayed because of  I ta ly ' s  geographical position. 
Yugoslav reaction would also a f f ec t  the timing o f  the campaign. 

The 

Further Developments 

12, The IrJarsaw Pact m i g h t  a i m  subsequently t o :  

(a)  Occupy Southern I t a l y  and the Mediterranean islands.  

(b) LinJi up with forces advancing in to  =stern Turkey. 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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APPENDIX 2 to -1 2- rn t o  
A C / m 7 3  -. ) 1 6 (Revised ), 

’ PART II 
EASTERN T W 3 3 Y  ABID IRAN 

Objectives 

13. . The objectives of  this campaign (not necessarily in 
order of  priority) would be to: 

(a) 

(b) 

( c )  

Destroy or neutralize NATO forces in Eastern Turkey. 

Protect the Southerii Flank of the bloc. 

Seize key areas in Iran in order t o  facilitate further 
operations. 

Size and Composition of  Forces 

Ground Forces 

14. For operations against Eastern Turkey an6 the North 
West portion of Iran, Soviet ground forces would come from the 
Caucasus. 
9 are ready for early commitment. Soviet ground forces in 
Turkestan MD (5 divisions, 0% which one is ready for early 
commitment) face Eastern Iran and Afghanistan. 

+though I ?  divisions are stationed in this area only 

Naval Forces 

15. The Black Sea fleet and Caspian Sea flotilla, including 
naval aviation and amphibious forces support the operations 
along the coast. 

Air Forces 

. 16. . Frontal 
Transcaucasus ims 
air reinforcement 
Either nuclear or 
DA medium bombers 

aviation based in-the Turkestan and 
could support operations. Additional tactical 
could be provided by FA units from other MDs. 
non-nuclear support would be provided by the 
in the Western USSR. 

onsiderations 

17. Road and rail routes through the Transcaucasus and 
Turkestan t o  a line north o f  the Turkish and Iran borders are 
capable of resupplying large enemy forces. However, through 
the respective Tronticr areas the roads are poor and the rail 
connections are restricted to AKhuryan and Dzhulfa. 
would limit the forces which could be maintained south o f  the 
borüers t o  some 25 divisions. 

These factors 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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-1 3- 

18. Forces could be maintained through the separate 
border areas, mentioned in paragraph 17 as follows: 

(a) From the Transcaucasus into Eastern Anatolia - 
13 divisions, with little non-divisional support, of 
which 4 would have to be maintained by rail along 
the Leninakan - Kars - Erzunini railway. However, 
there may be difficulty in maintaining this amount 
through the transloading- station at AKhuryan where 
facilitfes would be very restricted in,the. initial 
phase. 
be improved significantly in the short term. 

The road routes through this area could not 

(b) From the Transcaucasus into Ira - 9 divisions of 
which 2 would have to be maintained by rail through 
Dzhulfa. This figure ûssmes f u l l  use of  J o l f a  (Iran) 
the transloading facilities necessitated by the change 
of rail gauge. 

( c )  From Turkestan into Iran? - 3 divisions, al1 by road, 
the border area here does not have a further 
restrictive effect as in the Transcaucasus. 

19. In a sealift, a naximun of  10 divisions could be 
t ransported across the Black Sea by use of the merchant f l e e t  
under various loading conditions. 
that discharge and clearance through the ports of Samsum and 
Trabzon are capable of supporting only 5 divisions. 
capacity of the roads from Trabzon to Erzurum is able to support 
3 divisions, 

However, it is estimated 

The 

Method of Employment 

20. The forces available would advance from.the USSR on 
Eastern Turkey in an effort t o  destroy the NATO forces. 
Concurrently attacks would be launched f rom the Transcaucasus 
and Turkestan MDs into Iran, initially to seize the airfields 
in the Teheran area, to control principal passes in the Zagros 
mountains and to threaten Turkey, In both cases the Soviet 
Union raight expect t o  achieve surprise if attacks were 
initiated by forces currently in the border ares. 
could be reinforced with forces from the strategic reserve, 
if necessary. 

, 

Operations 

N A T O  S E C R E T  
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APPENDIX 2 t o  -1 4- 
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Support Operations 

Small, l i gh t ly  armed forces could be landed on the 
coast o f  North Eastern Turkey as  early as the Soviet Union 
might choose; the Soviet Union might atterapt t o  i nc i t e  
neighbouring countries t o  threaten zn@ even t o  attack Turkey 
and Iran w i t h  the  object of  diverting their forces from the 
main Soviet attack. 

21. 

Further Developments 

to:  
22. The Soviet Union might aim t o  extenâ this campaign 

(a )  

(b) 

(c)  

Reach the Mediterranean near Iskenderun. 

Seize o r  deny t o  the All ies  the Middle E a s t  o i l f ie lds .  

Seize the land bridge in to  Africa. 

(d)  L i n k  up w i t h  the forces advancing i n  Southern Europe 
and :'Jestern Turkey. 
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