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.I. • 

PREFACE 

This National Intelligence Estimate was prepared primarily to 
satisfy the need expressed by . US policymakers and planners for a 
reference document that would record current estimates of Wa.rsaw 
Pact forces and intelligence judgments about the way these forces would 
be employed in a war with NATO. Ifis intended to provide a baseline 
for any further studies comparing NATO and Pact forces. 

This NIE is the first comprehensive estimate of Warsaw Pact forces 
opDQsite NATO since 1971. It is the first to attempt an analysis of Pact 
campaign plans for the European theaters of military operations and 
the first to integrate naval forces into these campaigns. It deals 
primarily with conventional forces and operations; it describes nuclear 
forces but provides only limited treatment of theater nuclear operations. 

···The- NIE. is in two. volumes~ This volume is a summary of the 
.Estim.ate~ Volume II . ore~ents a detailed" discus5i~n· of P~ct d~t~iiie, 
theater forces, and operational concepts for war in Europe. It also 
describes the main developments and trends in Pact theater forces and 
discusses those issues which bear most directly on the capabilities of 
Pact forces to perform their missions. 

iii 
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SCOPE NOTE 

National Intelligence Estimate 11-14-79 is concerned with W~rsaw 
Pact forces that are available for use against NATO. • It assesses the· 
present .and future capabilities of these forces for conventional, 
chemical, and theater nuclear warfare. It generally covers a period of 
five years in. its future considerations but extends to 10 years where the 
information allows. The Estimate does not provide detailed treatment 
of Soviet forces along the Sino-Soviet border, the Soviet Pacific Fleet, or 
other forces in the Soviet Far East. Soviet military operations in distant 
areas during a NATO-Warsaw Pact war are considered in an annex to 
volume II. 

The Estimate treats the folloWing elements of the Pact's military 
forces: 

~Ground Forces. The ground forces (including airborne and 
heliborne forces) of the USSR, East Germany, Poland, Czechoslo
vakia, Hungary, Romania, and ·Bulgaria and their organic air 
defense ·and : tactical nuclear. systems. · · · · · · . 

' . . ~. '. 

-Air and Air Defense Forces. Soviet Frontal (tactical) Aviation, . 
Military Transport Aviation, and the bombers of Soviet Long · 
Range Aviation, as well as the tacti~al air and national ·air 
d~fense forces (including ground-based systems) of the non
Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) countries. 

-Naval Forces. The general purpose submarines, surface ships, 
aircraft, auxiliaries, and amphibious· forces of the three western 
Soviet flee ts and the NSWP. navies. ' 

- Soviet Ballistic Missile ·Forces for Peripheral Attack. Those 
Soviet land-based (MRBMs, IRBMs, and ICBMs) and submarine
launched (SLBMs) ballistic missiles which are available for use 
against NATO in the European theater. 

•For the putpOSC of this Estimate, Pact seneral PllfP()$e ground ~nd air forces available for early use 
against NATO lndude those located In the non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSwP) nations and In the USSR"• 
Baltic. Belonmlaa, Carpathian, Leningrad, Odessa. ICJ~, North C.ucuus, and Transcaueasus Military 
Districts. Forces In the Moscow. Volsa. Un.l. and Turkestan Military Dbtrk:ts oauld be used qaJnst NATO 
ot' elsewhere. Also included In this Eftfmate are Pact cenen.l pWl)C)5e naval forces In the three western 
Soviet fleets, Including the Mediterranean Squadron, and the NSWP navies, as wdJ as Soric:t lb"atCcfc forces 
which could be employed against European targets In a peripheral attack role. 

Vlt 
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r Other recently completed National Intelligence Estimates and · 
Interagency Intelligence Memorandums contain compre~ensjve assess
ments of some issues that are given summary treatment in this 
document. . 

- NIE 11-4-78, Soviet Goals and Expectations in the Global 
Power Arena, describes the broad strategic and . political 
considerations which shaDe the Soviet defense posture. 

- NIE 4-1-78, Warsaw Pact Concepts and Capabilities for Going 
to War in Europe: Implications for NATO Warning of War, 
assesses Pact attack options . in Central Europe and the 
intelligence basis for our estimate of NATO's warning time 
there. 

- NIE. 11-3/8-78, Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Nuclear 
Conflict Through the Late 1980s, and. NIE 11-6-78, Soviet 
Strategic Forces for Peripheral Attapk, contain detailed 
estimates of Soviet strategic forces available for use against 
NATO. 

- NIE 11-10-79, Soviet Military Capabilities To froject Power 
and Influence in ·Distant Areas. 

- NI liM 78-10018], Indications and Warning of Soviet 
Intentions To Use Chemical Weapons During a NATO
Warsaw Pact War. 
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KEY JUDGMENTS 

Warsaw Pact Policy and Doc.trine for Theater .. Warfare 

1. It is Soviet· po1icy to acQuire and maintain forces capable of 
successfully fighting either a conventional or nuclear war in Europe and 
to keep a clear numeriCal advan.tage o.ver NATO in important military 
assets. Soviet leaders stress the need for Iaige, combat-ready forces to be 
in place at the outset of hostilities. They intend any future European 
conflict to take place on Western, not Eastern, territory. (I, 1-2) 

1 

2. The Soviet Union views control of its East European allies as·. vital 
to its national interests. The East European members of the Pact 
provide sizable forces and a territorial buffer between NATO and the 
Soviet Union. (See figure 1.) The presence or· proximity of ·large, 
well-equipped Soviet forces gives the Soviets considerable leverage in 
exerting control over these countries, thus safeguarding the integrity of 
the Warsaw Pact. The Soviets also value their military strength as. a 
means of influencing European domestic and foreign· policy decisions 
and deterri~g P<>litical'or military developm.entS which mig~t alter the 
balance of power to their disadvantage. They do·not, however, measure 
the military. balance in Europe in isolation from the larger, global 
balance and, accordingly, are inclined to be ve.ry cautious in the use of 
military force in Europe. (1, 2-3) 

3. Our analysis of Soviet nuclear policy and doctrine has led us to 
the following judgments: 

-The Soviets believe that the initial stages of a conflict probably 
would be conventional, and they would· prefer that a NATO
Pact conflict remain nonnuclear, but they expect that it would 
eventually involve· the use of nuclear weapons. (1, 10) 

-. There is evidence that ·the Soviets· now have a more flexible 
policy for the use of tactical nuclear weapons, but they 
apparently have not sought to match ·NATO's capacity· for 
accurate and selective use of very low yield nuclear weapons, 
and they remain profoundly skevtical of the IJOSSiblity of 
controlling escalation. (I, 12) 

I References ~e to chapters (Roman numben) and paragraphs (Arable numben} ln volume u or the 

Estimate. 
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-We cannot predict how the Soviets would respond to a limited 
· and selective NATO use of nuclear weapons or the conditions 

; under which the Soviets might initiate nuclear operations in a 
NATO~Pact war. (I, 13-14) 

- Preemption continues to be a feature of Soviet nuclear doctrine. 
(I. 15) 

-Improvements in the USSR's forward-based nuclear forces would 
permit the Soviets to "fight a tactical nuclear war at relative'y 
high levels of intensity without having to usc USSR-based 
systems. Nonetheless. the Soviets' continued modernization of 
USSR-b~ed peripheral strike systems[. · . 

· . ]argues that they still 
expect to have to resort to the uSe of these weapons at some stage 
of theater nuclear war. (I, 16) 

4. The Soviets ·are· clearly planning against the contingency that 
chemical weapons might be used in a war between NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact. They have a continuing, vigorous program to equip and 
train Pact forces for .. OI>erations in a toxic environment and have 
produced a variety of chemical agents and delivery s;stems: We are 
divided, however, on the question of Soviet policy for the first use of 
chemical weapons. Some believe 1 that it is.· unlikely that the Warsaw 

·Pact would initiate , offensive che1nical warfare _before the adve·~t .of 
nuclear war, but that· the Pact's first use under these circumstances 
cannot be entirely excluded. Others believe' there is a strong possibility 
that the Soviets would initiate chemical warfare in a conventional 
conflict. Chapter I of volume II contains the rationale underlying these 
views. (I, 18-29) 

Trends m Warsaw Pact Theater Forces 

5. The past decade was marked by vigorous modernization of 
Soviet theater forces facing NATO. This modernization was accompa
nied by some increase in the manpower of the forces:._especiaJly in the 
late 1960s and early 1970s-as the number of weapons in units was 
increased and as supi>Qrt requirements grew to accommodate more, 
increasingly sophisticated hardware. Modernization of .the Soviet 
theater forces is evidently continuing at much the same pace, along with 
modest, commensurate growth in manpower. The non-Soviet Warsaw 
Pact (NSWP) forces have shared in· the SOviet build~p. althot¢t at a 

' The holder~ of thfl ole!D are the Centrtd lnteUig~ Agemy and the Director, Bure~~u of laUlll~ 
and Ruearch, [)epa~~~ o/ State. 

• The holdert of lhfl oleiD <Jre the Director, De/erue' l~uUtzence Agencv; the Dtt«<«, NtuloMI 
Securltv Agericv: and the Senior lntelllgmce 0//lcen of each of the mllltarv •erol«a. 
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tactical air a~d missile forces and in ground force armor. replacement 
programs; (VI, 1) 
( 

6. Motivated by the prospect of a nonnuclear phase ·of hostilities 
and their recognition of a need for strong conventional forces even in· 
the event of nuclear war, the Soviets have especially. sought to improve 
their .conventional force capabilities. Since the late 1960s they have 
significantly increased manpower, tanks, artillery, armed helicopters, 
and air defense. They have been equipping their tactical air forces with 
aircraft having increased performance and load-carrying capacity. 
During this period the flexibility and conventional war potential of 
Soyiet naval forces also have been improved by the acquisition of more 
capable ships, submarines, and aircraft. (I, 37) 

7. At the same time, the Soviets have. continued to increase the size 
of their theater nuclear forces and imprQve their flexibility. Since Ote 
early 19705 they have introduced nuclear-capable artillery systems, 
increased their surface-to-surface tactical missile launchers in Central 
Europe, assigned nuclear missions to additional tactical aviation units, 
;md are deploying a new-generation intermediate-range ballistic missile 
and a new bomber. _The Soviet Navy has also added systems which 
improve its capability to wage theater nuclear war. (1, 39) 

· ·. · 8. Pact theater' forces. have emerged from. a deeade of cha~ge 'with
their fu~damental orient~tion on the tank intact, · but with a more 
balanced structure · for conventional war and with both' conventional 
and nuclear firepower greatly increased. These changes, along with an 
infusion of more modern technology, have made Soviet theater fo~ces 
competitive with leading Western armies in sophistication of organiza~ 
tion and equipment. (I, 43) . . 

9. Our analysis pf ·these developments permits the following 
additional conclusions: 

- The Soviets 2re aware of the improved technology and growing 
numbers of NATO antitank weapons, but this awareness has not 
led to any diminution of their tank forces or any major change in 
the way they see these forces performing. Indeed, they have 
made even further increases to their tank strength and have 
begun producing new tank models. (II, 7) 

- The Soviets are pursuing a vigorous program to increase ~e 
effectiveness of their air munitions tO- exploit the enhanced 
capabilities of their new~r aircraft. . The role of Frontal Aviation 
for-delivering tactical nuclear weapons .dea~Jy is expanding. (II, 
89 and 158) 
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-The Soviet Navy in the .Past decade has significantly improved., :.:
its capability to participate in a Pact-NATO war and now can 

" undertake combat· operations at greater distances from .home 
waters. The introduction of new classes of submarines, Backfire 
bombers, and new missile systems has especially improved the . 
Soviet Navy's strike capability against NATO surface forces. (II, 
100) 

-Since the late 1960s the Pact has adopted a unified comman~ 
and control doctrine and has begun to modernize its command 
and control procedures and equipment. ((1, 41) 

-Pact ·ground· force logistic capacity has also been improved, 
notably by large additions to motor transpcirt and the 
development of improved support ~rganizations and equipment. 
(I, 42) 

10. We have also. identified the following significant weaknesses 
which could adversely affect the performance of Pact theater forces:• 

- Pact tactical air pilots are not . as effeetively trained-by US 
standards-as they should be to e>.'ploit fully the capa,bilities of 
the airframes and weapon systems of the third-generation 
aircraft currently in .oiX:ration. (II, 69) 

· · · . -.. Lack of autoinated equipment, .or. other· ~eans for timely and- · 
accurate location and reporting of mobile or semimobile targets, 
is belie\:'ed to be a current weakncis of Soviet aerial reconnais
.sance. (II, 86) 

- The USSR ·s antisubmarine "warfare (ASW) capabilities on the 
whole .are such that its fo·rces in most wartime situations would 
probably be unable to detect the presence of US and most other 
NATO submarines before attacks .on Soviet surface ships. Crucial 
shortcomings' are lack of long-range submarine detection devices, 
high radiated no~ levels of Soviet .sub~arines relative to those 
of the West, and lack of seaborne tactical air cover to protect 
deployed surface ship ·ASW forces. {II, 128) 

Warsaw Pact Strategy for Initial · Conventional Operations 
Against ~A ro· 

11. The USSR has developed contingency plans for military 
operations on all Pact land fr~mtiers. The Soviets clearly expect Central 
Europe to be the decisive arena in a war with NATO and assign it the 

• Additional weaknesses which some aa:endes have Identified can be round In the "Issues- sectloll on 
paa:es 1-4-19 and In the discussions o£ those bsues In the body ol the Estimate.; 
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highest priority in the allo6ation of military manpower and equipment. 
The Soviets also have plans for offensive action in other NATO regions, 
but we have little ·direct evidence on the Pact's view of the timing of
'these flank offensives in relation to an offensive in ee·ntral Europe. We 
judge, however, that the Pact would be unlikely to start a war by 
mounting major ground offensives against all NATO sectors simulta
neously. To do so would unnecessarily extend available fact forces, 
airlift, and air and logistic support and would complicate command and 
control at the General Staff ~nd Supreme High Command levels. · 
Moreover, there would be political considerations that would le~d the 
Soviets to defer attacks on some NATO countries in the hope of 
encouraging their nonbelligerence. (IV, 2-4) 

12. We believe that the need for unfettered naval operations from 
their Northe~n Fleet bases would almost certainly cause the Soviets to 
strike NATO facilities in northern Norway, and pr~bably to attempt to 
occupy some territory there, and that the urgency of this need would 
lead them to do so concurrently with starting an· attack in Central 
Europe. We would also expect concurrent attacks on US naval forces in 
the Mediterranean. None of the other potential f1a~k offensives ~poear 
to have that degree of urgency, although the Pact would be likely to 
move against the Turkish Straits early in a war. (IV, 5) 

13 ... The Warsaw Pact's success in achieving its wartime objectives ··· 
would depend" on its abili'ty to control ~nd .c.oordinate in~ltin~tional, . 
joint-service operations of great complexity.[ . . -~ 
Pact's command and control system [ :Jour 
assessment of the system's strengths and weaknesses leads us· to judge 
that it is adequate to alert. forces and control mobilization, and to 
control combat oPerations. This· assessment is discussed in detail .in 
chapter III of volume II. (III, 1-31) 

14. The ultimate authority for the direction of the Soviet military 
rests with the Politburo and the Soviet General Staff, but we believe 
that should a war occur between the Warsaw Pact and NATO, 
theater-level commands would be established a.nd exercise direct 
operational control over fronts and fleets and at least some degree of 
control over those strategic assets allocated to support theater 
operations. Unlike NATO, the .Warsaw· Pact does not have theater · 
headquarters in being in peacetime, altho.ugh hardened command t>osts 
have been constructed for at least some Pact wartime headQ.uarters~ (III. 
4-6) . 

15. A.rrangements for exercising control of Pact for~es within what 
the Soviets call the Western (or European) Theater of War have been 
evolving over the last few years. We now' have evidence that indicates 
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·iLi·_;:t..:: ,· ~: . =·.·:: i , ;;;t~,;.,;,_,: , . the commander in chief of the combined armed forces of the Warsaw· , . ·: · .. · .. . . · ... 
-'l. :. , . •. >' . . · . Pa·ct would control all Pact forces in this theater in wartime: The Soviets 

. ·: ·.J · .. ·.. ·· · -. ··:·· ,. · · · plan to divide the Western Theater of War into three land Theat~rs of 

I . 

[ . 

. I 

! 

.I 

., . . . !Military. Operations (TVDs) in which they expect Pact an'd NA1;'0 
. · · forces to come in conflict. These would ·include a .Northwestern TVD 

(the Leningrad Military District and the Scandinavian Peninsula); a 
Western TVD (East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovaki~. and the western 
USSR in the east and West Germany, the Benelux countries, Denmark, 
and possibly. France in the west); and a Southwestern TVD (Greece, 
Turkey, and probably northern Italy and Austria). Ah area in the 
Norwegian Sea north of the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom 
(G-1-UK) gap probably would be designated a Maritime TVD, . and 
would include the Nor~hern Fleet. The forces of the Baltic ;tnd Black 
Sea Combined Fleets initially would be under the control of the 

. Western and Southwestern TVD headquarters-often called High 
Commands by the Soviets. The senior field command would be the 
front, an organization which is similar to a NATO army group in size, 

· level . of command, and function and which consists of three to five 
ground armies and an air army of 600 aircraft. (III. 7-10) 

16. Our considenition of likely Pact operations in the Western TVD 
during the initial phase of a conventional war has resulted in the 
following key findings: . 

. -Soviet military strategy calls for a m~ive. and rapid ground 
offensive ·into NATO territory in Cel)tral Europe · to defeat 
NATO forces, disrupt mobilization, and seize or destroy ports 
and airfields to prevent reinforce.ment. (IV, 7) 

- Except in extraordinarily urgent circumstan~. the Pact would 
prefer to prepare at least a three-front force before initiating 
hostilities in Central Europe. We believe the Pact would begin to 
organize at least five fronts for use in Central Europe from the· 
time of the deCision to go to full readin~ss. There is virtually no 
chance the Soviets would attack f~om a standing start.5 (IV, 10-
22) 

-· Pact planners regard early at.tainment of air superiority and 
destruction of much of NATO's tactical · nuclear forces to be 
crit.ical to the Pact" s chances for victorv in the theater. The Pact 
plans to achieve these objectives by conducting a )arge:.~le, 
theaterwide conventional air ·offensive ·during. the first several 
days of · hostilities . . (IV. 43-85) 

• NIE 4-1-78, Wa~co Pa.cc CA,.J,dttlu for Cofnt to War in Europe: lmp/4catlotu /or NATO W4mfnt 
of War, provides the detailed rationale Cor these conclusions. .' 
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-The. broad objecti~es·of Pact naval o~rations in the Baltic would . .-·. 
be to gain:·.co~plete control of the Baltic Sea and access to the . 
_North Sea to sever NATO's lines of communication in the North 
Sea, and deprive NATO of potential launch areas for carrier 
strikes against Pact air and ground forces in the Central Region. 
Failure to obtain air su.periority and sea control probably would 
force the Pact to reconsider its planned amphibious operations in 
the western Baltic. (IV, 86-111) 

11. As for operations in the Southwestern TVD, om conclusions are 
as follows: 

- The Pact would confine its initial ground operations to the 
Turkish Straits area, Austria, and possibly eastern Turkey. In 
addition, at the. onset of a war, air and naval attacks would 
almost certainly be mounted against NATO forces in these areas 
and in the Mediterranean. (IV, 116-125) 

- The Pact views early seizure of the Turkish Straits as crucial to 
the success of its maritime strategy in the Southwestern TVD. 
(IV, ll3) 

- While the Soviets might launch a limited offensive into eastern 
Turkey, we have no ev~dence that they would undertake 
operations against Ir_an during an initial phase. (IV, 123) 

-· S(wi~t ·na~al operatio·n~ in .the M~dit~rraneari ~ould begi.n· at the· 
start of a war and would be aimed primarily at the destruction of 
Western ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) and aircraft 
carriers. (IV, 131) 

- While the most' immediate threat would come from Soviet ships 
and. submarines already deployed in the Mediterranean, 
numerically the most sizable threat to NATO"s naval forces there 
would come from missile-equipped Soviet strike aircraft, despite 
the fact that they would be operating without fighter escort (IV, 
135) 

18. We ha.ve good. evidence that as part of the offensive by the 
Pact's Maritime Front, the Soviet Black Sea Fleet would attempt to 
secure control of the Black· Sea, support the movement of Pact ground. 
forces along· the western littoral,· and assist in seizing the Turkish Straits. 
To assist in the achievement of air and sea superiority and to protect the 
amphibious force, the Soviets probably would retain in the BlackSea at 
least sonie of their ·available larger combatants equipped fo~ ASW and 
with surface-to-air missiles (SAMs)-such as Moskvas, Karas, Kashins,. 
and Krivaks. There is disagreement in the Intelligence Community _on 
the numbers of large surface combatants which would be retained in 
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the Black Sea rather than deployed to the Mediterranean before the 
outbreak of -hostilities. (IV~ 126 and 142-144) 

J 
19. In the Northwestern TVD our information indicates that: 

-. I~itial Soviet objectives in· the Northwestern TVD center on 
ensuring freedom of action and uninhibited access to the open 
ocean fo~ Soviet naval ships and aircraft and on maintaining the 
forward defense of the extensive complex of ~aval bases and 
strategic installations located on the Kola Peninsula. (IV, 145) 

-Initial operations by Soviet' land forces probably would be 
limited to northern Norway. We have no evidence indicating 
that the Soviets plan for a general offensive against Finland or 
Sweden early in a war. (IV, 150-153) 

-Soviet amphibious ships carrying up to a regiment of Soviet 
naval infantry probably would attempt to seize limited objectives 
along the northern Norwegian ·coast. Initial amphibious oper
ations probably would be confined to the coast of Finnmark, 
under conditions suitable for an early linkup with the ground 
forces. (IV, 148) 

- The Soviets probably would not attempt a large-scale airborne 
assault in northern Norway, because the demands for air 
transport · elsewheie against NATO probably would: preclude· 
early use of a formation as large as a complete airborne division. 
(IV, 154) 

·20. Soviet strategy in the North Atlantic calls for the early 
establishment of control of the Norwegian an~ Barents Seas and their 
approaches. Implementation of such a strategy probably would involve 
most of the Northern Fleet's submarines and virtually all of the surface 
forces and aircraft in an effort to exclude NATO forces from the area. 
The Soviets probably also plan some submarine operations farther into 

. the No.rth Atlantic to prevent transit of NATO carriers and amphibioUs 
task groups and to divert NATO naval strength. The Sovie.ts would 
attempt to neutralize Western · SSBNs near their bases and in the 
Norwegian Sea before they could launch their missiles. To this end they 
probably would initiate submarine and air operations against NATO 
naval forc.es as they exit their bases in Europe and Possibly against 
SSBNs from US bases as well. In addition, at least some submarines 
would attack shipping engaged in· resupply and reinforcement of 
Europe early in a war. There· is disa~eement in the Intelligence 
Community over the extent to' which the Soviets would wage an 
interdiction campaign and over their capabilities for doing so. (IV. 
157-200,. and II, 142-149) . . 
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Theater Nuclear Operations 

.fl. The . primary objective in Soviet tactical nuclear planning 
appears to be the destruction of military targets, particularly· NATO's 
means for waging nuclear war. Limiting collateral damage does not 
appear to be a main concern [ . 

J 
Prospects for Warsaw Pact Theater. Forces 

22. In this Estimate we do not provide a detailed analysis of the . 
factors that motivate the Soviets' military policy toward Europe and the 
development of their theater forces. These factors are discussed in detail 
in NIE 11-4-78, Soviet Coals a·nd Expectations in the Global Power 
Arena. We· proceed from the premise that the developments we 
currently observe in Warsaw Pact theater forces opposite NATO 
represent the sorts of activities . necessary to maintain and gradually 
improve the capabilities of these large st'anding forces. They are the 
activities necessary to replace obsolete or wornout equipment and to 
incorporate new weapons and tactics which flow from a vigorous Soviet 
research and development program. They portend no large, short-term 

· cbarige· in the , general. size or. character ~f these forces ... (VJ, 2) 
. . 

23. Although we believe this to be a valid premise, we have 
examined a number of factors which conceivably could alter it: 

- . Nothing in NATO's current or foreseeable defense programs is 
likely to precipitate any major change in the level of Pact efforts. 
Over the longer term, however, a large-scale deployment by 
NATO of a new theater nuclear delivery system (such as a 
ground-launched cruise missile) could Cause an_ upswing in Pact 
efforts, especially . in air · defense. (Vl, 4) 

. . 
- New Soviet leaders will undoubtedly emerge from the ranks of 

the present group, which is responsible for creating current Pact 
forces and is committed to maintaining Soviet military strength 
in Europe. The new leaders will likely seek to avoid ·moves that 
would antagonize large segments of the II)ilitary. (VI, 5) 

- Despite the decline in Soviet economic growth and the economic 
difficulties of such NSWP countries as Poland and Czechoslova
kia, we find no evidence that suggests the Soviets will · cut back 
resources for theater forces. Indeed, we have reliable evidence 
that some NSWP countries plan modest increases in defense 
spending. (VI, 7) · 
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: - During the next decade the number of young people r~ching · ·· 
draft age each year will decline in most Pact countries, a trend 

.;that will complicate the allocation of manpower between the 
armed forces and industry, but this manpower squeeze is not 
expected to produce any decline in military personnel strength. 
(VI, 8-10) 

- Deipite continuing scientific advances we foresee no technologi
cal breakthrough that could lead to a major change ·in either the 
size. or character of the Pact theater forces. (VI, 11) 

24. Although the expansion in manpower.which characterized Pact · 
theater forces during the inid-1960s and early 1970s has slowed, we 
expect some gradual increase in manpower in Pact ground and air 
combat units opposite NATO over the next decade as ongoing programs· 
are implemented. The overall number of ground and air combat units 
opposite NATO is expected to remain at or near its current level, while 
a modest decline is anticipated in the number of general purpose naval 
ships and submarines. (VI, 14) 

25. Warsaw Pact nation~ will continue to improve the weapons and 
equipment in their theater forces opposite NATO. Major weapon 
production and deployment programs which are clearly in midstream 
are expected to continue. In addition, the Soviets will no doubt seek to 
develop some entirely new weapons and support systems. Certain of 

.. thes~ syst~ms~· such. as la.Ser or television-guided munitions, ar~ ~lr~dy· . 
in testing. Still other Pact weapons-such as enhanced radiation 
weapons and advanced cruise missiles-may· emerge in reaction to 
NATO weapons programs or force improvements. (VI, 15) 

26. Ground Forces. Barring an . agreement on mutual and 
balanced force reductions (MBFR), the number and disposition of Pact 
ground force divisions opposite NATO are likely to remain stable 
during the period of· this Estimate, although _ expanded divisional 
organizations and the formation of new nondivisional units probably 
will account. for moderate increases in manpower and equipment. We 
foresee no development over the next several· years which would 
appreciably alter the basic Pact strategy of an armor-heavy offensive 
against NATO in Central Europe. Despite NATO's .substantial and 
growing capability for antitank warfare, Pact planners will continue to 
regard the tank as the backbone of their ground assault forces. (VI, 17) 

27. Tactical Air Forces. We believe that the number of fixed-wing 
aircraft in Soviet Frontal Aviation opposite NATO will remain 
essentially unchanged over the next decade. Efforts to improve the 
quality of Soviet tactical aircraft and munitions are ·likely to continue, 
although the rate of new aircraft deployment is expected to ... slow as the 
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Soviets meet their current force objectives. Furthermore, we.ex~t the· 
Soviets to continue improving their support and subsidiary systems such 
as CQmmand and control, radioelectronic combat (REC), and reconnais-

r san~e data link· systems. We expect in the next decade that Several 
addition;! Soviet and NSWP combat helicopter regiments, primarily for 
ground attack, will be formed. No major changes are expected in the 
number of fixed-wing aircraft in the NSWP air forces. NSWP 
eQuipment modernization will continue to proceed gradually and be 
driven largely by economic considerations. (VI. 34)· 

28. General Purvose Naval Forces. During the next decade, 
developments in the Soviet Navy will produce a force with improved 
capabilities to perform its peacetime and wartime missions. The Soviets 
will have mixed success with programs to correct shortcomings in 
submarine detection, fleet air defense, logistic support, and communica
tions. Develooments over the past decade have been so rapid that a 
period of time may be required to integrate and ci>nsolidate advances 
and ensure that combat potentials are· fully realized. We expect a 
modest decline in the· overall number of Soviet general purpose naval 
ships ana submarin~ but newer and more capable units will; be 
replacing older and less effective ones. (VI, 55) 

29. Theater Nuclear Forces. Over the next decade the Soviets will 
t:ontinue their ·ongoing· prograins to improve . their peripheral strategic 

· strike forces arid to 'eli~in~te the ·imbalanc~ in battlefield nuclear 
capabilities they perceive in the European theater. Force imJ.)rovement 
carried out to date and ongoing deployment of new systems are 
increasing the flexibility with which the Soviets can employ their 
theater nuclear forces. The introduction of nuclear-capable artiUery will 
provide low-yield tactical nuClear weapons and delivery systems with 
sufficient accuracy to permit employment in close proximity to Pact 
forces. (VI, 90) 

30. Command, Control, and Communi~atio_ns. We estimate that 
about one week currently would be required before the Pact's wartime 
communications links could be established to theater-level headq~arters 
and to supporting. strategic commands. Communications, between 
Moscow and the fronts and within the fronts, to control combat 
operations by divisions and armies could be effectively established 
within a ·-rew days. Ho~ever, the Pact has two programs under way
the creation of a centralized command structure and the establishment 
of a unified communications system-which, during the period of this 
Estimate, could shorten the· time required by the Pact to get its 
command and control system preJ.)ared· for war. The two programs are 
intended to establish in- peacetime the theater-level (High Command) 
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ISSUES 

During the preparation of this E~timate disagreements among NFIB 
agencies arose on a number of issues-some·key, most secondary-gists 
of which are contained in this section. Parenthetical references· at the 
end of each gist are to chapters (Roman· ~umbers) and paragraphs 
(Arabic' numbers) in volume II of the Estimate. 

a. Likelihood of Soviet Initiation of Chemical Warfare in a 
Conventional War. All agencies are agreed that, once widespread 
nuclear war began, the Warsaw Pact would not be constrained in its use 
of chemical weaPQns. With resoect to the question of Soviet policy on 
the first use of chemical weapons ~fore the advent of nuclear war, 
there are two views. ClA and State judge that it is unlikely the Pact 
would initiate such use, although the possibility cannot be entirely 
excluded. DIA, NSA, Anny, Navy, and Air Fore-.! believe that there is a 
strong po~ibility of such use. (I, 24-29) 

b. Number of Soviet Motorized Rifle Divisions (MRDs) That 
Hav~ . an .ln~ependent . Tank' Battalion·. (qB.). N$A, .Arniha~d A:~r .' · 
Force believe that all MRDs in Eastern Europe have an ITB.L 

· ~Army and Air 
Force further believe that an ITB with an MRD wouTcrbe standard in 
wartime. DIA and CIA estimate that two-thirds of the Soviet MRDs in · 
Eastern Eurooe have ITBs but that few, if any, in the western USSR do. c. . . . . . 

:J (II, 12) 

c. Success of Soviet Career ·Noncommissioned Personnel Pro
grams. All agenci.es agree that the Soviets are seeking to induce 
conscripts to serve as career noncommissioned personnel upon 
comoletion of their mandatory service. CIA, NSA, and State conclude 
that the Soviets have had little success because of the harsh conditions of 
military service. DIA, Army, and Air Force believe that there ·is 
insufficient evidence to support conclusions about the planned scope of 
the Soviets' recruitiqg orognims or their success in imolementing them. 
They also believe. that, with a combination of incentives on the one 
hand and ores5ure from the political · ~rganization on the other, the 
Soviets should be able to overcome any difficulties in recruiting career 
enlisted personnel. (II, 44-45) 
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d. Amount · of Combat-Related Training in 
Stationed in East Germany.[_ 

J 
[ . 

Soviet Air Units · · · 
,' , "' •'." ' . ·· •••;" .;: .•' •; · ;to\ , .• • ~ ;, ', 

J(n, 70) 

e. Soviet Capability To Activate Reserve Submarines. CIA 
estimates that no reserve submarines with their crews could be brought 
to combat readiness in less than 90 days. DIA and Navy estimate that six 
to 10 reserve submarines .could be brought to operational status in 30 
days _and a total of 25 to 30 submarines in 90 days. (II, 106) 

f. Soviet Long-Range Airborne Antisubmarine Warfare (ASW) 
Capability. CIA and NSA estimate that the TU-142 Bear-F aircraft has 
an operational radius. of about 2,050 nautical miles with three hours of 
on-station time and abOut 2,500 nm with rio on-station time. DIA, Navy, 
and Air Force hold that. the maximum radius with three hours of 
on-station time is 3,150· nm. (II, 131-132) 

. . 

g. Exte11:t, Emphasis, and Timing of the Soviet Interdiction 
·: Campaign Against. NATO Sea Lines· of Communications (SLOC). 

CIA, NSA, and State. judge th~t the Soviets ~ould not likely· attempt a . 
serious . SLOC interdiction campaign . unless they had previously 
defeated NATO carrier· and amphibious forces without losing their 
submarines.- NSA futther believes that the extent and degree of an anti
SLOC campaign is largely scenario. de~ndent and that in a prolonged 
crisis, where the outcome is in se.rious do.ubt, the attractiveness of SLOC 
interdiction in advance of a conflict gOes up. DIA ·and Navy conclude 
that the Soviets consider SLOC interdiction of such significance, and 
their submarine in~entory of sufficient size, as · to warrant use of 
substantial numbe~ of attack submarine~ in this effort while 
accomplishing their other missions. (II, 142-146) 

I 

., 

h. Soviet Capabilities To Execute a SLOC Interdiction Cam- · 
paign. CIA and State · estimate that the USSR's ability to attack 
merchant ships in the open ocean would be significantly constrained by 
submarine · torpedo loads, lack of replenishment opvortunities, tum-

. around time, long transits, ·combat attrition, and limited tai&et 
information. DIA and Navy judge that these limitations are sensitive to 
the timing, manner, and level at which hostilities begin, but-in any 
event are not sufficient . to prevent the Soviets from mounting a 
significant. SLOC threat. (11,- '147) . 
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i. Torpedo Capacities of Sovie\ Attack Submarines. In support of 
its llOSition that SOvi·e·t SLOC interdiction capabilities are constrained by 
submarine torpedo capacities, CIA has produced a table (table 11-9) 
which -'assumes that all submarines carry torpedoes 53 centimeters in 
~iameter (7.8 meters long). DIA believes that two 40-cm torpedoes (4.5 
m long) probably could be substituted for each of up to six of the longer 
toroedos. in most classes, thereby substantially increasing wartime 
torpedo loads. (II, 147) · 

j. Role of the Backfire Bomber. CIA, State. NSA, and Navy 
est_imate that the performance characteristics, deployment patterns, 
training programs, .and exercise participation of the Backfire, as well as 
Soviet statements concerning this aircraft, point to peripheral strike as 
its primary mission. DIA, Army, and Air Force estimate that the 
Backfire is a long-range bomber with the capability to strike US targets 
on unrefueled range and radilis missions. They agree that it will have 
significant peripheral missions but note that the Soviets have the option 
to use the Backfire"s intercontinental cal)abilitiei Thus, in their view, 
the Backfire poses a sigri~ficant threat to the contiguous United States as 
well as to area.S on the Soviet periphery. The reader is referred to NIE 
11-3/8-78 for information ' on i>erformance data. (II, 178:179) 

k. Capabilities of Soviet Motor Transport in Wartime. CIA and 
State believe that the peacetime shortage of.cargo vehicles in Category 

. ~ II a~d III . divisions and. in · army- and front-lev'el motor trans~rt units . 
and the heavy reliance in wartime on mobiJized civilian trucks and 
reservist drivers · point to potential weaknesses in the wartime logistic 
system, particularly . in the early stages of a conflict. DIA and . Army 
believe that the Estimate understates the capability of wartime Soviet 
motor transport. In support of this position they point out that the 
mobilization system provides for filling out lower category units with 
vehicles and drivers for ~ar,' that civilian trucks are. often identical to 
those in military service, that Soviet vehicles. designated for mobilization 
are inspected QY military teams, that reservi~t drivers would be 
p~rforming duties related to their civilian occupation, and that the 
Group of Soviet Forces in Germany already has a lift capability · that 
exceeds its requirements. (II, 220-221) 

I. Warsaw Pact ·Personnel Replacement System in Wartime. 
CIA, State, and NSA judge that unit replacement is the Warsaw Pact's 
preferred system for · replacing combat personnel. DIA and Anny · 
believe that the Pact would use both an individual and a unit 
replacemen~ system and that the system used in a particular case would 
depend upon .the situation. They further believe that individual 
ret>lacement would be used Drimarily in·cilses of steady, attrition-type 
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e 
losses, while unit replacement would be used primarily in cases of large. 
sudden losseS. (II. 231-232) - . 

· m. Pact Initiation of War From a Two--Front Posture After Four 
Days bf Preparation. All agencies agree that, because four days would 

1allow only minimal preparations, which would entail serious risks, the 
Pact would . initiate war from this posture only in e~traordinarily 
time-urgent circumstances. CIA and State .believe that the Pact would 
take such action only if ·it perceived the threat of an imminent NATO 
attack. DJA, NSA, Army, Navy, and Air Force hold that the Soviets 
might choose to attack with the two-front force in a variety of urgent 
contingencies. A broader treatment of this issue ·is given in NIE 4-1-78. 
(IV, 13-18) 

n. ~ikely Effectiveness of a Warsaw Pact Air Offensive (the .. Air 
Operation•') in Central Europe. CIA and State conclude that a massive 
P~ct air offensive at the outset of a war would do considerable damage 
to NATO's air and air defense forces, but. probably would not be so 
effective as to prevent NATO's air forces from being able to deliver 
nuclear weapons on a l~rge scale. DIA and Air Force believe that no 
judgment with any useful level of confidence on the effectiveness of an 
air operation is possible at this time because we lack adequate analysis 
of the factors involved which apply to both NATO and the Pact and of 
the interaction of ·the forces of both sides. (IV, 85) 

· . : o. Likely . Effectiveness of Pact Operations To . Achieve Air 
Superio~·ity a~d S~a Control. in the Baltic Se~.· CIA. ·NsA. and State 
conclude that the allOcation of most Pact tactical and LRA bomber 
aircraft to a large-scale Air Operation in West Germany and· the 
Benelux countries would severely reduce the probability of the Pact's 
achieving air superiority over the Baltic in the initial stage of a war. 
Also. Pact ASW forces would be unable to prevent NATO submarine 
attacks against Pact amphibious forces. DIA and Air Force believe that 
there has been insufficient analysis of the .factors arid assumptions 
which would support such a conclusion. Navy believes. that the 
achievement of air superiority is but one of a number of factors which. 
taken together, will determine the outcome of the Pact's Baltic 
campaign. (IV, 109-111) 

p. Augmentation of Soviet Naval Forces in the Mediterranean 
by Black ·sea Surface Combatan.ts During a Period of Tension Prior · 
to. Hostilities .. CIA and State estimate that the Soviets would deploy 
few, if any. combatants to augment their Mediterranean Squadron 
because the ships are needed more in the Black Sea for fleet air defense 
and ASW in supDQrt of Pact operations against the Turkish Straits. DIA, 
NSA, and Navy conclude that the Soviets would augment with at least a 
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few, and possibly up to 12.-modern Black Sea surface units because they 
•. ·-: would be of greater value in the Mediterranean than in the Black Sea. 

{IV, )42-144) 

q. Number ·of Submarines Soviets Would Employ in the North 
Atlantic SLOC Interdiction Role. CIA, NSA, and State judge that 
about 10 submarines would be dispersed in North Atlantic shipping 
lanes for reconnaissance and attacks against shipping and naval targets 
of opportunity. Some of these submarines might alternatively have 
missions of minelaying near NATO naval bases or patrolling off m;:tjor 
NATO naval bases to report on NATO movements and attack major 
warships. DIA and Navy believe that, in a typical initial wartime 
deployment, some 20 submarines would be. positioned astride NATO's 
sea lines of communication to attack warships and ships carrying critical 
materiel to Europe in the initial phase of a war. The number of Soviet 
submarines dedicated to this effort would be scenario dependent. (IV, 
168-169) 

r. Potential Effectiveness of Soviet Naval Operations in the 
North Atlantic. Paragraphs 191-197 of chapter IV consider that the 
evident ·technical limitations of the weapons and sensors on Soviet ships, 
submarines, and aircraft could impact significantly on Soviet efforts to 
control the Norwegian and Barents Seas, although the mutually 
SUPPortive aspects of some . operations may offset certain. technical 
weaknesses." DIA and Navy believe that these paragraphs should convey 
a more balanced appraisal of potential effectiveness and that, as now 
phrased, they tend to overstress the weaknesses of Soviet platforms; they 
tend to give inadequate consideration of strengths, including the 
operation of these platforms as a mutually sut>portive force; and they 
tend to assess effectiveness in tactical contexts which are unrealistic. 
(IV, 191-200) 

s. Likelihood of Soviet Use of Nuclear Weapons at Sea Before 
Their Use on Land. Navy judges that, under certain circumstances, 
nuclear operations at sea would not await emplo~·ment of nuclear 
weapons on land. All other agencies estimate that the YSSR would be 
unlikely to initiate the use of nuclear weapons at sea while a war was 
being fought with only conventional weapons against NATO in·Europe. 
(V, 10-11) 

t. Speed of New Soviet Nuclear-Powered Attack (SSN) 'and 
Nuclear-Powered Guided Missile (SSGN) Submarines. DIA and Navy 
estimate that the maximum speeds for some of the new SSN and SSGN 
classes could reach 37 knots. CIA estimates that these submarines will be 
capable' of speeds up to 33 knots. (VI, 63) 
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u. Effectiveness of the Soviet Aircraft Carrier Kiev and Its 

Impact Upon the Evolution of Soviet Naval Missions. CIA and State 
believe that a few ships. of·this class do not represent a significant 
i~provement in Soviet capabilities to fight a war with NATO. They, 
and rQSA, believe that, although it may constitute a major turning·point 

r in the development of the Soviet Navy, it is premature to judge the 
impact o£ the acquisition of carriers upon the evolution of naval 
missions. DIA and Navy hold that the introduction of the Kiev 
constitutes a major watershed .in the development of the Soviet Navy, 
has influenced the acquisition of other future ships, and .. has already 
exerted a significant influence on naval operations. (VI, 69-70) 

v. Propulsion of Large Combatant Being Fitted Out in Lenin
grad. CIA believes that the evidence is too ambiguous to classify the 
ship as to propulsion. DIA and Na-vy hold that this ship probably is 
nuclear powered. ·(VI, 71) 
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PART A 

WARSAW PACT POLICY AND DOCTRINE FOR THEATER WARFARE 

General Considerations 

1. It is Soviet policy to acquire and maintain forces 
caDable of successfully fighting either a conventional. 
or nuclear war in EuroDe and to keeD a clear numeri
cal advantage over NATO in important military as
sets. 1 Soviet leaders stress the need for large, combat· 
ready forces to be in place at the outset of hostilities. 
They intend any future European conflict to take 
place on Western, not Eastern, territory. . 

2. The Soviet Union views control of ItS East Euro
pean allies as vital to its national interests. The East 
European me:nbers of the ·Pact Drovide sizable forces 
and a territorial buffer between NATO and the Soviet 
Union. The presence or proximity of large, well
equipped Soviet forces gives the Soviets considerable 
leverage in exerting control over these countries, thus 
safeguarding the integrity of the Pact. The Soviets also 

:. · .. value their rililitary strength as a means of influencing 
European domestic and foreign policy d~isions · and 
deterring i>Oiitical or military dev~loDments which 
might alter the balance of DOwer to their disadvantage. 
They do not, however, measure the military balance in 
Europe in isolation from the larger, global balance 
and, accordingly, are inclined to be very cautious in 
the use of military· force in Europe. 

3 .. Soviet expenditur~ for genera(·purpose ground, 
air, and naval forces, as well as for those strategic 
attack forces directed primarily at Eurasian targets, 
are an important indie2tor of the USSR's emphasis on 
developing and maintaining its theater force capa
bilities. The Central Intelligen~ Agency estimates 
that, of total Soviet defense spending during the period 
1967-77, almost 40 .t~ercent was devoted to procure
ment and operation of theater forces. {See figure 2.) 

· Roughly three-fourths of these outlays can be directly 
. attributed to those theater forces arrayed opposite 

1 For an expanded dbcussioa ol Soviet miUtary policy In Europe, 
tee NIE 11+78, Soolec Cod. and Ezpect4Cfaru fn CM ClobJ 
Power Armer. 
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NATO. During this period, procurement of weapons, 
equipment, and spare parts accounted for more than 
three quarters of the USSR's outlays for theater for~es. 

Military Policy 

4. A strong, in-depth defense of the homeland is 
basic to Soviet military doctrine. Moscow's war-fight
ing strategy also dictates that Warsaw Pact forces 
protect the Soviet homeland and lines of communica
tion so. that an offensive or counteroffensive could be 
successfully carried out. We find no evidence of an 
intent on the part of the Soviets merely to defend 
territory. On the contrary, the hallmark · o! Soviet 
military doctrine is offensive action. It provides the 
motive force behind the Soviet emphasis on high 
combat readiness, the desire to seize the initiative, and 
the requirement for substantial numerical superiority 
in the main battle areas, backed by strong reserves to 
ensure the momentum of the ·attack. Pact thea.ter fo,rce· 
developments over the past decade reflect a systematic 
effort to meet these doctrinal requirements for con
ducting conventional and nuclear offensives in the 
European theater. 

5. Soviet leaders conclude that the initial stages of a 
NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict probably would be 
fought with conventional weapons. We believe that 
they would prefer that such a conflict remain nonnu
clear ·in order to avoid .the catastrophic consequences 
of nuclear war and to take advantage of their superior
ity in conventional ground forces in Central Europe. 
Nevertheless, they see a high probability that war 
would involve the use of nuclear weapons initiated 
either by NATO. to avoid defeat ln Europe or by the 
USSR if the war were going badly for the Pact We 
believe that Soviet doctrine emphasizes counterforoe 
rather than countervalue strilces. 

6. In the 1960s it was sOviet DOlley to retaliate 
against any NATO nuclear initiative with a thea

. terwide strike. By 1970, however, the Soviets had 
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Estimated Soviet Expenditures for Defense, 1967-77 Ftgure 2 

·-. 

· A. Estimated Tote~ Expenditures 

Billion 1970 Rubles 

70 

60 

0 

40 

30 

20 

.. - ·· :•. : 

Announced Defense Expenditures (current prices) 
10 

1967 69 71 73 75 77 

Eet.imate defined aa the Sovieta might view their defenea effort 

• Eatimate defined for compari.on with US accountL 

C. Percentage Distribution 
of Estimated Total Expenditures, 1967· 77 

Calculated in 1970 Rubles 
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Research, Development, Testing, and 
Evaluation 

Strategic Attack and 
Defense Fofces 

Support Forces 

Expenditures shown in charts B and C represent spending 
on investment for and operation of general purpose, periph
eral attack, strategic, and support forces. These e1penditures 
are derived from our latest estimate of order-of-battle data on B. Index of Growth of Estimated Total Expenditures 

tor ProcuremenLand Oj)eratlon .of Peripheral Attack . 
and· General Purpose Forces 

· ·deployed forces and the ·costs assOciated with these forces. 

Calculated in 1970. Rubles 
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The expenditures shown here differfroin the breakdown given 
in NIE 11·3/8·78, which includes e•penditures for peripher• 
al attack forces within expenditures for strategic forces. Not 
included in expenditures for general purpose and peripheral 
attack fOC"ces shown in charts B and C are: 

• Outlays for militaty research, development, testing, and 
evaluation relating to general purpose or peripheral at· 
tack force weapon systems. 

• Costs of nuclear weapons allOcated to general purpose 
_ ~nd peripheral attack forces. Because most of the nu· 
clear weapons are utilized by the strategic forces, all 
nuclear weapons costa have been included. with those 
forces. Nuclear weapons tots! about 2 percent of esti· 
mated Soviet expenditures. 

• Costa of support forces associated with general pur· 
pose and peripheral attack forces. 
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adopted a DOiicy of more flexible use of nuclear 
weaDQns against NATO. Alternative responses that 
have at least been examined include: 

•• >:.;..Delayed re5~nses to NATO's first, small-scale 
- .use of nuclear weapons. 

- ResDOnJs at the lower end of the nuclear SDeC· 

trum with small-scale strikes by forward-based 
systems rather than with theaterwide strikes in
volving USSR-based systems. 

- Escahition of the intensity or nuclear strikes over 
time. 

7. Despite the Soviets' having adopted a policy for 
the more flexible use of tactical nuclear weapans, and 

·notwithstanding the impressive improvements they 
have made in forward-based tactical nuclear capa
bilities, they have not so.ught to match NATO's capac
ity for accurate and selective use of very-low-yieJd 
nuclear weapons. Although they have evidently been 
working on nuclear artillery for at least 20 ·years and 
have nuclear-capable artillery units in the western 
USSR, they do not appear to have given high . priority 
to fielding It ln Central Europe. Also, their armory of 

. tactical nuclear warheads has shown a strong trend 
toward higher rather than lower yields.C -

: . J~ 
though the Soviets now· have the ne<:eSSarV forces and 
employment doctrines to conduct limited nuclear w~r 
in Central Europe, we believe that they. remain skepti- · 
cal of the DOSSibility of controlling escalation. 

8. In sum, we cannot predict how the Soviets might 
respond to a limited and selective NATO first use of 
nuclear weapons or to their perceDtion of NATO's 
preparations for the imminent use of nuclear weapons. 
They might conceivably continue pUrely nonnuclear 
operations, or they might respond with small-scale 
nuclear strike$ of their· own. They might also launch a 
theaterwide nuclear strike. C . 

J 
9. Neither can we be certain of the cirCUillSUnces 

under which the Soviets might themselves Initiate 
nuclear operations · in a NATO-Warsaw Pact war. c .• 

J . 
10. Preemption continues to be a feature of Soviet 

theater nuclear doctrine,[ 

:1 
11. We have considered whether the Soviets have 

adopted a strategy of .. decoupling" nuclear war in 
Central EuroDC from the employment of peripheral 
systems. We have found no direct evidence of such a 
strategy In recent Soviet military writings or informa
tion from other human sources. However, the substan
tial increases in the number and quality of Pact 
tactical nuclear systems in Central Europe have pro-. 
vided the Pact with a caoacity to conduct nuclear war · 
there at relatively high intensities without having to 
r~rt to USSR-based svstems.L 

·~ ~~ . 

· 1 Nonetheless, the 
Soviets• continued .modernization of USSR-based pe
ripheral strike systems [. 

-,argues that they 
stiJI expect to have to resort to tfte use of these 
weapons at some stage of 'theater nuclear war. Their 
uncertainty about their actual ability to deter the West 
from launching strategic .nuclear strikes against Soviet 
territory In the face of a successful Soviet conventional 
assault-which is oomDlicated by the existence of 
Independent French and British nuclear systems tar
geted against . the USSR~further argues against the 
lilcelihood that · the Soviets would anticipate much 
success in adueving a d~uoling strategy. 

12. In both classlfled and open-source writings, 
Soviet mffit.ary theOristS suD warn thal escalation to the
Intercontinental level would be lilcely and could occur 
at any point during a theater. conflict. conventional or 

'i'CS ff:8r•'l9/l 
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nuclear, although restriction to the threater level is not 
ruled out. The Soviets probably see an advantage in 

··.limiting the u,e of nuclear weapons to the theater 
v teVet, but they continue to plan and prepare against 

the likelihood thatltheater nuclear war would involve 
strikes on (he USSR and escalate to intercontinental 
conflict.' 

Chemicoi .Worfore 

13. The Soviets are clearly planning for the coolin· 
gcncy that toxic chemical agents might be used in a 
war between NATO and the Wa.rsaw Pact. They have 
a continuing, vigorous program to equip and train Pact 
forces for operations in a chemical, biological, or 
radiological (CBR) environment. In addition, they 
have produced a variety of modern nerve agents and 
have the delivery systems and tactics necessary for the 
large-scale offensive use of these agents, but we do not 
know the size or the compOSition of the Soviet stock
pile of chemical agents and filled munitions. . . . 

14. The Soviets categorize chemical weapons-as -
they do nuclear and biologi::al weaDQns-as .. weapons 
of mass destruction" whose initial use' must be autho
rized at the highest political level. All of the Pact's 
operational stoclcs of chemical weaDOns and agents are 
believed to be under Soviet control in peacetime. 
Some are stored in Central Europe. The control an'd 
. rei~ procedures 'for . chemieai weai)Ons are ·not . 
necessarily the same as for nuclear weapons, and there 
is some evidence that, once released, chemical .weaD
ons would be sub.iect to ' fewer restrictions on subse
quent use than nuclear weapons. In addition, peace
time security over chemical weapons appears less 
rigorous than for nuclear weapons and is believed to 
be as much to prevent hazardous exp()sure as . to 
prevent unauthorized use. 

15. In the extensive body of available· Pact writings 
dealing· with the · likely nature of a future war in 
Europe and addressing the broad strategic and oper
ational considerations for conducting . conventional, 
nuclear, and chemical warfare, there 1s no discussion 
of Pact Intentions or plans to initiate chemical warfare 
during a nonnuclear conflict. In other writings which 
deal with tactical and technical problems of combat 

• Tho potenttal ef£oct of 1mr.-11 In VSSR-b&scd Jtratede 
systems foe peripheral attack. In oonoert wtth lm~ts In 
Soviet lntercoaUnenta.l Jtrlke systems, oa the POSSibility of docou· 
olinc theater nuclear war from lnteroontfnental conllict Is ~Ratoclln 
NIE 11~/8-78, Soolet O.psht/Uia /tw Stn~kp: Nudar Cqnftta 
ThrOCIIlh th4 lAte lSSO.. 
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without explicit reference to the overall situation, Pact 
writers do treat the use of chemical weapons exten
sively. Pact field training for offensive and defense 
chemical operations continuesC 

J 
i6. Whatever the circumstances of initial use, once 

offensive chemical warfare had been authorized, the 
Pact's employment doctrine would lead it to attempt 
to achieve surt>rise and to employ chemical weapons 
on a large scale in the hope o£ catching NATO troops 
unprotected. Prime objectives, for example. would be 
to disable airfields, nuclear and logistic depots, and 
command and control facilities. ·Other important ob- · 
jectives might include reduction of NATO's antiarmor 
capabilities and air defenses or stopping amphibious 
landings. 

17. Once widest>r~d nuclear warfare had begun, 
the question of whether to use chemical weapons 
would be largely tactical. Pact writings on theater 
nuclear war usually assume that chemical weapons 
would be used also. In such circumstances, chemical 

· weai>ons are thought to ~ a valuable complement to· . 
~nventional and nuclear w~pons becaUse their 'ef~ 
fects can be more widespread than conventional weaP
ons and they Dresent fewer troop safety problems and 
produce fewer obstacles to rriendly troop . maneuver 
than do nuclear weapons. 

18. With respect to the question of Soviet policy on 
the first use o£ chemical weapons. there are two views 
within the Intelligence Community. Some believe • 
that it is unlikely that the Warsaw Pact would· initiate 
offensive· chemical warfare before the advent of 
nuclear war, but that the Pacfs first use under these 
circumstances · cannot be entirely excluded. Others 
believe • that there is a strong possibility that the 
Sovieti would initiate chemical warfare in a conven

. tiona! conflict (For the rationale underlying ~ese 
positions, see chapter I. volume IL) 

' TM holderr of clal. cMID arw ell. ~tnzl In~ ~encv · 
11ntl tM Direct«, Bur_, o/lfliCilll~ and ~ Deptzrt• 
ment of Sl4k. · · 

• TM holden of IIIli Plefll an 1M DVtclor, De/~ lnkllllftiDI 
A1encv: IM Direct«, Nt~tioMI ~tU11 ~; aNI 1M Senior 
lntelltler&ee 01/lcen o/ edCit t?f til. mdltt~ry ~ 
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.. . . · _ .. 19; All Warsaw Pact countries have signed the 
:-r·':~--.~ ~-- ~_:,.;::'.:>··Bio(i>gtcal Warfare dmventton ·prohibiting the pro
. '· . _ - duction, storage; and use of biological weapons. There 
~·:\ :. ~- ·~ is no evidence that any of th~m have violated the 

; : treaty. The Convention permits defensively oriented 
, } , . t·. . BW., programs{ which the Soviets are known to have . . -. r··" •. -.·. ', __ .. ·- ·:·· . ,available evidence do not 

. I 

I 

' .. 

'treat offensive use of bi~ical. w·eapons. We assume, 
however, that the Soviets are continuing research on 
biological agents, and that· they have facilities which 
could. be used to produce biological weapons if a 
decision were made to do so. 

Electronic Warfare 

20. The Soviets have a broad-based policy concern
ing electrt_>nic warfare-"radioelectronic combat" in 

.;. 

the Soviet lexicon-and have made it a fundamental · 
part of their battle planning at the tacUcal and 
strategic level. The Soviet. concept of radioelectrqoic 
combat is considerably broader than the US concept of 

- -
electronic warfare. It encompasses jamming, camou
flage, concealment arid deception, and operations to 
destroy NATO's intelligence and electronic control 
sy~tems, especially those for nuclear forces, while 
protecting the USSR's own systems and forces. Soviet 
radioelectronic combat also includes reconnaissance 
and signal intelligence efforts to identify and ·locate 
NATO's electronic control systems and to determine 
their vulnerabilities. In the Soviet view, radioelec
tronic combat is to be integrated into all phases of 
warfare, and we expect that NATO's intelligence and 
electronic control systems at all levels would be subject 
to concerted electronic and physical attack. 
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21. Warsaw Pact forces are predominantly Soviet, 
but non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) forces make a 
significant contribution and indeed are critical to 
Soviet strategy for conflict in . Europe. Pact forces 
opposite NATO can best be described in tenns of 
major groupings: 

- Cround, tactical air, and air defense forces in . 
Eastern Europe and in the mditary districts of 
the USSR opposite NATO, .and possibly these 
types of forces in the Mosoow, Volga. Ural. and 
Turkestan Military Districts. 

-Naval forces of the three Soviet European fleets 
and the NSWP countries. 

-Most medium- and intermediate-range and some 
intercontin~ntal ballistic missiles of the SoViet 

. Stratcidc Rocket. Forces. 

- Most intermediate-range and some long-range 
bOmbers of Soviet Long Range Aviation. 

This part of volume I summarizes the current status 
and trends of Warsaw Pact ground. air, navaL and 
theater nuclear forces opoosite. NATO. Volume II of 
the Estimate contains additional details of current ~ 
equipment acquisition programs for these forces, 
weapons characteristics, logistic capabilities. and 
f~rces for chemical tmd electronic ~arfare. 

· 23. Although the number of Pact divisions opposite 
NATO ·has remained stable since the late 1960s, the 
units h~ve received additional men. weapons, and· 
suoport equipment. Forces in Central Eu~ope-where 

Table l 

Warsaw Pact Cround and Air Forces 
Opposite NATO• 

january 1979 

Soviet NSWP 

Cround Fon:>eS: 

Total 

Manpower 1,105,000 813,000 1,918,000 
Tank and motorbed rifle 

divisions 103 51 154 
Medium tanks 30,SOO 14.,500 .s.ooo 
Armored ~I carriers . 20,500 11,000 suoo 
Artillety pieces 13.000 5.200 lUOO 

Air F' orocs: 
Tactical aln:ra(t 3,020 1,175 4,195 
Combat and All>oort hdleopCen 1,910 705 2,615 
NSWP alr defense Interceptors . 

· NSWP Rllfa·ce-.to-alr missile 
1,210 1.210 

(SAM) sites 160 160 
Soviet medium and heavy 

tnnsport aln:rart (VT A) 665 66S 

· •1neludes Soviet and East European (orecs In the non..SO~et 
Wusaw Pact (NSWP) c:ountries (East Cennany, Poland, Czechoslo. 
vakia, Huncary. Romania, aPCI Bulpria) and· ScMet (orca In the 
Baltic, Belorussian, Carpa~n, Lenlncrad. Odessa, lCic:v, North 
Cauc:asus, and Tranteaucasus Military Districts ol the USSR. De
tailed order-of -battle lnformatloo for Pact IP'OUnd and air focces Is 
contained In tables B-1. B-2, and B-3 In aMe. B ol \'Oiume ll 

~~!;~" 

our information is best-have increased more than 
forces opposite NATO's flanlcs. For examole, Pact 
ground forces manpower in the area has increased by 
some 140,000 men since 1969. Figures 3 and 4 depict 
several of the more important trends iit Pact ground . 
forces In Central Europe (East Germany, Poland, and 
Czechoslovakia). 

24. Tank an<i' motorized rifle dJvWons are t~ ba.sic 
tactic~ I units of Pact gro~nd forces. • The Pact main
tabu a grand total of 217 active tank and motorized 

' Pact airborne dlvfstons a~ discussed In parapaph 28. 
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1969 

. ·~· -. 

1979 

0 250,000 500,000 750,000 1,000,000 

Equipment 

20,000 .Tanks 

1 ,000 

10,000 
light Tanks .and 

MaJor Antitank Weapons Armored Aghtlng Vehicles Artillery. 

5,000. 

1969 1979 

lncludoa all ATGMa, and all 

antitank guna and recoilleaa . 

rifloa with maximum effective 

rangu greater than 500 motors. 

Dooe not. include BMP-mounted 

weapons; 

&eeret 

Si'7628 I 79 Gtuli 

. l •• 

1969 1979 

Includes tho PT-76 and tho 

BMP • . 

rifle divisions (166, Soviet ·and 51 East European) at 
varying strengths in its peacetime:ground forces. The 
number ~f ·such divisions ODposite NATO stands at 
154 •. (See fi~re 5.) Besides th~ forces ea~ar1ced..for 
use ag~inst NAto· the Sovtets ~ave an additional 16 
tank and- motorized rifl~ divisions in the Moscow, 
Volga, Ural, and Turkestan Military DistnCts which 
could be used against NATO or elsewhere. 

26 

1969 1979 ) 1969 1979 

Includes all ar1illory pieces and Includes medium and heavy 

multiple rocket launchers tanke. 

greater lhan 100 mm. 

25. In peacetime, Pact' division$ are maintained in 
various st~tes of readin~ suitable for ~he conduct of 
limited 'comba.t ·oi;erati~ns ·on short notice and for 
generating large forces through rapid mobtlization. 
We claSsify· PaCt ground force divisions according to 
our estimate of· their peacetime· manning and equip-
ment levels. All ·divisions· in the Soviet GrouPS of 
Forces in. Eastem :Eu~~ and eight NSWP divisions 
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"··cargo and POL Lift Capacities 
·of· Soviet Divisions,· 

figure <t ground units ~ith J.)Crsonne!'and 'equipm~nt fr~m th~· 
civilian economy. These systems have not been tested 
on a broad scale, although local tests occur oftert. The 
base of trained J.)Crsonnel and equipment in· the Pact . 
countries is adequate to supDQrt Pact mobilization 
plans. Organizations and elements at army and front 
level, particularly rear service units, require·longer to 
mobilize than the combat units which they suppOrt. In 
addition, significant Portions of the Soviet and other 
Pact rear services required for wartime operations do 
not exist in peacetime. Major elements, ·such as some 
medical and transDQrt units, would have to be mobi~ 

1969 and 1979 

Cargo Capacity 
Tons 

10,000 

e.ooo 
~otorized 

-=-==- Rifle -------
6·000 Divisions 

·.:t;-auilrs 
Tank 

Divisions 

r ·•ea----=-4 .-=o-=-oo=---

. 2,000 

0 

POL Capacity 
Thousand Liters 

2,000 

1969 . 1979 

~~~----~--~-~~--~~~~~ . 
t,SOO Motod•od ~#;;';:~ 
~1.~0~0~0----~R~ir"le _____ T_a_n_k_________ ------

Divisions Divisions 

500 

sn62t t1t e~t~t 

are m~nned close. to wartime strength, have a full 
comi.>lement of combat equipment, and can be 
brought UI.> to strength ~nd ready to move within 24 

· hours. Other· active Soviet and NSWP divisions have 
iower manpower and equipment levels. and can be 
mobilized and begin movement for combat within 72 
hours. 

26. All Pact countries have well-organized mobili~ 
zation systems that can raDidly fill understiength 

lized from the civilian economy.. · 

27. Pact armed forces deJ.)end heavily on universal 
conscription to meet military manpOwer requir~ 
ments. In the USSR. conscriJ.)ts make up roughly 75 
I.>Crcent ·of total active strength. Terms of service varv 

· by nation and branch of service but generally are two 
to three years. The Soviets induct their conscripts 
semiannually, usually for a two-year term of service. 
The Soviets have upgraded their ground force training 
in recent years as a result of two factors. The increas
ing amount of complex equipment entering the inven~ 
tory usually requires a more hig}ily trained soldier to 
operate or maintain it. Because the.conscript's term of 
service is now two years, 'the Soviets are faced with the 
requirement to provide more training in less time for 
their largely conscrii.>t army. This has prompted the 
Soviets to modify their training system to include 
increased emphasis on preinduction training, individ- · 
ual SDCCialist training, and intensified unit training.' 

Airborne fOI"ces 

28. In addition to tank and motorized rifle divi
sions, the Pact also maintains large airborne forces. 
These for~. which have remained relatively constant 
in numbers over the past decade, include eight Soviet 
divisions (one is a training division), one Polish divi~ 
sion, and smaller units in each of the other non-Soviet 
countries. Soviet airborne divisions are centrally con
trolled by Airborne TrooDS HeadQuarters in Moscow 
and are considered strategic reserves of the Supreme 
High Command (VGK). Soviet airborne divisions 
could be used in a variety of wartime situations 

• Volume ll preMttt iif/mrl6 .·.,encv clletDf COIIOn"'lfnt PGCI 
rrwtor lrt1n.IPOI1 oapabau·~a. : 

~volume li'dt~cwU. titltnin6. ~.anJ d~~ctplln4 tn.th4 Pact 
rrounJ forcu In ~u.ter t/.ettJil, .. well .. GflmCJI 4-ifierenpa 
~lnt 1/ae •ucuu of sdolec r:ttreer noncorrimunoned ~n~. 
nel protrtJrru. 

27. 
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MOSCOW 

Soviet NSWP 
Motorized rifte 

division 
Category I • • 
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Tank division 
Category I A A 
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Category Ill ' 

Airborne division 
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·· . .r~nging from _eperations under the direct control of 
"' the VGK to tactical·level missions. The Soviet divisions 

also have importaht potential uses other than war in . 
Europe, sJch as intervention in Third World ·areas.• 

Equipment 

29. Pact ground for(:es are well equit>Ded with 
weapons either of Soviet origin or patterned after 
Soviet models. The equipment inventory is being 
continually modernized with the introduction of new. 
improved combat vehicles, support equit>ment, and 
weaDQns designed to increase mobility and provide 
greater, more accurate firepower. Despite impressive 
moderniZation programs, however, Pact ground forces 
retain a mixture of old and new equipment. Although 
Pact forces are considerably more standardi~ than 
NATO's, items such as T-34 and T--54/55 tanks, the 
BTR-152 and earlier models of BTR-60 a~mored 
personnel carriers, and various older models of field 
artillery and antiaircraft guns. are still oi>eration~r and 
contribute to diver:sity within ~he Pact weapons inven
tory. ,Although most Pact · equipment is of Soviet 
production and design, the share t>roduced by the 
NSWP countries is increasing. 

30. Tanks. Armor continues to dominate Pact 
· : ground forces. In :~n. Pact forces ·opJX)site NATO have .. 

about 45,000 medium tanks at their disposaL' While 
the Soviets are aware of the improved technology and 
growing numbers of NATO antitank weai)Ons and 
have demonstrated this awareness in modifying their 
forces and tactics, such adiustments have not led to 
any diminution of the tank forces or any major change 
in the way they see these forces performing. In recent 
years two new tanks, the T-64 and the T-72, have been 
introduced irito the ground forces. Both tanks ineor~ 
rate ·better armor protection, a 125-mm smoothbore 
gun, an automatic loading system, and an electro-<>D
tic, possibly laser, rangefinder. The T-72, or an im
Droved version, will probably be the main production 
tank well into the 1980s. The T-55 remains the main 
battle tank of the NSWP forces. 

31. Artillerv• Pact artillery is still predominately 
towed, but is being .im_proved by the addition of four 

. new self-propelled models and a new multiple rocket 
launcher .. The Soviets are replacing the towed l~mm 

• Soc NIE il-10-79 foe details ol Sovtet. caPGbilitles icx .proJectlnc 
military power and Influence In distant areas. · 

; Df//erlnt atenev ~Mwi retardlnt tlie number.o/ ~ rnaior- . 
Ued rl/le dtWWnl whtch haw: an l~t tank batttJIIon are 
contained In chtJpter ll of oolum4 II. 
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howitzers with self-propelled models in their motor
ized rifle regiments, while the new 152-mm se1f-p~ 
DCIIed . howitzer has ret>laced towed pieces in the 
artillery regiments of several motorized rifle a~d tank 
divisions. A new 203-mm self-proi)Clled gun and a new 
240-mm self-propelled mortar, both nuclear capable, 
are being det>loyed in the USSR. We estimate that 
they will be deployed eventually with Soviet forces· in 
Eastern Europe. In addition to equir;>ment moderniza
tion, Soviet artillery units in both tank and motorized 
ririe divisions are being expanded. Moderni1.ation and 
some expansion are under way in NSWP artillery 
units, but at a much slower pace. 

32. Armored Peraonnel Carrier& and Other 
Combat Vehicles. Soviet divisions in Eastern Europe 
have their full complement of armored personnel 
carriers. Significant slwrtages remain in Soviet divi
sions in the USSR, however, with some lacking as 
much as two-thirds of their APC comt>lement. One
half to two-thirds of the 20,500 Soviet APCs OPDOSite 
NATO .are now modern amphibious models. The rest 
ar~ older models with relatively poor ·cross-country 
mobility. Th!! Soviets continue to replace these APCs 
with improved models-the BTR-60PB and the BMP. 
The BTR-60PB is an amphibious, wheeled APC which 
provides good mobility .and a~mor protection . from 
sniall a~rm . and shell fragments. The BMP. is . an 
amphibious, tracked vehicle designed to operate 
closely. with tanks and has greater armor Drotection 
than the BTR-60PB. It is equipped with a machine
gun, a 73-mm ·gun, and the Sagger ·antitank guided 
missile l~uncher. It also has a CBR protective system to 
allow operations in a toxic or radioactive environment. 
The· NSWP ground forces, on the whole, are still 
predominantly equipped with older APCs. 

33. Cround .Force Air Defense Svstemr: Pact 
ground forces opposite NATO are eQuipped with a 
variety of tactical sudace-to-air missile (SAM) and 
antiaircraft (AA) gun systems. A program · to replace 
gun systems and older SAMs with more mobile SAM 
systems was begun in the late. 1960s and conHnues, 
with Soviet .units in Eastern Europe and along the 
Sino-Soviet .border receiving highest priority. Upgrad
ing of the remaining Soviet units and qf the NSWP 
forces is proceeding more slowly . . 

34. Antitank Weapon.. The Soviet. arsenal of anti· 
tank weapons includes both guided missiles and artil
lery. Antitank guided miSsiles (ATGMs) are heliborne, 
vehicle mounted, and man portabiC: Improved mOdels 

. of the radio-controlled AT-2 S~atter .and wire-guided 
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A.T-3 $agger with semiautomatic guida~ce are 
r'tl~u-nted on modified scout cars and helicopters. The 
$agger can also be. niounted on the BMP and BMD 
and is availabte in a manpack version. Some first·gen· 
eration Swatters and Saggers are still in service. Three 
new A TGM systems are also being deployed with 
Soviet forces. The AT·4 Spigot man·portable ATGM, 
the AT ..S Spandrel vehicle. mounted system, and the 
AT·6 Spiral heliborne system have all been observed. 
recently with Soviet forces in East Germany. Antitank 
(AT) gu·ns and recoilless guns have not receiv~d the 
priority · in development . and deployment that the 
ATGM has in recent years. NSWP forces have a wide 
variety of antitank weapons, including recoilless guns, 
AT guns from 57·mm to 100-mm, and ATGMs. 
Except for a few CzechoslovaJc.produ~d weapons, all 
are of Soviet origin. NSWP forces are gradually 
improving their antiarmor capabilities by aCQuiring 
more A TGM launcher vehicles and man pack A. TGM 
sets. 

35. Surface·lo-Sur/ace Mutil~t and Rockett,!• 
The Pact arsenal of rockets and surfa~ta.surface 
missiles includes free rockets over ground {FROGs) 
and short-range ballistic missiles. All Pact ground 

. forces are equipped with FROGs and SS.l Scuds, 
. w~ich are eapable of delivering con.ventional,· as well 

as chemieal and nuclea~ ·warheads. The. poor accuracy 
of these systems would make them relatively ineff~ 
tive in a conventional role against point targets. Soviets 
forces also have the SS-12 Scaleboard and its follow~n. 
the SS·22. A new missile, the SS-21, is being deployed 
to Soviet units as a replacement for the FROG. The 
FROG, SS·21, and possibly the S$.22 also can carry a 
cluster-munition warhead. 

Air For<;es 

36. The Soviet Air Forces are divided into three 
functional comt>Onents: Long Range Aviation (LRA), 
Frontal (tactical) Aviation, and Military Transport 
Aviation (VTA).11 The primary missions of LRA are 
intercontinental nuclear strikes and conventional or 
nuclear strikes in support of theater forces. Frontal 
Aviation missions i~clude counterair, ground attack, · 
reconnaissance, electronic warfare (EW), and helicor;r 

•• For a more detailed dl.sc:w.sfoa a( . Pact tactical rockets and 
mwllc:s. see l)ara~taphs 83 and 8-4. 

"Details of the role ~nd capabiliUes of LRA and Sovfd Naval 
Aviation In theater war are dlsc:uDed In volume II (chapten II, IV, 
and V). Soviet stratecfc air defeme forces are discussed In tHE 
11-3/8-78. 
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ter ground attack and troop lift. The primary mission 
of VTA is the transport of airbome assault forces. 

37 .. All NSWP countries have air rorces for national 
air defense. In addition, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and 
Bulgaria have tactical air forces. East Germany has 
one ground attack unit and Romania has two. None of 
the NSWP air forces have ·sufficient transport aircraft 
to support other than small-scale airlift operations. The 
current personnel strength of the Soviet air forces 
opposile NATO is estimated to be about 500,000 and 
that of the NSWP air forces stands at about 200,000. 
Figure 6 shows the current geographic disposition of 
Pact air forces opposite NATO. 

T octical Air f«ces 

38. There are about 4,600 fixed-wing combat air· 
craft in Soviet Frontal Aviation and another 1,175 in 
NSWP tactical air units. Although there was sizable 
growth in Soviet Frontal Aviation during the late 
1960s, primarlly because of the buildup against China, 
the size of Pact tactical air forces opposite NATO has • 
been relatively stable since the early 1970s at approxi· 
mately 4,200 fixed·wing combat aircraft. 

. 39. The Pact began-·reeQuipping its air. forces in 
1009, .with fighter units receiving initial priority. Lat~ 
model MIG-21 Fishbed and MIG-23 Flogger B aircraft · 
were introduced to replace earlier model Fashbeds in 
these units. Modernization of the fighter-bomber 
forces began four to five years later, with SU·17 Fitter 
C/D, MIG-27 Flogger D, and some late-model 
Fishbed aircraft replacing the MIC-17 Fresco and 
SU·7 Fitter A. Light·bomber units also began reeQuip. 
ping in. the mid·1970s by ·aC(luiring the SU·24 Fencer 
A as a replace~ent for the YAK·28 Brewer 8/C. 
Modernization has progressed more rapidly in Soviet 
than in the NSWP air forces. Newer aircraft now 
account for about 80 Percent of the Soviet force, 20 
percent of the NSWP force, and twa.thirds of total 
Pact tactical air strength opposite NATO. (See figure 
7.) 

40. One of the most significant developments in 
Warsaw Pact· tactical air forces in recent years has 
been their modernization through the introduction of 
new aircraft The new aircraft have greater ~nges, 
can carry greater payloads, are equipped w:ilh bett~r. 
more advanced avionics, and are armed with better, 
more effective munitions. These attributes combine to 
give the Pact's air forces the capacity to deliver more 
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in Warsaw Pact TaCtical Air Forces 
Op'posite NATO, 1969-1979 

r 

Percent of Total Force 

Soviet 

Figure 7 and 40 percent of the force is equipped with the 
Flogger B, which has an all-aspect intercept and 
limited lookdown/shootdown capa~ility. In 1969 .all 
Pact lighter-bombers relied on ground-based naviga." 
tion aids or dead reckoning, which would have forced 
them to navigate over NATO territory at vulnerable 
medium altitudes. At that time Beagle and Brewer 
light bombers provided the Pact's only autonomous 
adverse weather bombing/navigation capability. To
day there are about 45 J)ercent fewer aircraft (Brewers 
and Fencers) possessing this capability, but the fewer 
numbers have been more than offset by an increase in 
the number of fighter-bomber units. Now :~.!so, some 
30 percent of the aircraft in Pact fighter-bomber units 
can navigate accurately at lower altitudes in adverse 
we.ather using only onboard avionics, although they 
still hav~ to aCQuire their tar8etS visually for precise 
weapons .delivery. 

71 73 75 77 711 42. In 1969 the Pact, with its short-range, low-pay-

NSWP 

6eoret 

effective firepower under a greater variety of 
conditions. 

41. In 1969 some 30 Dereent of the Pact's. tactical 
.lighters were unable to conduct aerial engagements 
under adverse weather conditions, all attacks had to be 

. pc::rformed from the rear hemisphere, and-the fighters 
had virtually no capability to intercept low-flying 

. aircraft. (See figure 8.) Today, ne;rly 95 percent of 
Pact fighters are able to operate in _adverse weather, 
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load aircraft, had only a few tactical aircraft capable 
of conducting air-to-air or ground attack missions west 
of the Rhine. Today, large numbers of Pact tactical 

. aircraft can operate well into France 1and the Benelux 
countries with larger payloads. Figure 9 depicts the 
payload a_ndoperating radius o£ selected. Pact tactical 

· aircraft. 

43. Although recent improvements have signifi
cantly enhanced the capability o£ the Pact's tactical air 
forces to conduct long-range offensive operations, the 
basic role of these forces remains unchanged. The 
Pact's tactical air forces continue to have two primary 
missi()ns;_air defense and ground· attack support of 
the Pact's ground armies. The continuing emphasis on 
air defense is indicated by the high priority in equip
ment modernization accorded fighter units. 

44. Pilot Training and Proficiencv. By US stand
ards the Soviet Frontal Aviation flight training pro
gram is more conducive to perfecting a pilot's basic 
flying skills than to preparing him for combat. A 
typical Soviet pilot spends four years in a flying school 
and an additional three to four years training in an 
operational combat unit before he is considered Quali
fied, by Soviet standards, to carry out the full range of 
combat missions -a.ssi~ed to his unil In conducting 
operational training, a Soviet tactical pilot flies ap. 
proximately the same number of sorties· pet year as his 
US counterpart, but the sorties are less than half as 
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Avionics Trends In Warsaw Pact 
.-Tactical Aircra1t Opposite NATO; 
1969 and 1979 j 

F~ure 8 
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Uinited Navigation, · 
Visual Bombing 

Autonomous 
Navigation, 
Visual Bombing 

long in duration and involve far fewer combat-related 
training events.•• 

45. Despite Increases in the number of pilots as
signed to Sovi~t u_nits in the forward area. the ove~all 

"C/wJpkr II of oolume ·II conUifr~~ 11 dl$cuulon of d(/ferint 
IJI~ oleUlS on 1M amount of combat·rel4ted l~4lnlnt reatoed 
bv Sookt 14dlcdl air ,dou. 

TCS ~67-79/1 

combat capability of these uni~· continues .t6 · ~;~·>-/~/.:·, 
. hampered by those pilots-25 to 35 percent of the . ·' ·-· 

total available-who are not Qualified to conduct night 
or all-weather combat missions. Moreover, pilot profi-
ciency has not Drosressed sufficiently to ext>loit ' rully 
the capabilities of the airframes and weapon systems 

33 

of the third-generation aircraft currently in or;>eration:. 
The Soviets acknowledge that their combat pilots are 
not trained as effectively as they should be. but, for 
reasons that are not clea_r to us, they do not apr;>ear to 
be taking major corrective measures to enhance the 
quality of iraining significantly. Such steps would 
include devoting a greater share of training time to the 
performance of combat- related taslcs and introducing 
mor~ realism by exposing these pilots to enemy tactics 
and simulated hostile air defense environments. 

46. Ba1e Structure. The Warsaw Pact has an ex
tensive airfield network from which to launch and 
sustain military air operations. In the USSR west of the 
Urals there are some 230 active military airfields; the 
Soviets also operate 40 military airfields in the NSWP 
countries. Eighty-four airfields operated by the NSWP 
air forces complement the Soviet base structure.. There 
are hundreds of other airfields-<:iviL factory flyaway, 
and unoccut>ied (including dispersal) fields, highway 
strips, and fields .with lemi,)Orary surfaces-which 

. could be used by military aircraft. · . 

47. Since 1970, the Pact nations have eompleted 
construction of at least 11 new military airfields, 
started construction of at least nine others and signifi
cantly improved the runway capability at 62 military 
airfields in the NSWP countries and the USSR west of 
the Urak All major military and most civil airfields in 
the Pact countries have been or are being equipped 
with modern lighting, improved navigational ald 
equipment: mor~ adequate and improved refueling 
systems. and other ancillary support facilities. Installa
tions for the storage, testing, and handlirig of air-to-air 
(AAM) and air-to-surface (ASM) gUided missiles have 
been identified at most military airfiel4s which have 
aircraft equipped with these weapons. Approximately 
3,400 shelters (hangarettes) have been built since the 
late 1960s to protect aircraft at main Pad operating 
bases in the USSR west of the Urals and in the NSWP 
countries. Other defensive improvements include 
hardenlng and increasing POL and ammunition stor
age facilities, hardening eommand and control (acill
ties, and establishing pipeline systems to servioe air
craft in shelters. 
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capability ~ by building new training airfields and . in recent years has been the introduction of heavily 
im-proving Fxisting"' ones. SeCO~d. they have improved armed helicopters. Figu.re 10 shows the increase in the 
their airfield capability within the Soviet Union to number of Pact helicopters opposite NATO since 
support their new, longer range; higher performance 1969. 
ground attack fighter aircraft and the Backfire 
bomber. Third, all Pact nations have increased the 
survivability and sustainability of their combat air 
rorces. Fourth, they have increased their capability to 
conceal and protect large numbers of aircraft in 
bunkers. The overall net effect of the Pact military 
airfield development since 1968 is a greater capability 
to con~uct both offensive and defensive air operations. 

Helicopter Forces 

49. Warsaw Pact helicopter forces have two pri
mary missions: combat and combat supp6rl Combat 
helicopters include those 1!-SSigned to units responsible 

. for attacking ground targets or transl>orting assault 
trooDS- Opposite NATO, the Pact has assigned some· 
1, 700 combat helicopters to this mission. ·Of these, 
about 300 helicopters have as their primary mission 
the attack of ground targets; the remaining 1 400 
helicopters have a primary mission of transpo~ing 

.. assault forces. ·An additional. 900 · helicopters are as-
·signed· to Pact \mils Ol)posite NATO for various com-

Increase in Warsaw Pact 
Helicopters Opposite NATO, 
1 969 and 1979 

3,000 

2,000 

1,000 
Combat Helicopters 

Su Helicopters 

1969 

Sec~et 

TCS 2267·79/f • 

1979 

Military Transport Aviation 

50. VT A ol>erates some 665 medium and heavy 
transport aircraft. Most of these aircraft are based in 
the western USSR. The primary mission of VTA is to 
lift Soviet airborne forces but other missions include 
the movement of troops, equipment, supplies, and 
nuclear weapons.. A mission which has been expanded 
recently is the delivery of eConomic a~d military 
assistance material to Soviet client states in the Third 
World. Although the total number of VT A transports 
has remained relatively stable since th~ late 1960s, the 
overall capabilities of the force have clearly bee• 
improved through the introduction of new aircraft. 
Civil • aircraft from A:eroflot provide supplemental 
support to VTA and include about 1,300 medium- and 
long-range transports. · 

51. The movement of all unit equipment and the 
. 7,300 personnel assigned to an airborne division would 

reciulre the entir~ lift ~p:lclty of VTA. Assuming an 
aircraft serviceability rate of about 85 percent, VTA 's 
total serviceable fleet probably· would prove inad
equate for a full division lift In eombat operations, 
however, airborne units would probably leave behind 
their administrative· personnel and some equipment 
such as trucks. We calculate that VTA could lift the 
assault elements of two airborne divisions simulta
neously, including oombat and oombat support equip
ment with some ~nsport, sUPPlies. and support ele
ments. With nearly all VTA airlift assets and Soviet 
airborne divisions deployed in the western USSR, 
VT A's airborne assault pote'ntial is clearly targeted 
toward Central Europe and NATO's flanks. 

NSWP Noti~l Air D~fense Forces 11 

52. Each of the NSWP countries maintains a nation
al air defense· force consisting· of fighter-Interceptor 
units, surface-to-air missile units, and a radar netwC!rk; 

11 For ad~ ol Soviet stntedc alr deferue capabilities, see 
NIE 11-3/8--78. 
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h1 effeet. these forces constitute a foiWard edension of 
Soviet strategic air defenses. The SAM units are pre

. d~ininantly equi&)ped with SA-2s, but some countries 
· also have SA-3s. The ,intereeptor components number 
about 1,200 f~hter ai-rcraft, which, in addition to their 
primary mission of defense of the national airspace, 
could provide limited support to ground forces. 

General Pl.lrpose Naval Forces 

53. The Soviet Navy has in the .Past decade or so 
significantly improved its capability to participate in a 
Pact-NATO war< In addition to providing support to 
the Pact's ground forces and defending the Pact's 
maritime frontiers, the Soviet Navy can now under
take combat operations at greater dista;rtoes from home 
waters. 

54. Soviet general Pt;troose naval forces opposite 
NATO are froin the Northern. Baltic. and Black Sea 
Fleets. (See figure 11.) The Northern Fleet carriers the 
major. burden of operations in the Barents and Norwe
gian Seas and in the Atlantic. . The fleets in the Baltic 
and Black Seas, together with navit!$ of four NSWP 

. countries, are tailored primarily for control of those 
two seas and for the support of land operations against 
NATO along th'e s~ort!$ of . and at the entrances to 
these seas. For operations in· the Mediteinnean Sea; 
the Black Sea Fleet furnish(!$ m~ of the surface ships 
and the Northern Fleet the submarines. 

55. W!lrsaw Pact general' purpose naval forces in
clude submarines, surface ships. and aircrafl (See 
table 2.) The .general purpose submarine force consists 
of cruise missile and torpedo attack submarines. The 
principal surface combatants are about equally divid
ed betweer:J frigates and larger ships of missile frigate, 
destroyer, and cruiser size. The role of sea-based 
aircraft is clearly emerging in the Soviet Navy with 
the construction of three · Kiev-class aircraft carriers, 
following the two Moslcva-class helicopter ships which 
entered the inventory · in the late 1960s. Smaller 
surface combatants include mine warfare ships, sub
marine chasers, and miSsile-armed patrol crafl Soviet 
Naval Aviation (SNA) has · three principal combat 
componentS distinguished by roles: antisbip strike, 
reconnaissanCe and electronic · warfare, and antisub
marine warfare (ASW). Trends since 1969 in the 
composition of Pact general purpose naval forces 
opposite NATO are shown in figure 12. 
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Warsaw Pact General Purpose ·Na~~l Forces' · · 
Opposite NATO • . 

January 1979 · •· · 
::. 

Soviet b NSWP. Total . 

General purpose submarines 
Cruise allssile 
To~o attack 

Aircraft carriers 
Helicopter ships 
Cruisen 
Destroven 
Missile friptes 
Fricates 

Selected mlnouunaoecombatants 4 

Amplu~ ships 

Selected support ships c 

Naval alruah r 
Reooonalssanoe/EW 
Strike 
Tanlcc:n 
r~&hter/fichter-bomber 
ASW fhcd-wlnc 
ASW /reconoaluanoe helicopters 

.:J· 
1M 

l c 

2 
26 
49 
19. 

102 

278 

66 

8S 

8C 
254 
56 
71 

lOS 
164 

8 

4 

8S 

S4 

4 

10 

52 

43" · . ... 
143 

J 
2 

26 
50 
19 

106 

363 

10()" 

89 

94 
254 

56 
123 
105 
212 

• The NSWP navies and the Soviet forces U$icned tci the North
em:. Baltie, and Black Sea F1ceu. Detailed order-d-battle data for 
these and Soviet Pacific F1eet naval for-ces are c:ontatnod ln tables 
8-C, 8-S, and B-6 ln annea B of volume II. 

b Ficures e~clude some 100 attack submarines and 30 principal 
surface combatants kept In reseoe Jtatus.. CMpter II of oolunw II 
d~scuua df//erlnl GleJICTI cMIOI on Sootet Cdpabdula to Detloate 
reurw n.bm4rfnft. 

c:·A ICCOnd l:lev-elus aircraft eanief Is ooentlonalln the Blade 
Sea. but we believe lt will deploy to the Pacific F1eet. . 

d Patrol combatants, mine warfare ships, and mlssiJe.equlppecf 
coastal patrol crafl 

c Oileri, replenishment oiler~, missile tenders. repalr ships, and 
sublll8rine tenders. · ·. 

ftn addition. there are about 120 transport alrcraEt and 105 
· transport helicoptm which support Soviet Naval Aviation. 

6EGRE:r ' 

Mojor Wartimo Tasks 

56. The wartime missions of the Warsaw Pact's 
general purpose naval forces are to ~xercise sea control 
in waters from which NATO's sea-based air and · 
ballistic missile strike and amphibious forces can reach 
the Soviet Union. to support and protect Soviet ballb
tic missile submarines. to exercise sea denial in the sea 
lanes necessary for resupDlY and reinforcement of 
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Soviet Naval Forces figure 12 

ppposlte NATO, 1969 and 1979 

Three Soviet Western fileels 
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Europe from the United States, and to project power 
ashore in support of Pact ground forces. Although the 
relative emphasis that would be olaced on each of 
these missions in a conflict would depend upon the 
way hostilities were initiated and the course of the 
war, the Soviets in their major exercises have focused 
on ASW and attacks on carriers, cruisers, and amohib

ious task forces. 

57. Antiwanhip Cavabililie1. Soviet Navy re
sources capable of acting to counter NATO's surface 
naval forces include misSile-equiDt>ed bombers, sub
marines, and surfaee combatants which are SUDDOrted. 
by ocean surveillance sYStems, including ELINT and 
radar satellites and aircraft, for detecting, identifying, 
and tra~lcing potential surface targets. The major 
weakness of the Soviet ocean surveilla.nce system is its 
heavy reliance on electrOnic emissions from t)Otential 

· · targets. When NATO forces imolement emission con
trol (EM CON) conditions, which occur duriitg NATO 
exercises, Soviet surveillance capabilities are linr:>aired. 
sometunes drastically. 

38 

58. •The Soviets have 43 antishio cruise missile 
submarines in their western fleets for deoloyment In 
the Atlantic and European theater area. Four submar
ine-launched antishlo cruise missile (ASCM) systems 
are operational, each . caDBble. o£. delivering either 
Conventional or nuclear . warheads: Deolriyed . units 
Drobablv carry an equal mi,.; o£ high-exoiOsive and · 
nuclea~ warheads. They orobably also carry at least 
two nuclear toroecloes. 

59, In addition to cruise-m~ile submari~es. the 
Soviet western fleets inClude 30 nuclear-DOWered and 
some 59 long-range F-, Z-, and T-class diesel-DOwered 
attack submarines. Most Soviet nuclear attack subma
rines are fast-27 to 32 knots-and; desoite relatively 
high noise "radiation, eould be effective in antiship 
operations.' Soviet long-range · diesel· submarines are 
much slower than the nuclear units. They are particu
larly susceptible to detection when snorkeling, but can · 
remain submerged for extended oeriods. In additio~ 
there are medium- and short-range diesel units which 
would likely be employed in areas closer to the Soviet 
Union. . 

60. The Soviet NavY has some 215 missile-equiooed. 
bomber alrclift ootl()Site NATO for antishlp attaclcs. 
They include about 175 TU-16 Badgers and some .(0 
Backfires. These aircraft carry four tvPes of mlssiles 
with various flight orofdes and speeds and maximum 
ranges of from 80 to about 200 nm (150 to 370 km). 

TC! lltJ'!-19/1 lop &ecrot 
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relatively large and slow-moving by current standards . 
They are highly vulnerable to modem air defenses· 
such as those of well-defended aircraft carrier task 
groups. The improvements .In their missile and elec-
tronic 'warfare systems, however, ha.ve maintained 
them as firstline strike ·aircrafL · . 

61. The introduction of some 40 Baclcfire bombers 
into the Baltic and Black Sea Fleet air forCes to date 
has significantly improved the strike capability of the 
Soviet Navy against NATO surface forces." Because of 
the modern, higher speed air-to-surface missile it 

. carries, i~ variable flight profiles. its maneuverability, 
and its high-speed capabilities. the Backfire has a 
higher. probability of penetrating NATO naval air 
defenses and attacking targets in the open ocean than 
does the Badger. Also, it is far more capable than the 
Badger of crossing potenti~lly hostile land arc:as. such 
as Turkey and Greece, and o~ting o~er the 
Mediterranean. · 

62. In the antiship role, wartime operational consid-
. erations probably . would tend to dictate the · use of . 

BacJcflres for strikes against imi>Orta~t NATO warships 
in certain key areas. These areas would include the 
North Atlantic at least as far south as the Greenland
Iceland-: United Kingdom (G-1-UK) gap, the Nort~ 
Sea, and the Mediterranean. The operational con
straints tending to limit the use of Backfires include 
mission planning allowances for combat maneuvering, 
and requirements for routing around and penetrating 
NATO. air defenses. Aerial refueling could add flexi
bility for the employment of Backfireso however. 

63. The three sOviet western fleets hav~ 14 princi
pal surface combatant ship$ armed with antiship 
cruise missiles. Six of these ships have iong-range (160 
to 300 nm, or 300 to 559 km) missiles. To fire these 
missiles accurately to their maximum range reQuires 
that these ships · obtain external targeting support 
Other Soviet surface combatants oppOsite · NATO 
which are equipped ~ith antiship cruise missiles in
clude some 90 missile patrol boats. Except for the 

· SS-N-2 serieS, all current Soviet antiShlp ~ise ·missiles 
are believed capable of Carrying a nuclear or a 

"Su NIE ll..:J/8-78, Nl£ ll-6-78, and oolume II, clvJpter- II, of 
thu ElUmete /or details of tM dtl/erln6 a1eRCJ ~ o/ tk 
Back/lrt:'• Cdpabt/ltla. 
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.· conventio~al ·~arhead. The surface-tO-air systems 
aboard some 75 Soviet principal . surface combatants 
can also be used. against surface ships. · • · 

64. The Soviet naval air forces opposite NATO have 
in the past few years added some 40 shore-based 
SU-17 Fitter C/0 and some 35 carrier-based YAK-36 
Forger V /SfOL (vertical/short takeoff and landing) 
aircraft which improve their· overall capabilities 
against NATO naval surface forces. There is Insuffi
cient evidence to judge how . the Soviets would use 
either of these aircraft against ships at sea or how 
effective they. might be in wartime. Most Forger 
training thus far has been of the kind useful for attaclcs 
against ships at sea_ The Fitters, however, aU of which 
are based in the Baltic, are probably intended for 
ground attack in support of amphibious operations and 
antiship attacks. 

65. Although the Soviets have a larie inventory of 
ships. submaiines; and aircraft capable of conducting 
attaclcs on NATO ships, the successful aoco~plishment 

· of such strikes under wartime situations depends on a 
variety of fact~rs. Among the mOst significant are: the 
effectiveness of Soviet ocean surveUlance and elec
tronic warfare, the number of launch platfonns avail
able for· antiship ·use, the achievement of strategic or 

. tactical Surprise, and whether nucl~ weai>o~ are 
used by the SoViets or NATO. With.accurate targeting . 
and the use of nu~lear weapc)ns in surprise attacks, the 
SOviet naval forces normally deployed in peacetime 
would constitute a severe threat to NATO carriers and 
amphibious task groups in European waters. Timely 
warning of a Soviet attack. ·however. would allow 
NATO task forces to take action which could enhance 
their survivability. . 

66. Antuubmarine War/are CaJXJhilitiu. In &·. 

NATO-Warsaw · Pact oonflict,-the · Pact's antisub
marine warfare taslcs would be varied and extremely 
difficult. The Pad navies must seek out Western 
ballistic ~issile submarines (SSBNs) and counter West
em attack submarines. ·Attacks on Western SSBNs 
would have t<,> be undertaken in their worldwide . 
patrol and base areaS. The task of countering attack 
submarines would be markedly different for protect· 
ing Pact forces in the approaches to the USSR. on the 
one hand, and for the · protection of Soviet naval 
operations in more distant waters, on the other. 

67. Pact ASW capabilities on the whole are ex· 
tremely limited. The crucial SoViet ·shortcomlngs· are 
lack of long-range submarine ~etection· devices. ·the 
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68. The f~r~ -~~~sit~, NATO. ~hi~h:,·~~~- ~~t~··.·_.; _···:·;_.. ...·-· .. · ·,··· .. :·:_ . .. · · ·· 
·capable of ASW operation~ beyond co~tal waters 
include about 50 Soviet principal surface combatants,•) 
30 nuclear-power.ed torpedo attack submarines, and 
about 45 fixed-wing ASW aircraft.•• The 16 ships with 
h~licopters (those of the . Kiev, Moskva, Kara, and. 
Kresta-11 classes) and the Krivak frigates are eQuipped 
with long-range (15 to 30 nm, or 28 to 56 km) ASW 
weapons. Only the Kiev- and Moslcva~lass units com
bine these features with a long-range (typically less 
than 10 nm) active sonar and more than one-helicop
ter. Soviet ASW helicopters, however. are limited in 
their ASW operatioru at night and in bad weather. 

69. Other Soviet forces ~pposite NATO-desig
nated primarily for coastal ASW-are much more 
numerous, but their individual capabilities are gener
ally. poorer. These include about 155 minor surf~ce 

.. ·combatants with:sonan,_about 45 short- and 'medium-. 
range diesel subminines, nearly 60 short-range fixed
wing ASW aircraft, an·d about 100 shore-based ASW 
helicopters. In addition, the Polish, the East German, 
and, to a lesser degree, the Bulgarian and Romanian 
Navies have a variety of units which are trained for 
coastal ASW defense and are being integral~ into the 
combined Pact fleets in the Baltic and Black Seas. 

70. The Quietness of Wes.tem submarines. the tech
nical characteristics of the Pact equipment, and Pact 
signal-processing capabilities combine in most cases to. 
resJr.ict ·severely the ranger . . 

_Jat which Western su'o-marines· carl' be detected. 
Locating data could be provided at greater ranges 
through .deteetion of periscopes or other m~ts with . 
surface search radars (especially in low sea states) or 
through HF/DF (high-frequency dir~tion £inding).o£ 
radio transmiSSiOns in ~he cases in which they occur. 

71. In waters beyond. the Pact's coastal regions, 
Soviet shiPS and 5ubmarines. including those best 

. . 

•• Ships of the Kiev, Moskva, Kresta-11, Kara, Kubin, Mod-Kashln, 
and Krlvalc clas$cs. 

" 11.-38 Ma~ and.. TU-1-U Bear-F"s. Chapter II of oolu~N II 
outllnu dt//erlng ttgencv ~ on the combat radtcu of the TU· 
142 &tJr·F Long-range ASW ctrcnz/t. 

J 
· 72. Nevertheless, there are situations, particularly 

in their own coastal waters and ocean areas over which 
they have temporary control in which Pact ASW. 
forces might be able to prevent NATO submarines 
from disrupting lcey maritime operations. Soviet and 
combined Pact amphibious and convoy exercises. often 
include substantial numbers of units employed as ASW 
screening forces. and in wartime such tactics could 
well be effective-especially in areas accessible to 
Soviet air forces. or in operations against the less 
capable N A fo submarine forces. 

73. Capabilitie• for &ercuinc Sea Control in 
· the Sea A.pproache•. to the Soviet. Union. In theater. 

hostilities in Europe, a high-priority task of the Pact 
navies would be to ensure that their sea approaches 
were secure and open to Pact use. Pact strategy calls 

· for establishing sea ccintrol in the Norwegian and 
Barents Seas· and in the closed ~the Baltic and 
Black Seas-thus denyiog these waters to the enemy. 
The Pact navies maintain the bulle of their n~val forces 
in these areas, including sc:ime principal combatants. . 
and large numbers of smaller combatants. submarines. 
and ASW aircraft· These forces continue to receive. 
new ships with the latest attack and air defense 
missil~ sonars, torpedoes, and mine-warfare eQuiP.. 
ment. They can be supported by fighter and attack 
aircraft of the Soviet Air Defense Forces and Frontal 
Aviation. The Pact has also co~centrated coastal de
fense missile and artillery batteries to defend ports, 
bases, and otlrercritica.J facilities. 

74. In addition to using the forces described above 
to attack approaching NATO naval forces. the Pact 
would probably lay defensive minefields, particularly 
In key areas.· Although there is little specific evidence 
from exercises or military writings, the large number 
of ships for miffing-as.' well ·as the submarines and· 
aircraft capable of laying mines-suggests that the 
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.. -'considerable scale. Additionally, naval exercises indiA equivalent of fou'r naval infantry regime~ts totaling. :.·· . 
cate that the Pdct expects to conduct countermlne some 8,000 meri.· Although. the Polish and EaSt Cerl .=: .:~>;.:· 
operation; against NATO mining in approaches to .'man Navies are caPa.ble of transporting less than half . , .... 
Pact countries. of their assault trooi>s iri.i.:'single Urt, turnaround time .· '· : 

75. Cavabiliti~• j~/E~~rcising S~a Denial in 
NATO Sea Line• of Communication. In wartime, 
the Soviets probably would. attempt some sea denial 
operations in NATO's sea lines of communication by 
attacking noncombatant ships-merchant vessels and 
naval auxiliaries-on the high seas., striking ports and 
harbors, and mining heavily traveled wa~ers. The 
extent of the commitment of forces to an interdiction 
effort ~ould depend o~ a number of factors such as 
the emphasis on operations against carriers. amphi~ 
ious ships. imd ~BNs; the course of the conflict; the 
level at which it is initiated; Soviet expectations as to 
the degree and pace of escalation; and the extent of 
Pact and NATO mobilization. See the inset on pages 
42 and~ for a discussion of differing agency views of 
Soviet intehtions and capabilities for exercising sea 
denial in NATO's sea lines of communication. 

76. Amvhibiou1 Cavabilitie•. The Soviets have 
some 6,000 men in their Naval Infantry forces op~ 

:site NATO. The basic ~nit is the. na~al rifle regiment,· 
totaling about 1,900 men in three infantrv.battalions, ·a 
tank battalion, and supporting units. Three regiments 
have been identified, one in each weStern fleet area. 
The Naval Infantry depends heavily on its tanlcs and 
armored vehicles, but is constituted ·primarily for 
mobility rather than for firepower. Its taslcs are to 
spearhead amphibious assualts against mainland and 
island beachheads and to attack in the rear of enemy 
formations-in both ~ in Jupport of the ground · 
campaign. In some cases. Naval Infantry units would 
be immediately reinforced from the -sea by ground 
forces trained for f~llowup amphibious landings. 

77. The amphibious elements of NSWP countries 
would be available to augment the Soviet Naval 
Infantry forces. In the Black Sea area. the combined 
strength of the Soviet, Bulgarian, and Romanian am
phibious forces total sopte 4,400 men. However, the 

·Bulgarian and Romanian elements are not nearly as 
well trained as their Soviet counterparts and do not 
have sufficient lift capacity to car:rv all of their men 
and equipment in a single assault operation. These 
countries do not usually engage in combined amphi~ 
ious exercises with the Soviets. In the Baltic, however, 
where large combined operations recently have oc-

41 

for subsequent lifts could be rapid. 

78. Control of the airspace over an amphibious 
landing area in Europe would be ~ prerequisite .for 
establishing a beachhead. BecaUse the majority of 
likely Warsaw Pact amphibious objectives would be 
within the range of Soviet or East European airfields, 
land-based tactical aircraft could be made available'to 
support . the assault forces. The Soviet Fitter· C/D 
regiment in the Baltic Fleet Air Force and some 50 
MIG-17 Fresco aircraft of the Polish Navy probably 
would support amphibious operations in the Baltic 
Sea. 

Theater Nuclear Forces 

79. Pact nuclear weapons which could be employed 
in a 'theater war against NATO are of two distinct 
types: tactical nuclear weapons in the hands of Soviet 
general purpose forces and Soviet strategic nuclear 
weapons. (See table ;J.) 

Table 3 

Warsaw Pact Theater Nuclear Forces 
Opposite NATO 

January 1979 

Sovic:t . NSWP 

Tactical forces: a 
Aircraft 2,505 135 
Missile launehen 8:;() 310 
Artillery . 288 

Stntedc forces: b 

Land-based missile launchers .f9()..5()6C 

· Long Range A viatlon bombers 525 
Submarine-launched ballistic. 

missiles 33 

Total 

2.~ 
1.160 

288 

490-508 
525 

33 

• Includes Soviet and East £uropeaa forces In the non-Soviet 
Warsaw Pact (NSWP) countries (East Germany, Poland, Czechoslo
vakia. Hunpry. Romania. and Bulcaria) and Soviet forces In the 
Baltic. Belorussf.an. Carpathian. Lenlacrad, Odessa, Kiev, North 
Caucasus, and Transcaucuus Military Dlstrlctl oE tLc USSR. 

b Includes only those Soviet &tntc:cle forces for periDbcnJ strike 
whkb are chiefly Intended for use aplnst NATO. 

c Rance rdlects uncertainty about the opetlltlonal status of two 
~20 bases. 
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Successful( attacks on noncombatant ships at sea would 
depend ocimarily on the availability and capability of Soviet 
attack submari~es for this mission. The combat radii of 
Soviet ASM-equioDed naval aircraft \1/0uld rule out their 
use-if operating out of Soviet bases-over most of the 
length of the more southerly sea lanes to Great Britain and 
France. They have some capability near Great Britain. but 
unless air defenses there were destroyed, such strikes could 
be mor.e costly than the expected resull5 might warrant. 

The Soviel5 currently maintain an active inventory of 
about 180 cruise-missile and torpedo attack submarines in 
their western fleets. or these, the some 115 long-range uniu 

. based In the Northern Fleet. the only neet In the western 
. USSR with largely unrestricted access to the North Atlantic 
sea lanes, form a potential strike force for Interdiction. The 
deman<h placed on resources by the Soviet Navy's other 
missions would limit the number of submarines available for 
Interdiction because large numbers of 5o\1et naval forces 
would have to be devoted to controlling the Baltie,Sea, the 
Black Sea, and ~uch of the Norwegian Ses, as weD as their ' 
aoDroaches, against Incursion by Western carriers, amphib
ious forces. and submarines, and because a portion of the 
Soviet attack submarine force probably would be committed 
to operations aialnst NATO naval bases and In the open 
ocean . .- . . . , ..... 

There i5 disagreement within the Intellicence Community 
concerning the extent, emphasis, and timing of the interdlc

. lion camoaign. Some believe • that the Soviel5 would com· 
·mit some of their submarine fleet to an interdiction cam· 
palgn, but not a large portion unless they had earlier 
defeated NATO carrier and amphibious fo~ without 
losing many of their submarines. Others believe 1o that the 
Soviets would reprd Interdiction of US relnforcemenu to 
Europe ·to be of such slgnlflcanoe and their submarine 
invento~ of su££lclent. sh:e ·to warrant use of substantial 
numbers of attack ·submarines In this effort while still 
accomplishing their other missions. 

Those holding the fanner view ·believe that the Soviets 
would be deterred from seriously trying to exploit the West's 

• ~ loDIUn of tM ftrrt Nlo - tM Cntnd lnlcll~ ~ 1M 
f}(r«:f«, Hctfoncl Seco.titv A-. c..J 1M ~. But.u of laullc.mce 
c..J ~..or.. l)qcrtlrWftl of Slcu. J1w f)(r«:t« of liSA fwd- 6cl~ew~ 
tloat 1M nkttt crwl tU8te. of c "~ ap:IMt- llna of -ICIIJ· 
,..,. If llzr6Cif -no~~ uwl tloct, Iii • ~ c:rc.c.. _,_ d.. 
""'- Cl "' .no.u Joc.bc, ,,.. .rti'IICtt- o/ Mknilctfq - ,_ *' 
.J- ofc -Jrkf ~ vp. 

• rM MIUra o/ tt.. -Joe..- tloc Dwcuw, 04-Ia~ 
~. c..J IM Dfuc~t~r"of Ncl>GIIaull~ ~_,of tM H_,. 
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dependence on long sea lines of communication unless 
attrition-or Western strategy-reduced the threat from 
NATO's nuclear strike and projection forces. According to 
this view, the presence of NATO carriers in or near area.s 
like the Norwegian and Mediterranean Seas would cau:;e the 
Soviets to commit large forces in counteraction, heavy losses 
would rc:Sult, and the Soviels would lack the submarines to 
engage simultaneously in strong antirleet and antishipping 
ooerations. Those holding the latter view believe that the 
timing and extent of Soviet interdiction operations deoend 
more upon the disoosilion and tactics of NATO naval forces 
and upon Soviet intentions and expectations as to the course 
of the conflict. than upon the prior achievement of other 
naval tasla. Acx:ording to this view, circumstances such as an 
early stalemate in Central Eurooe or a NATO decision not to 
deoloy carrier and amDhiblous forces lmmediately into the 
Norwegian Sea would lead t~ Soviets to mount a wbstantlal 
Interdiction dfoit during the early phase of a conflict when 
NATO would be convoying critical war material, Including 
elemenl5 of US divisions and their equipment, to Europe. 

There are also disagreements over Soviet capabilities to 
execute an interdiction campaign. irresoectlve of the Soviet 
commitment to interdiction. These disagreements stem from 

. different judgmenl5 and interpretations of evidence regard· 

. .ing: torpedo loads, reolenlshinent ~pportunlties, turnaround 
time, transit distance, combat attrition, and target 
infonnation . 

-Torpedo Loads. According to the first view, Soviet 
naval strategy stresses the likelihood of a short nuclear 
war and the imDOrtance of striking a Few high-value 
targets. The torpedo capacities of Soviet wbmarlnes 
are c:onststent with this stratecv, but would severdy. 
limit the number of attacb against merchant ships tbe 
wbmarines 'could . make while on station during an 
Interdiction campaign. Soviet cruise missile subma· 
rines, which constitute nearly one-third of the USSR's 
fleet of long-range general purpose_ submarines. cars 

!:;:freloads. C . . ·' 

· J The seoond 

view holds that the Soviet long-rana:e "attack subma
. rtnes most likely to participate ln such a campaign 

(principally the N~ F-dus, and· T -das:s) dearly 

. .;..----.:- ---
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car..Y s,_;f£icient torpedoes to conduct a significant 
number of altacks on We$tern shipping. Additionally, 
the Fding of lndivi4ual submarines wouid be contin
gent on assigned missions; s-ubmarine$ would not neces
sarily have a mi~t of diHere~t weapon types in wartime 
as is customary in peacetime. 

- -Replenishment Opporlunilies, The- First view holds 
that Soviet submarine$ would have-to return to home 
waters for resupply, that Soviet naval support shios 
pro~blv would not operate outside Sovi~t-conlrolled 
waters because they would be vulnerable to attack, and 
that any Soviet mer~hant ships at sea when war began 
probably would not be available by the time the 
submarine$ e~thausted their torpedoes. According to 
the second view, Soviet long-range attack submarines 
can operate for periods of weeks without having to 
refuel and, conceivably, eould take on fuel from Pact 
merchant ships, and an individual submarine would 
probably have. suffident time to attacl:: its targets 
before having to return to base for torpedo reloading. 

-Turnaround Time. All agree that Soviet submarines 
would have to spend some time in port between 
patrols. The first group believes it might be as long as 
25 days, which was the German experience in World 
War II. The- second believes the time could be <:Om
pressed to less tha"n- 25 ·d~ys: es~ially in a- t>Criod oF 
intense conflict. 

-Transit Distance. Holders of the first view believe that 
the efFectiveness of Soviet submarines- would be im· 
paired by ·the distanCe between the Northern Fleet 
submarine bases and the North Atlantic sea lanes. They 
point out that, if NATO convoys were routed south
ward to reduse the danger from Pact aircraft. Soviet 
submarines would have to travel 2,500 to 3,500 nm; 
nuclear-powered submarines traveling at 12 knots _ 
JNOUld spend about 22 days In a round trip (6,000 nm) 
to the sea lanes, while diesels averaging 5 l::nots would 
spend 54 days in transit The others note that, despite 
the long transit distances, Soviet long-range attaclc 
submarines have the range to· undertake patrols in the 
North Atlantic sea lanes of sufficient duration to have 
ample opportunity to attack a number of Western 
ships. 

- Combat Attrition, All agree that Soviet iubmarines 
based In- the Northern Fteet would have to travel 
through the Norwegian Sea and the C-1-UK gap, areas 
which favor NATO-ASW efforts, and tha~ even-when 
these submarines are vn station, their operating areas 
would be c:Ontinuously within range of NATO's land-

based ASW aircraft, as well as of other ASW p(at
fornu. The first view ls that the ~ultant-- combat 

- attrition would be prohibitive. The second b that, . 
although Soviet submarines would be particularly open 
to allaclc by Western ASW forces at several points, this 
threat would be reduced by Soviet attacks against 
NATO ASW aircraft and bases, on SJCINT facilities, 
and on facilities of the US sound surveillance system 
(SOSUS}. -

-Target lnrormation. Th~ first g-roup believes that it 
would be difficult for attack submarin~ to identify 
high-value ships in ocean traffic containing many shjps 
of low value. This group notes that, under North 
Atlantic combat and weather conditions, attacks on 

. merchant ships would be likely to result In little more · 
than random success at destroying ships loaded with 
military cargoes Instead of ships loaded with civilian 
Industrial or other goods. The seeond group Judges that 
the Soviets probably would have clandestine reporting, 
including detailed lnforp1ation on . cargoes and dtlp 
departure times, as wdl as locating data !rom t~hnieal 
collection, indudi~ radar and ELINT ocean recon
naissance satellites and long-range HF /DF. According 
to thls view, the combination of these assets would 
likely provide the intelligence necessary to direct 
attacks on the more valuable convays and-with great- . 
er difficulty-individual ships.· -

All agree that, in a eohv~ntional war,_ the Soviets ~ld 
attempt to disrupt port operations in Western Europe by a 
bombing oHenslve. The large and repetitive bombing attacks 
necessary for such an offensive would reduce the availability 
of aircraft for other missions. Most bomben would be 
reauired for the battle for air superiority and the desfruction 
of NATO nuclear delivery systems. Thus the Pact would 
probably commit few bo~bers against ~rt facilities early I~ 
a· war. If the Pact· achieved air superiority In Western 
Europe, and I( a large part of its bomber force remained, a 
systematic bombi~ campaign against ports could be lnltlat· 
ed. In a theater nuClear war, the Soviets also would Interdict 
shipping bv missile and air strikes on ports in Western 
Europe and; In an intercontinental war, those in North 
America as well. 

Pact Intentions for using mines to Interdict merchant _ 
shipping are not dear. While some Soviet submarines may 
have a wartime mission to lay mines In restricted waten such 
as In the approaches to a few key NATO ports, they would 
not have the capability to _mirie Iar-Ke areal! of the North 
Atlantic littoral densely and sUD perform other missions. 
Soviet surface ships and alra~ft would be unable to lay a'nd
replenlsh mlnefields efrectively In· areas of NATO ak. 
superiority. 

. . 
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·so. Since the late.i 1960s the taCtical· nuclear forces 
esPecially have experienced important changes !n both 
size and capabilities. (See £igure 13.) These changes . 
have included: 

- Significant increases in the inventory of tactical 
nuclear delivery systems in Eurot)C. The expan
sion · has already included about a one-third 
increase in the number of. tactical surface-to-sur
face missile launchers and a tripling of nuclear 
delivery aircraft in Central Europe since 1970. 

- Increases in the number of tactical nuclear weaP
ons the Soviets plan to use in Central Europe. 
Nuclear weapons aUocations[_. . 

· J critical Central 
· Front have tripled. 

- Increases in the warhead yields of tactical sur
face- to-surface missiles. The motivation for the 
larger yields is .unclear. but the ~ets may 

. perceive a reQuirement for greater areas of de
st:-uction to compc;nsate .for th~ relatively poor 

· accuracy of their current missile systems and ~he 
Jack of timely. accurate reconnaissance data on 

·. small. mo\)ile ~rge~ . . 

- Development and deployment of a new genera· 
tion of tactical nuclear delivery systems with 
characteristics superior to those of their predeces
sors. Newer models of Soviet tactical aircraft 
have ·greatly improved range and payload capa
biliti~. and more effective tactical surface-to
surface missiles are being deployed. 

81. The Soviets have a variety of tactical nuclear 
delivery systems in their ground and tactical air forces · 
deployed opposite NATO. Nuclear weapons are also 
carried by many of the Soviet Navy's general purpose 
shiPs, submarines, and aircraft .. The Soviets have given 
their East European allies reasOn to believe that they 
will be provided nuclear weapons In wartime. The 

. NSWP national commands. particularly the P~llsh and 
Czechoslovak commands, evidently train and plan for 
the ·eventuaHty .th,!l they will reoeiv~ nuclear war-
heads in ~artime.. L · 

I In addition.. we have Informa
tion that NSWP wa"f'P'tans may· include p~ures for 
the transfer of Soviet nud~r· warheads to· -NSWP. 
missile units. Thw, while we have no 'direct evidence 
regarding Soviet intentions, we judge that NSWP 

Warsaw Pact Tactical Nuclear 
Forces Opposite NATO, 
1969 and 1979 

3,000 

1969 1979 

SR6!!1 loft 8U 

Fig~tte 13 

Nuclear· 
Capable 
Artillery 
Pieces 
1979 

tactical aircraft and missiles, as shown in table 3, are 
likely to be used for nu~lear operations in Europe. 

: 82. . Tactical Alrcra/t •. Numerically, ·the most . im- . 
portant nuclear delivery systems in Eastern Europe 
are Soviet tactical aircraft. Virtually all Soviet fighter
bomber units in Eastern Europe conduct training and 
exercise activities which indicate a mission of deJiver
ing nuclear bombs.' /u of 1975. however, only about 
onC:.third of the pilots in these Soviet units were 
Qualified by Soviet standards to drop nuclear bombs. 
We expect that the number of Soviet tactical air units 
in the USsR which have nuclear ~issions will increase 

. as the. Soviets coritlnue ·to reequip units with new, · 
nuclear-capable aircraft. The role of Frontal Aviation 
for delivering tactical nuclear weapons is expanding. c . . . 

·:J 
83. Tactical Mlaaile•. Ground force nuclear deliv

ery systems consist malnly of the FROC, Scud. and 
Scale board missiles. The Soviets have 31 FROC. battal

j ons with some 124 launchers and 11 Scud brigades 
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e· 
with 150 launchers in Eastern Europe. They have 
another 65 FROG battalions (260 launchers) and 20 

··.-Scud brigades.f240 launchers) in their military districts" 
~· ~pposite NATO. The Scud has a range of about 300 

- k'm and the FRbG about 70 km. No Scaleboard 
launchers {900-km range) are-believed to be located in 
Eastern Europe; but we estimate that six Scaleboard 
units with 72 launchers are part of the forces in the 
USSR earmarked for use against NATO. NSWP forces 
have 310 FROG and Scud laun'chers. 

84. The Soviets are improving the quality of their 
tactical ballistic missile forces. The SS-21, a new 
missile (range 120 to 130 km) roughly comparable to 
the US Lance, is now with at least one division in the 
western USSR. It offers major improvements in range 
and accuracy over the FROG, which it is reolacing.17 

The SS-21 evidently has a cluster-munition warhead in 
addition to the standard nuclear, chemical, and con
ventional high-explosive warheads. A cluster-munition 
warhead would significantly improve .the SS-2l's util
ity during conventional warfare against soft targets 
such ·as personnel and equipment in the· open or 
NATO air defense and electronics installations. The 
SS-22, a replacement missile for the Scaleboard, be
came operational last year and probably has already 
been issued to some Scaleboard units in the USSR. It is 
·similar to. the Scale board missile in .range capability, 
but ·probably has improved accuracy and warheads. 

85. Nuclear Artilleru. The Soviets have 250 to 300 
nuclear-capable artillery pieces in their forces in the 
western USSR. NuClear-capable 203-mm self-pro
pelled gun howitzers and 240-mm self-propelled mor
tars have been identified in two heavy artillery units 
there. Five other heavy artillery units there are 
equipped with obsolete 203-mm and 240-mm weap
ons. No Soviet heavy artillery .units have been identi· 
fied outside the USSR. A few exercises in East Ger-

. - ·· . many, however, have had notio~al allocation of 
203-mm. nuclear rounds yielding 2 and 5 kt and 
240-r,nm rounds with yields of 5 kt. These exercises 
suggest that nuclear artillery units may be introduced 
into Soviet forces in East Germapy eventually. There 

" The aocuracy of the SS-21 is estimated as a circular error 
probable {CEP) of 200 to 300 meters at two-thirds the muimum 
range of 120 to 130 kilometers. This is a significant increase in 
accuracy over the FROC-7, with a CEP of 400 meters at two-thirds 
the maximum range of 70 kilometers. CEP is a conventional index 
of accuracy defined as the radius of the circle. centered on the 
intended target with In which there l.s a 50-percent probability that 
an arriving missile warhead will fall. 

is no reliable evidence . that the Soviets have nuclear 
rounds for their 152-mm artillery pieces-the largest 
now in the forces in Central Europe. 

86. Naval Forces. All fleets in the Soviet Navy are 
also equipped with nuclear-capable weapon systems 
for use in theater warfare. Virtually all of the USSR's 
operational submarines carry at least two nuclear 
torpedoes, and at least half of the missiles aboard 
Soviet cruise-missile submarines are equipped with 
nuclear warheads. This loading reflects the Soviet 
belief that, although war could begin conventionally in 
Europe, i"t would be fought under constant threat of 
escalation to the use of nuclear weapons. For example, 
the theater-dedicated submarines in the Northern 
Fleet, loaded with their normal complement of con
ventional and nuclear weapons, alone would carry 
collectively about 400 tactical nuclear warheads. 

87. Soviet Nuclear Weapons Storage Sites in 
Eastern Eurooe. There are 23 Soviet storage sites in 
Eastern Europe at least some of which almost certainly 
contain nuclear weapons. Eleven of them are located 
at Soviet tactical airfields, and 12 are isolated instal]a. 
tions for the storage of warheads for tactical missiles 
and roc.kets. (See figure 14.) We do not believe that the 
NSWP countrie,s operate or control any of the nuclear 

.. ~torage sites in -Eastern _Europe. 

88. Depending on the type stored and storage prac
tice, the storage sites in Eastern Europe could hold a 
total of 370 to 1,070 tactical nuclear bombs, and 1,700 
to 2,900 FROG and Scud warheads. Missile warhead 
storage capacity in Central Europe appears adequate, 
provided the higher estimates of capacity are correct, 
but bomb storage capacity appears to be insufficient to 
satisfy the requirements for tactical nuclear operations 
[ · , J The 
Soviets are estimated to have storage capacity for only 
200 to 505 nuclear bombs in East Germany, 70 to 185 
in Poland, and 30 to 95 in Czechoslovakia. They 
probably plan to move additional bombs and war· 
heads into the forward area from the numerous 
tactical nuclear weapons storage sites in the western 
USSR before or during hostilities. We have identified 
bunkers at 12 Soviet tactical airfields in Eastern 
Europe which may be intended for nuclear bomb 
storage during a crisis or in wartime. Although these 
facilities do not appear to be active in peacetime, they 
probably could be readied within hours to receh e 
nuclear bombs transf~rred from the USSR. 
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_ Soviet Peripheral ~trike Forces 11 
. ~ . 

89. EleffiFnls of all the Soviet stra_tegic attack · 
forces-Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF), Long Range · 
Aviation (LRA), and the Soviet Navy-have the mis
sion of carrying out nuclear strikes against NATO 
targets. These include 490 to 508 medium- and inter
mediate-range ballistic missiles (SS-4 MRBMs and SS.S 
and SS-20 IRBMs), 525 LRA bombers (Badger, Blind
·er, and Backfire), and 11 ballistic missile submarines 
(C-class and H-class). Only a relatively small· portion 
of Soviet ICBMs and ·modern ballistic missile subma
rines is likely to be used to strike targets in NATO 
Europe, and the ISO strike-configured Bear and Bison 

:bOmbers in LRA are intended mainly for intercontin
ental missions. 

90 . . For strategic forces the most significant devel
opments have been the deployment of the Backfire 
bombe~- and the SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic 
missile. The Backfire is well suited for the peripheral 
strike mission and greatly improves the-payload and 
penetration capabilities of Soviet bomber forces tar
geted against NATO. The mobile SS-20 force. when 
fully deployed, will have greater survivability and 
destructive oower than the present peripheral missile 
force; We exPect that eventually the sS-20_ will replace 
the Soviets' .older SS-4 and SS-5 peripheral missiles and . 
that, by the early 1980s, it will be the mainstay of the 
land-based ballistic missile force for peripheral use. 

Forces for Chemical Warfare 

91. The Soviets have had a broad-based R&D pro
gram for chemical warfare (CW) since World War U, 
and they remain in the forefront in CW technical 
knowledge. Pact forces generally are well eQuipped 
and trained to operate in a CBR environment. Pact 
ground forces have a variety of systems capable of 
delivering chemical agents which would enable them 
to cover large areas of the combat zone from the 
forward edge of the battle area to at least 300 

. kilometers beyond. Aird~opped .munitions provide_ the 
potential for large-scale strikes against NATO, espe
cially against enemy nuClear delivery targets. Naval 
weapon systems· also provide a theater chemical war
fare capability against ship$ at sea. points of embarka
tion, forward storage sites, and amphibious landing 
operations. · 

. . 
•• A detailed description o£ the deL'liovmc:nt pattenu and technical 

· characteristics of these systems b contained In NIE 11-6-78. Soc4t 
Strdt~t(c Foreu /or Peripheral Attock. and In volume 11. chaplen 
If, IV, and V ol this Estimate. 

92. No facilities in Warsaw· Pact oountries have" · · · .. :.:· 
been postively identified as currently producing-toxic ·.·· ; ~/
CW agents in militarily significant Quantities, ·al--.. :_ .. ,.-_.. , 
though several in the USSR and in some· NSWP · .. · .. ~::' _. . 
countries have historical association with cw agent ;- .- ._, •. ·_. 
production and may still be engaged in this.activitY'::C ·~ ·:!.::::·:, 
The nature of cw· agent production is such that · · . .- ~ 
postive identification of production facilities within a~ · . · ·:·;:> 
industrial chemical complex is virtually impossible 
without knowledgea\>le human sources: 

93. There is no Question that the·Soviets and some 
East Europeans either have produced or are capable of 
prOdQcing toxic agents, inasmuch as their chemical 
plants are already handling most of the raw materials 
required to produce theSe agents. We believe that the 
Soviet chemical industry can easily handle production 
sufficient to maintain current Soviet reserves of bulk 
chemical agents, plus_· whatever additional QU~ntities 
are r«~uired to replace agents consumed by training 
and deterioration. The Quantities involved are rela-
tively small and ' large-scale production of agents 
would not be necessary. 

94. At the present time there are 10 major installa
tions in the. USSR believed to be associated with the 
storage of cw to~ic' agents. fill~ . muniti~rls. or bOth. . .. 
A· lade of evidence i>reclu.des determining the size or 
composition of the Soviet CW agent stockpile, howev-
er. Because we know that the Soviets have developed a 
range of toxic agents and delivery systems; and tactical 
doctrine for. their use, and because we have fragmen
tary evidence on some field depots for ·chemical 

. storage, we do nof doubt that they have operational 
stocks. including some in Eastern Europe. We beUev'e 
these Include· nerve agents such as CB (sarin) and CD 
(thickened and unthiclcened soman), as well as older 
types of agents such as hydrogen cyanf~e. mustard. 
and the mustard-lewisite mixture!. Research relating to 
incapacitating agents, ~uch as the hallucinogen BZ·and 
agents closely related to it, is also continuing, but there 
is no evidence that any agents of this type are 
stockpiled. 

Forces for Electronic Warfare 

95. In the Soviet concept. electronic ~are Is a 
fundamental part of overall planning and must be 
integrated into all phases of combat operations. In ~ . 
early 1970s, a radioelectronic combat (REC) depart
ment was created within the Staff of the Combi~ed 
Armed Forces of the Pact to promote electronic 

47 
----+op -secret 



I 
· I 

I 
·r 
. i 
i 

j' 
.I 
I. 

I 

I 
l 
I 

l 
I 

II 
' I 

' I 
I 

. ·j· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·I 
i 

DECLASSIFIED Authority NND 95 7 358 • • 

~ ;- : 

warfare and to ensure standardization of equipment . ~ . 
and procedurF. among the Pact armies. REC depart· 
ments were also created within the Soviet General 
Staff and in some of the military districts opposite 
NATO. By the mid-1970s, REC staffs patterned after 
the Soviet model had also been established in the East 
German, Czechoslovak, Polish, and Hungarian forces. 

96. Over the past decade the Soviets have initiated 
a broad series of programs to modernize and expand 
their already significant offensive and defensive capa
bilities for REC in the Eurol)ean theater. Some of 
these programs ~re still at an early stage of develop
ment, however, and will not be completed before the 
mid-to-late 1980s. In addition, the Pact is seeking to 
improve the .- organization, procedures, and l)erfor· 
mance of REC units, and the abilities of Pact ground, 
air, and naval forces to Ol)erate under jamming 
conditions. 

97. Pact ground force elements for REC include 
SIGINT collection units and active jamming units. 
SIGINT units ·are found at division, a~y. and front 
level, whereas jamming units are found only ·at the 
front level but may be assigned to army commands to · 
support specific operations. · In the · Soviet air forces ·. 

·opposite NATO, transport and combat ai~craft have · 
been_ specially equipped to conduct electronic warfare 
missions. The Soviet· Navy has deployed. electronic 
collection and jamming equipment on combatants,· 
intelligence collection ships, and naval aircraft 

98. We are unable to determine the extent to which 
the equipment of Pact jamming units meet Soviet 
standards, but the Soviets have stated that production 
of newer systems is lagging. The bulk of the jamming 

· eq~ipment currently deployed represents technology 
of the 1950s and the early 1960s. More modem · 
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equipment first appeared in the early 1970s, but 
representative models or this more advanced· eQ\.iip. 
ment arc only now appearing in the Pact, primarily in 
Soviet units. Several types of new equipment will not 
be deployed fully until the mid-I980s. While the 
Soviets. do not have suHicient jamming equipment to 
support electronic warfare on the scale called for in 
their doctrine, even selective use could be a problem 
for NATO. . 

Warsaw· Pact logistics 

99. Warsaw Pact ex~rcises, classified 'writings, and 
other evidence indicate that the Pact is planning 
logistic support for a series of short campaigns of high 
intensity, involving the rapid achievement of a break· 
through and advance to strategic objectives in the 
NATO rear. Warsaw Pact logistic planning factors are 
evidently based on Soviet World War II experience, 
and updated· in accordance with changes in tacti~, 
force structure, and equipment Our information in 
this regard dates from the early 1970s. We have no 
way to judge the soundness of these Pact plan~ing 
factors in a future war as they relate to the attrition 
rates for equipment and the consumption rates of · 
exDCndables. such ·as ainmu~iition. [ · · . · · · 

1 O.ur estimateS of the levels of Pact ground and 
air ammunition and POL supplies are based on calcu
lations of the capacities of identified storage facilities, 
adjusted to take loading factors into account. These 
calculations and a discussion of Soviet naval logistic 
capabilities are contained in volume II, chapter II, of 
this Estimate.'• 

· "Vol11me ll ·a&o outllnu dtfferinf ll~eftCII *"" on tM Poet'• 
wartime perronnel r~t pnu:tlcu. 
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PART C 

... : 

j WARSAW PACT STRATEGY FOR INITIAL 

CONVENTIONAL OPERATIONS AGAINST. NATO 

100. In this part of volume I we summarize our 
understanding of Warsaw Pact .command and control 
and of likely Pact obiectives and operations during the 
initial conventional phases of a war with NATO. 
Volume II of the Estimate contains additional, sup
porting intelligence information and judgments, and 
our estimates of the likely allocation of Pact forces to · 
campaigns in Central Europe, against NATO's flanks, 
and in the North Atlantic. 

101. .. We do not have access to the Pact's w~r plans, 
but we ean deduce their general nature, at least for the · 
opening ohases o{· a war, from military exercises, from 
Pact writings on military tactics and strategy, and · 
from the current.disDOSition of Pact forces. The USSR 
has developed contingency plans for military oper
ations on all Pact land .frontiers. Our information on 
Soviet concepts for military operations is best for 

· offensive operations that would be directed against 
NATO, especially in Central Europe. The. Soviets 
clearly ex~t centrai ·Europe· to be the .decisive are~a · 
in a ~ar with NATO and assign it the highest priority 
in the allocation of military manpower and 
equipment. 

102.. We have ~nsidered. the question of whether 
the Soviets could rely on their Warsaw Pact allies to. 
particioate willingly and effectively in hostilities 
against NATO and have concluded. that no categorical 
answer ls possible. The extent of reliability in non
Soviet WarSaw Pact countries would depend chiefly 
uoon the circumstances under which NSWP for~ 
became engaged fn war with NATO. The period of 
tension before ·hostilities would allow the Soviets . to 
manipulate ~oular attitudes and political leaders. In 
addition, the Pact's mobilization would be set ·in 
motion a~d lu momentum· would carry military preP. 
arations forward. Refusal on the part of an NSWP 
country to participate at this stage could be.dealt with 
by force. In sum, the East Europeans would feet they 
had little choice but to fight· on behalf of the Pact. 

Warsaw Poet Command ond Control 

103. The Warsaw Pact's success in achieving its 
wartime objectives would depend on its ability to 
control and coordinate multinational, joint-service op
erations of great complexity. In peacetime, -the War·
saw Pact headquarters does not control the armed 
forces of member states. Each state controls its armed 
fo.rces through its national command authority, which 

.is made. up of key party, government, and military 
leaders. Operational control of national forces is exer
cised by each countrv•s general staff. Overall Pact 
defense planning is coordinated among Pact members, 
but the process ls clearly Soviet dominated. Establish
ment of the Pact .wartime command system is not 
automatiC. It entails authoritative ·release of forces 
from national control and their subordination to the 
Pact's high command. Political and militarY consulta
tions between senior Pact leaders would be necessary 
to coordinate preparations for war. 

· · i04. The ultimate authofity for the direction of the. 
Soviet military rests with the Politburo. The wartime 
role of the Politburo is unclear, but its involvement as 
a group would probably be limited to only the most 
crucial decisions. A subset of the Politburo, the De
fense Counci~ establishes .military policy and makes 
fundamen.tal decisions regarding the employ.ment of 
military forces. We believe that th~ Defense Cou.ncil 
would form the nucleus o£ a largely civilian national 
defense command organ. This body would consider all 
defense , ~ues and provide broad gtiidelines· for the · 

·conduct of mllitary operations. 

.1.05. Brezhnev. predesignated as Supreme Com
mander in Chief. would lead a Supreme aigh Com
mand (Verkhoonove Claonokomandooanfve-VCK) 
drawn from element~ of the Ministry of Defense. (See 
figure 15.) Thls command would conStitute the mlli
tarv·strategfc leadership over aU Pact military OPer
ations against NATO. The VCK probably fndudes at 
least the three first deputy ministers · o£ defense and 
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... ·· the commanders in chief of the five components of the 
· Soviet armed focces. One of the Soviet first deputy 

ministers rof defenSe (currently, Marshal Kulikov) is 
the commander in chief of the combined armed forces 
of the Warsaw Pact member states. The Soviet Gen
eral Staff is the executive agent of the VGK and, as 
such, is the focal point for operational control of Soviet 
armed forces and those of the Pact In wartime. 

106. We believe that should a war occur between . 
. the Wa.rsaw Pact and NATO, theater-level commands 

would be established and exercise direct operational 
control over fronts and fleets and at least some degree 
of control over those strategic asSets allocated to 
support theater operations. Unlike NATO, the Warsaw 
Pact does not have theater headquarters in being in 
peacetime. Hardened command posts have· been con
structed f6r at least oome Pact wartime head.Quarters, 
however. 

107. Arrangements for exercising control of Pact 
forces within what the Soviets call the Western. (or 
European) Theater of War have ~n evolvi~ over 
the last few years. Although ultimate control of all 
Pact operations continues to be the VGK and the 
Soviet General. Staff, we now . have evidence that · 

: indicateS the C<>·mm~nd~r in .chief ~f ·the C:o~bine<l 
armed forces of the Warsaw Pact would control all 
Pact forces in this theater fn wartime. We are less 
certain of how he would do this-whether the High . 
Command of th~ Warsaw Pact would become a 
component of the Soviet High Command with the 
responsibility for operational control over forces with
in the Western Theater or whether it would form a 
seDarate command entity. 

108. In considering a future war· with NATO, 
SOviet . strategists envision widespread combat oper
ations' encompa.ssi~g all of Europe and ext~nding irito 
the North Atlantic. Accordingly, they plan to divide 
the Western Theater of War into three land Theaters 
of Military Operations (TVDs) in which they expect 
Pact and NATO forces to come in conflict. {See figure 
16.) . . . 

.,.... The Northwestern TVD. Based on the Soviet 
Leningrad Military District, this theater would 
encompass the Scandinavian Peninsula and im
mediately !ldiacent waters. 

-The Western•TVD. This theater·.would· include, 
on the Pact side, Soviet and East EuroDCBn forces 
in East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia 
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and Soviet forces in the western USSR and, on 
the NATO side, West Germany, the Be!telux 
nations, Denmark, and Possibly France . and 
northern Spain. Pact operations in the western 
Baltic Sea also would be i~cluded in this TVO. 

-The Southwestern TVD. Soviet planners envi
sion military operations against Greece and Tur
key and probably northern Italy and Austria. 
This theater would also include the Black and 
Mcditerr:mean Seas . 

109. The Soviets also expect major naval operations 
against NATO 'in the North Atlantic to occur in 
conjunction with a conflict in Europe. The eQuivalent 
of the TVD in Soviet maritime strategy is the MTVD, 
the Maritime Theater of Military OperatioJ1S, We are 
less certain about the approximate boundaries of 
MTVDs than we are about those of TVDs. Operatio.ns, 
exercises, l!nd documentary evidence suggest that the 
Soviets would regard an area in the Norwegian Sea 
north of the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom 
{C-1-FK) gap as an MTVD.' 

110. The Pact's commander in chief would control 
the Western and Southwestern TVD headquarters
often called High Cornman~ by_the Soviets-which 
would in turn e'xerci.se direCt control over assigned 
fronts, flotillas, separate armies, and those strategic 
forces allocate<l to support .TVD operations. We are 
unsure whether a TVD command would be £ormed to 
control operations against NATO's northern flank or, 
if established, whether it would be under the control 
of the ·Pact's commander in chief or directly subordi
nate to the Soviet General Staff; In any case, Soviet 
members of the Pact's military hierarchy have Dro
po$ed that th~ control organs for TVD High Com
mands---Commanders, staffs, communications, and 
.command centers-be established in peacetime. 

111. Regardless of what echelons of command are 
created. to integrate wartime theater-level and strate
gic operations, the senior tactical command would be 
the front. Although not directly · comparable to any 

: Western organization, the front would be similar to 
the NATO army group in size., level of command, and 
function.' A front w~ld wually consist of three to five 
ground armies, each including three to . five tank or 
motorized rifle divisions, and an air army of as many 
as seve;ai. hundred tactical aircraft. A front operating 
in a maritime sector: mlght also ·control any naval 
elements which were . chiefly devoted to that front's 
mission. The ground forces of the front would also 
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v ·defense units. Large service-support elements would ment. . · "·· ~: ... : - .. . 
- provide the fro~ with transport, maintenance, engi

neering,/upply, and medical support. The Soviet front 
in East Germany could total more than 500,000 men 
after full mobilization; a more typical front would 
have some 300,000 to 400,000 men. 

112. In wartime, the Pact would have two com
bined fleets opposite NATO: the Baltic and Black Sea 
Combined Fleets, both under Soviet command. The 
Combined Baltic Fleet would oonsist of elements from 
the Soviet Baltic Fleet and from the Polish and East 
German Navies. The Combined Blaclc Sea Fleet would 
be formed from the Soviet Blac.k Sea Fleet and the 

· Romanian and Bulgarian Navies. The Soviet Northern 
Fleet and the Soviet 5th SQuadron (Eskadra) in the 
Mediterranean would support Pact f:1peralions under 
the ·control of the Main· Naval Staff. in Moscow, 
althougb in some cases control might be exe~ by 
continental theater-level commands. 

113. We believe ·that the Pact'~ command and 
control system is adequate to alert forces and control 
mobilization and to control combat o~rations. In a 
rapidly developing ciisis, deploying and activating the 
Pact's enti.re wartime command and control system 

.. would require about a week. The SyStem f~r theater 
operations has important strengths: 

-Soviet dominance of the Pact allows the USSR to 
control almost all aspects of Pact operations. 

- The Pact has a standardized command and 
control doctrine. 

- The Pact has a significant. degree of flexibility in 
the resubordina'tio~ of ground armies and divi- · 
sions from one command to another, including 
resubordinalion of these units from one natio!l to 
the command of another. 

- Each echelon of oommand has the capability to 
control both its immediate and second-echelon 
subordinates. 

- The Pact command and control system is charac
terized by redundancy, hardening, mobility, and 
dispersal. & such, ·the system provides a high 
d~ee ~£ suivivability. · ' . · · . · . 

- Pact forces have a high degree of communica~ 
tions security, both in operating practices and in 
security devices. · 
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- Pact mobile signal units have baclru.p cominuni
cations equipment to replace that damaged or 
destroyed. 

114. Our judgmen~ regarding these strengths are 
tempered by information from Soviet classified writ
ings-as well as rrom defectors and emigres-which 
illuminates Pact views of some problem areas within 
elements of the system. Problems noted include in
stances of poor-quality staff arid communications per
sonnel; low Russian-language proficiency on the· part 
of some Pact staffs; shortcomings in quantity, capacity, 
interooerability, maintainability, and security of com
munications equipment; and failure to fulfill doctrinal 
requirements for camouflage and distance between 
coni.mtmications centen and command posts. 

115. Because command. controL and communica
tions are. essential in modem warfare, any serious 
degradation of these Functions would have an adverse . 
impact on the effectiveness of combat operations. 
Systematic analyses are under way to determine the 
d~ree of susceptibility of the Pact command and 
control system to destruction and degradation. Al
though detailed r~ults are not a~ailable, we can make . 
several important judgments about Pact vulnerability. 

-Because of Pact efforts at hardening and redun
dancy, seriow degradation of Pact command and 
control functions probably would not occur as a 
result of collateral damage from weapons di
rected at other targets. 

- Although the destruction of aU major command 
and control targets would require hundreds of 
weapons, selective and repeated attaclcs on im
portant facilities could reduce Pact combat effec
tiveness and possibly stall current or future com
bat operations. 

· - The effect of destroying different command 
oosts would vary according to the echelon at
tac.ked. For example, destruction of the front's 
main or rear command posts, where moSt plan-· 
ning occurs, may not have as great an lmpaet on 
current operatlons as on. subseQuent operations. 
Destruction of :army and division forward com
mand postS or regimental command posts, how· 
ever, would likely have an immediate disruptive 
impact on operations. 

• Tep ~eGret.-
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The Initial Campaign in the Western Theater of . 

Military Operations 

The Ground Offensive 

118. Pact planning for the Western Theater· of 
Military Operations evidently envisions initial offen
sives along axes of advance· in three. destinct areas
central, northern, and sOuthwestern. (See Figure 17.) 
The Pact probably would seek to organize its initiaf 
attaclc forces in this TVD into three fronts which 
would correspond to these areas of responsibility. In 
NIE 4-1-78 (Warsaw ~act Concepts and. Capabilitte.s 
/or Coing to War in Europe: Implications /or NATO 
Warning of War), we evaluated various attack options 
which the Warsaw Pact might consider for launching 
offensives in the Western TVD, should it decide to 
start a war with NATO. TheSe options defined alterna
tive ways in which the Pact might organiu the 58 
Soviet and NSWP divisions in Central Europe and the 
29 Soviet divisions in the three western military 
districts of the USSR. A summary of the condusions of 
that ~valtiation. and a discussion of Pact concepts for 
breaking t~rough NATO's defenses and subseQuent 
ground operations in Central EuroPe_ are contained in 
volume II of thi5 Estimate. 

119. While the Soviets regard most of their allies 
116. Soviet military strategy calls for a massive and with habitual distrust-and at one time or another 

rapid ground offensive into NATO territory in Central most of them have merited distrust by rebellion or 
. Europe to defeat NATO forces, disrupt mobilization, political instability-the Soviets have nevertheless en-
and seize or destroy . pofls and airfields to prevent . . trusted their allies to carry out wartime functio~ 
reinforcement Becau5e. this strategy. envisions a highly.··. . Potentially critical to the Pad's pr~pects for sucCess' in 
fluid battlefield and high rates of advance, Pact a conflict with NATO . . The. East EuroPea:ns p~ovide 
planners hope to overrun. penetrate, or bypass NATO more than hal£ the Pact combat divisions in Central 
forward defenses rapidly to prevent the Western Europe, and the Soviets count on attacks by Polish 
Alliance from strengthening its defenSe$ and using the units in the north and Czechoslovak units in the south 
time gained. for mobilization and reinforcement. They to tie down large NATO forces and &>ennit the 
recognize that this strategy w~uld be complicated by a concentration of Soviet and East German forces in the 
period of J:)olitical crisis and tension that almost cer- · critical central sector. The major lines of communica-
tainly. would. precede a war and provide. impetus to tion from the USSR run through Poland, ~ Ger-
NA TO preparations. . . many, . and Czechoslovakia, and . nationals of these 

countries are chiefly· responsible · for operating and 

117. To achieve the force ratios deeriled necessary 
to accomplish its objectives, the Pact has evolved 
mobilization and attack concepts that are intended to 
maximize initial combat power, on the assumption 
that a war in Europe would be short, and therefore 
decided largely by forces in being or quickly available. 
Accordingly, ·the Soviets plan against the contingency 
that Pact forces based in Central.Emope, about hal£ of 
them East European, might .be required to Initiate a 
Pact offensive campaign and, bypassing strong resist· 
ance, carry the campaign well into NATO.,teriitory 
before reinforcements . would ·arrive from the western 
USSR. 
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maintaining them. Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces are 
intended to provide forward air defense for the west
ern USSR and to protect the Pact's logistic and rear 
area support All of this suggests that the Soviets have 
recOnciled themselves to whatever reliability problems 

· they envision and have made a calculated decision to 
rely on effective NSWP performance in the co~tin
gen~ies for· which they plan military operations. 

120. Concept. for the OHentioe. The taCtics em
ployed by the Pact to overcome NATO.defenses will 
be based on its perceptions of how strong those 
defenses are. The Pact would prefer to employ forces 
on multiple axes, moving in tactical march columns to 

TCS 2261v!f9fi- Top Sec-Ht-1 
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penetrate defense DOSitions through ga~, weak points, · 
and open flanks, r.elying heavily on speed and maneu
'ler.= In areas wh-ere the Pact believed that it must 
penetrate strong, cont-inuous NATO defenses, it would 
mount breakthrough operations on each principle axis 
of advance. Depending on the importance of the axis 
of advance to the overall theater offensive plan and 
the strength of the defense, a breakthrough attempt 
might involve the major forces of eith~r a front or an 
army. 

121. The Dilemma of the Nuclear Transition. 
Soviet military writings confirm that Warsaw Pact 
planners see a dilemma in the prospect that a war with 
NATO could be nonnuclear in the beginning and 
escalate ravidly to large-scale nuclear war. On the one 
hand, if faced with strong, continuous" NATO defenses, 
the Pact planners would have to mass large concentra
tions ·of forces in places of their choosing to attempt 
breakthroughs. On the other hand, they fear that 
NATO migh-t take advantage of their vulnerability 
while massing for an attack and launch. a nuclear 
strike. The dilemma has led the Soviets to· plan a 
large-scale nonnuclear air attack on NATO's air and 
nuclear facilities-to which they would commit the 

· bulk of the Warsaw Pact tactical air force and much of 
·the .Soviet. LRA. bomber for.~in an a~temvt to 
eliminate· most of NATO's theater nuclear potential at 
the very outset of hostilities. 

122. The Pact's plans to reduce the vulnerability of 
its attacking ground forces during breakthrough efforts 
call for dispefsed units to converge rapidly near the 
point of contact with NATO forces, attaclc, achieve a 
breakthrough, and then disperse, continuing the ad
vance or exploitation along a number of different axes. 
This tactic is designed to minimiie the time during 
which Pa~t .forces would be exposed to nuclear strikes. 
It is also intended to complicate NATO's use of 
nuclear weapons by having the Pact units come 
together for the assault at a point as close as possible to 
NATO lines so that NATO cannot effectively employ 
nuclear weapons without endangering its own troops. 
The Soviets recognize, however, that the breakthrough 
operation is a complex and risky maneuver. This is 
apparent from the considerable attention Soviet pla~
ners continue to devote to the coordination and com
munications problems associated with moving large 
attacking forces covertly, committing them from the 
march, dispersing them, and providing replacements 
and reinforcements for them. 
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123. The Soviets place considerable stress on efforts 
to anticipate NATO's intention to use nuclear weapons 
on a large scale in time to launch a Pact preemptive 
attack. To this end, they expect to keep their own 
nuclear delivery systems in a high state of readinesS 
and to conduct a vigorous reconnaissance and intelli
gence colleeting campaign against NATO's nuclear 
units and facilities, as well as its communications 
networks, to detect signs which might presage the 
imminent use of nuclear weapons. 

124. Tanka Ver.sus Antitank· Weavona. Because 
the· type of offensive the Pact planners envision in. 
Central Europe is highly dependent on· the mobility 
and shock effect provided by large numbers of tanks, 
the Pact is concerned that the proliferation in NATO 
forces of improved antitank weapons has greatly in
creased NATO's capability to stop Pact armor. As a 
result, the Pact has modified its tactics and initiated 
several force improvement programs in an effort to 
cope with NATO's antitank threat. 

125: Pact d~trine has traditionally stressed the role 
~f artillery on the conventional battlefield, and the 
Pact now has in Central Europe more than twice as 
many artillery pieces as NATO. Pact artillery doctrine 
stresses vreplanned, massed barrages, which provide 
the high volume of fire required in nonnuclear break
through operations against relatively static· defenses, 
~pecially against forward antitank defenses. The large 
number of multiple rocket launchers deployed with 
Pact forces could be particularly effective in this role. 

126. Work to reduce the vulnerability of tanks to 
antitank guided missiles (ATGMs) has been under way 
in the Soviet Union since at least the early 1960s, ·most 
of it directed at defeating the high-explosive antitanlc 
(HEAT) warheads which virtually all infantry anti
tank weapons· in both NATO and the Warsaw Pact 
employ. To provide better protection, particularly 
against HEAT ammunition, the Soviets have incorpo
rated compasite or laminated armor arrays in their 
new T-64 and T-72 tanks. The additional tanks which 
the Soviets have ·assigned to their divisions in the past 
decade may be intended to compensate for the heavier 
losses that Soviet · planners expect to sustain from 
improved antitanlc defenses and to enable assaulting 
units to overwhelm these defenses by sheer numbers. 
The addition of an independent tank battalion to a 
motorized rifle division provides the division com
mander with an additional maneuver force to commit 
at a critical point in the battle. . · 

TGS ~ffJr-19/i Tep Secret 
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127. Sub1equent Operatioru. If ·a ma;Or break:;·; ·:. · 130. The goals and· principal characteristics of the. ' ; 
.through wer«; accomplished by the forces of the . Air Operation ( 
Soviet-East Cerman Front. the three tank armies of . 

- this front probably would launch rapid thrw~
perhaps aided by airborne assaul~-in an attempt to 
secure crossings over the Rhine near Essen, FrankFurt, 
and similar poin~. and continue the advance to at least 
the French border. The Polish Front, uoon breaking 
through initial defenSes in i~ area, would be resoon
sible for advanCing both into Denmark and across 
northern Germany into the Nelherlands. The ~ 
viet-Czechoslovak Front would move into southern 
West Germany, and advance toward crossings over the 
Rhine south of Mannheim . 

128. The roles of the reinforcing · fronts from the 
western USSR would depend on the prog~ess of the 

. initial offe~ive. [ . . . 

' . . 

The Air Offensive in Central Europe 

129. Pact planners also consider NATO's tactical air 
forces fn Central Europe a formidable threat to Pact 
ground, air, and nuclear forces during the initiaL 
conventional phase of war, and one of NATO's princi
pal means for deli~ering nuClear strikes in Europe. 
Consequently, they regard the early attainment of air 
superiority and destruction of much of NATO's tacti
cal nuclear forces to be critical to the · Pact's chances 
for victorY in the theater. The Sovie~ regard air 
superiority as a conditjon in which NATO's air and air 
defense forces would cease to pose a serious threat to 
the operations of Pact ground. a ir, and naval forces. 
The Pact plans to achieve these obJectives by conduct
ing a large-seale, theaterwide conventional atr ·offen
sive during the first several days of hostilities. The 
Soviets refer to this offensive as the Air Operation. 
(See figure 18.) . 

res 2267 Wfi 
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-The Pact would commit most of its . tactical 
aircraft and a large number of its Long R'angc 
Aviation bombers to· a series of air assaults de
sh~ned to achieve tactical surprise at the outset of 
hostilities and lasting for the rirst t-.ro to four 
days of combat. 

-Each assault, consisting of two lo three waves of 
aircraft, would begin with a conce~ted eHort to 
destroy or suppress air 'defenses in corridors 
through which attacking ai~craft would proceed 
to strike airfields, nuclear-weaoons-associated fa
cilities, and command, control, and communica-
tions facilities. · 

- LRA bombers would constitute the primary force 
for attacking airfieids. ·Most tactical air forces 
would be used to suppress air defenseS, especially 
HAWK missile batteries. They would also be 
expected to provide fighter cover for attack 
aircraft, to provide reconnaissance and REC 
SUPPOrt. and to attaclc surface-to-sUrface missile 
units and some NATO ailfields. NSWP national 
air defense fighters would escort Soviet bombers 

. over Pact . territory and provide. strategic air · 
defensc( of the~r homelands. ·. 

-Some fighter-bomber and bomber aircraft would 
be withheld for use in nuclear operations,' and a 
small number of tactical aircraft would be avail
able for direct support of the ground forces. 

131. Pact planners would regard attacks against 
NATO airfields as the principal way of gaining air 
superiority . . They would intend such attacks to damage 
runways and other airfield facilities and thus degrade 
NATO's ability to operate itS air forces effectively. In 
its effort to achieve nuclear superiority, the Pact 
would p·robably concentrate its attacks on those bases 
from w~ich NATO nuclear delivery aircraft would 
operate. 

132. The Pact has approximately 3,000 tactical 
aircraft. 775 national air defe~ fighters, ·and 525 
LRA bombers available ·for use lri Central Europe. 
Pact writings and exercise scenarios lead us to estimate 
that. of these aircraft. about 350 LRA · bombers and 
about 1,200 to 2,100 tactical aircraft would be made 
available for use in the Air Operation. The remaining 
aircraft would be used to defend Pact territory and to 
l)rovide direct combat supoort to Pact ground forces. 

I 
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Some of the remaining aircraft would also be kept in 
readiness for the transition to nuclear war .. The num

.· ber of aircraft;~ vailable for the initial assault of an Air 
... .. Operation would vary according to the extent to which 

· the Pact mobilized and moved additional tactical air 
units withfn range of NATO targets ... 

133. We have no direct evidence of Pact expecta
tions regarding aircraft losses during the Air Opera
tion. We believe. however, that the Pact probably 
would not measure the success of the Air Operation in 
these terms. Substantial Pact losses might be viewed as 
tolerable to Pact planners contemplating a short, deci· 
sive conflict, even if the Air Operation managed only 
to keep NATO's air forces preoccupied with fending 
for their own survival during the first few days of 
hostilities. With their attention so diverted, NATO's 
air forces could have difficulty countering Pact ground 
forces during. the most critical phases of their initial 
operations-the breakthrough . and penetration o£ 
NATO's forward d~fenses. How the Pa~t ·would meas· 
ure the degree to which the Air Operation would 
contribute to Pact nuclear superiority is· less clear. Pact 
strategists may regard this objective as being subsumed 
under that of · air sut>eriority because they view 
NATO's air forces as the principal component of 
NATO's theater nuclear capability. 

134. T.he ability of the Pact's ~ir forces to red.uce 
significantly . the effectiveness of NATO's air and 
theater nuclear forces would be affected by a variety 
of factors. Chief among them are Pact caDabilities to 
achieve surprise, effectively coordinate the employ
ment of large numbers of aircraft, suppress NATO's 
air defenses, and destroy aircraft and crater runways 
and ·taxiways at NATO's airfields. Other important 
factors include the proficiency of Pa~t aircrews and 

: the ability of Pact air forces to perform their primary · 
missioN in poor flying weather. Our assessment of 
these factors is contained in· volume II, chapter IV. 

135. Some in the Intelligence Community believe 
that, on balance, a Pact Air Operation would do 
considerable damage to ·NATO's air and air defense 

·forces~ but probably would not be so effective as to 
·prevent NATO's air forces fro'm being able to deliver 

•llfustratlvo deoloYJI\Cilt options and a discussion olllke(y Pact 
preparatlocu !c1r and combat operatloas durlnc an Alr Operation are 
contained ln wlum~ II, c:hapter IV, of this Estimate. 
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nuclear w~pons on a large scale." This conclusion is 
based on the evaluation of Pact deficiencies and 
weaknesses contained in volume U, key e>Oints of 
which are summarized below: 

- The Pact is unlikely to achieve strategic $urprisc 
because of the extensive preparations that it 
would feel compelled to make in order to en
hance the prost)eets for success of a general 
offensive in Central Europe. 

-The Pact's ability to orchestrate an Air Operation 
requiring precisely· timed, multiple sorties by 
Soviet bombers flying out of the USSR and the 
tactical and national air defense forces of several 
different nationalities operating from within 
Eastern Europe is open to question. 

-The Pact will have difficulty suppressing 
NATO's air defenses because the tactical aircraft 
assigned this responsibilitY are ·currently 
equipped mainly with direct attack weapons
which means that NATO's HAWK surface
to-air-missile sites would have to · be visually 
identified by Pact aircrews before they could be 
attacked. 

- The Pact capability to destroy aircraft protected 
by shelters and to break UD runways is judged to 
be limited because of the size of the force the 
Pact apparently int~nds to oommit' to· this, task; 
and the tacticS it apparently intends to employ. 

- Pact tactical aircrews generally are not well 
.trained-as measured by US standards-for 
combat in the hostil~ ·environment they would 
likely encounter in executing the Air Operation. 

-Pact tactical aircraft-generally are not equipl)e(l 
to navigate at lo~ altitude nor are "they able to 
attack targets in· poor weather, so visibilities in 
excess of several thousand meters would be im
perative for the success of the Air Operation. 

136. Others. believe that no judgment with any 
useful level of canfidence on the effec_tive~ of an 
Air Operation is JX)SSible at this time. u They believe 
that a· conclusion such' as expressed ·ll,bove should of 

"Tt.e t.olJerl o/ tlw olecD a,_ tlw Centrd lrdell~enie ~~ 
· arul 1M ~ • .suMw oltftl~ fUt4 ~ ~re-
~ D/51414. . . 

• The Mlden of tlw oleco d,_ tAe lXr«:f«, Defenulnklll6~ 
A6encv, end tlwl ~nt Cltuf of Sld//,lnu~.IXJMrCment 
of the Air Foroe.. 

TGS :9967' 7-9/1 · Tep hcret 



;);W>-: .·,· ., .•.. ·-._:Ec("s~!~f'--~?tho~,~~jrj~~~:lt. . ·:. +·~\:f~i~·f",J{~:~;; •:~~i£~::'11;~~ 
necessity be based on a rigorous analysis of the factors :·: &lti~ Fleet. would be resPonsible initially "for eaptur~·'~·'.:<};;;~~f~~\-;;. 

I • 

I 

I· 
! 

I • 

I 
'. 

I ., 

involved which a.pp[y to both NATO and the Pact, and :· ing northern West Germany and Denmark. (See figure . . :· 
•the. interaction . of the forces of both sides. They 19.) . . . ':' 
observe that no such analysis has been offered to 
suppart the tonclusion. They further believe that the'· 
sensitivity of any such analysis to assumptions which 
have to be based on meager evidence-Pact weapon 
allocation and delivery tactics, for example-would 
make the validity of such an analysis open to Question. . . 

Novo! Operations in the Baltic 

137. Warsaw ·Pact naval ·operations in the Baltic 
would be conducted in the context of the. overall 
campaign in the Western Theater of Military Oper· 
at ions in Central Europe. and would conform with .the 

. timing and objectives of the Pact's ground and air· 
forces, in particular those of the Pol~h. or Nort~m, 
Front of that TVD. This front. composed primarily. of 
Polish forces, but with the support of the Combined 

· · . 138. The broad objectives of Pad mival oi:>erations · · · · · · · '· · 
, would be to gain complete· control of the Baltic Sea 
· and access to the North Sea to sever NATO's lines of 
communication in the North Sea, and deprive NATO 
·or potential launch areas for carrier strikes agafnst Pact 
air and ground forces in the Central Region. Control 
of the Baltic Sea would also facilitate subseQuent 
amphibious operations against Denmark and West 
Germany, act as a defensiye buffer for Pact territory, 
and defend Pact sea lines of communication · from 
NATO attack. The major Pact forces involved would 
consist of the Soviet Baltic Fleet reinforced by. the 
naval forces of East Germany and Poland, the Soviet 
Baltic F1eet Air Force, Long Range Aviation, and 
elements of the Pact's hational air defense and tactical 

air forces. 

lllustratlve Warsaw Pact Naval and Amphibious Operations 
F'.gure 1 Q 

·Jn the Western TVIl 

North 
Sea · 

Sea denial 
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139. A main objective of the Pact's initial naval 

operations in the Baltic would be to destroy NATO 
.· submarines, fast patrol boats, and mine w~rfare units 

.. ·- because they. could interfere with Pact ship move-
. ments, especiallylwest of Bornholm lsland, and' with 

amphibio6s operations. Pact planners recognize that 
the elimination of these forces in the Baltic would be a 
difficult task. According to operational availability 
information reported to NATO, the Danes and West 
Germans probably would have 23 di~l-powered 
submarines and 40 fast patrol boats, 23 of the latter 
missile a rmed, after two to four days o( preparation. 
Obviously, it would be preferable for the Pact .to 
destroy these shiD$ at their bases, but a period of 
tension would provide time for them to deploy and 
disperse, obliging the Pact to locate and destroy them 
at sea or in concealed anchorages. This would require 

· . effective coordination of all Pact forces, an undertak-. 
ing which Pact planners acknowledge would be 
difficult. · · 

140. Air superiority would be a critical ingredient 
to Pact Baltic Sea ol)erations. As part of the effort to 
gain overall theater air superiority at the outset of a 
conflict in Central Europe, initial Pact air operations 
in the Baltic would be directed against West German 
and Danish naval bases and airfields and against 
NATO naval units · alr~dy present in the area in an 
attemp_t to estabiish sea control and air 'superiority fo~ 
the protection ·of subsequent Pact amphibious oper
ations. Pact· air forces probably would ~lso operate 
against NATO naval forces in the North Sea. Initial 
strikes by Baltic Fleet bombers . agalnst NATO air 
defenses in Denmark and northern West Germany. 
might be part of air operations in Central EuroPe or at 
least would be coordinated with those operations. Such 
strikes .would facilitate the overflight of Soviet naval 
aircraft en route to NATO naval targets in the North 
Sea. Achievement of air superiority. over the Baltic . 
would depend largely on the succeSs of the Pact's 
critical offensive Air Operation in· Centra' Europe. 

141 .. The Soviets probably would. find ·it difficult to 
deal with West German and Danish subma'rines in the 
Baltic, particula-rly if these forces were ~eU coordi
nated. NATO boats have ~ood shallow-water ol)erat
i~ capabiUties, are· ·quiet. and- have weli-trained 
crews. Moreover, the Soviets would find it difficult to 
cxinduct antisubmarine warfare operations without air 
superioritY .. Under the difficult hydrological condi
tions that cenerally characterize the Baltic, we believe 
that .Pact ASW sensors would be Inadequate to detect 
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submarines at useful ranges except possibly in harbor 
entrances and a few close-in coastal areas. Efforts to 
use moored acoustic buoys have had little success thus 
far. Furthermore, Soviet shipborne and airborne ASW 
forces in the Baltic have been · unsuccessful in their 
attempts to follow up contacts. 

142.[ . 
.Jwe believe that if initial sea control and air 

superiority operations were successful, Pact forces in 
the Baltic would then concentrate on supporting the 
Polish {Northern) Front's offensive across northern 
West Germany and into Jutland. Combined amphib
ious and airborne landings are planned against the 
Danish islands. The Soviets consider seizure of these 
islands, espeCially Zealand, to be necessary to prevent 
naval use of the Baltic by NATO, to pennit passage.of 
Soviet naval forces to and from the North Sea, and to 
be able to carry out subseQuent amphibious Ol)erations 
against southern Norway. Early airborne or amphib
i~us · operations are also planned against Bomholm 
Island to neutralize NATO intelligence collection fa-

- cilities there and prevent its. subsequent use by NATO 
eombat forces. 

143. · Amphibious operations in the Baltic would 
_involve ships from the Soviet, Polish, and East Cennan 
Navies, plus mobilized merchant ships. Assault forces 
would be-d~awn from the Soviet Baltic Fleet naval 
infantry regiment, the Polish sea landing division, and 
a sl)eCially trained regiment of an East German motor
ized rifle division. A Polish mechanized division which 
has received some amphibious training and Soviet 
motorized rifle divisions from the USSR could be 
included in follow-on landings. The amphibious land
ings would be coordinated with the cround offensive 
in Jutland and with airborne landings by a Polish 
division ~d pe~haps Soviet ai~ troops. Because 
of a shortage of NSWP landing craft. some Polish and 
East German amphibious ·assault · forces probably 
would. use Soviet transport forces in the initial assault. 

1-4-4. Pact plan~ers recogniZe tht · the amphibious 
operation would require the multinational integration 
of a variety of forces, including tactical aircraft and 
mine 'wad~e. ASW, gunfire support, and lodstic 
ships. This continues to be a problem for the Pact in lts 
combined Baltic sea amphibious exerclses. We con- . 
elude that failure to attain air superiority and sea
control of the westein Baltic. especially during a 
conventional war, \vould almost certainly cause the 
Pact to reconsider the feasibUity of its planned 
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amphibious operations. If the amphibi~ assaults 
were canceled, .• Pact planners would also have . to 

.. d~ide if any ai~bome operations could be conducted 
independently. l . i . . 

145. Pact planners believe that a lcey element in all 
Baltic operations would be to thwart NATO minel:iv
ing ot>erations by destroying mine · stockpiles and 
minelaying ships before they deploy. We have reliable 
evidence that Pact planners would consider NATO 
minefieids off the Danish and German coasts to be a 
serious threat to their amphibious operations. The task 
of clearing paths through large fields of contact and 
influence mines, particularly if opposed by NATO air 
and naval forces, ·would be viewed by the Pact as 
extremely difficult and potentially quite costly. In 
addition, Pact mine-clearing forces have not demon
strated a high level of P.roficiency in exercises or other 
peacetime operations such as in the Gulf of · Suez. 
Nonetheless, Pact naval forces -in the Baltic have 
approximately 175 mine warfare shii)S an4 ciaft of all 

· tyoes and routinely train in mine-clearing operations. 

146 . . According to one view in the Intelligence 
Community, the allocation. of most Pact tactical and 
LRA bomber aircraft to a large-scale Air Operation in 
West Germany and . the Benelux countries would · 
severely reduce the probability of the Pact's achieving · 
air superiority over the Baltic in the i~itial · stage of a· 
war with NATO.u Without air superiority the Pact 
would have a low probability of sweeping NATO's 
mines or of successfully ·defending the amphibious · 
force a gains~ NATO missile-armed fast patrol boats. It 
is further believed that Pact ASW forces ·probably 
would be unable to prevent NATO submarine attacks 
against the amphibious f~rcei This conclusion is based 
on the judgments contained in paragraph ·141. 

147. An alternative view holds that the Warsaw 
P~cfs achievement of a"ir superiority over the Baltic 
would depend on many factors, including the alloca
tion of ·Pact ria val a viatio~ aircraft to suppression of 
NATO air: capabilities in the Baltic area, the degree of 
success the Pact forces might achieve in these air 
operations, and the si>OO<l with which they achieved 
it. u The holders of this ~iew believe that the conclu-

"' The lwlJ4rr of thll cMw (lfe the CcntnJIIRtdtltence /.zencv; . 
the IJ(rect«, NotWMJ Sectn«v ~lind tla.e Director, BUf'eau 
of lnteUtten.C. (IM ltuurda. .Dc,drlii'Wflf of S~~au. · 

.. The holden of thll cMw o;~ i1ae Dfreclor. Defenu lnUUlfen« 
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sions ·expreSsed above would be highly sensitive to a <· · 
number of additional factors, including assumptions 
about the interaction of NATO and -Pact surface and 
subsurfaci: for~. as well as about the timing and 
urgency which the Pact attached ·t~ "prosecution of the 
amphibious operations. They observe that analysis of 
all these factors has not been sufficient to support any 
conclusions, explicit or.implied, as to the probability of 
success or failure of Pact amphibious operation$, or the 
degree to which the Pact could defeat NATO subma-
rine operations, in the Bailie. 

148. A third view holds that the achievemen~ of air 
superiority is but one of a number of key factors 
which, taken together, will determine the outcome of 
the Pact's Baltic campaign.u The holder of this view 
considers that allocation of considerable air assets to 
the Pact's Baltic campaign is likely but believes that 
other factors of equally critical importance include the 
extent of Pact success in countering NATO mining and 
submarine operations in the approaches to the DaniSh 
Straits. · 

149. In addition to the initial naval operations in 
the Baltic itself, other operations would be conducted 
in the North Sea to destroy important NATO maritime 
targets, especially aircraft · carrier or amphibioUs 
forces, to prevent NATO naval reinforcements £rom 

• entering the. Baltic, an·d to $ever the line$ o£ comm.uni~ 
cation through the North Se:i to the. European conti
nent. Evidence indicates that air operations against 
surface ships ir. the North Sea and · its approaches 
would be conducted primarily by ~wile-equipped 
aircraft ·of the Baltic Fleet and ~ibly some from the 

. Northern Fleet. Pact planners en vision that operations 
from Baltic airfieldS probably would require the estab
lishment of safe flight corridors--:p~oba,bly 'using ~me 
of these same missile-equipped aircraft-acr~ Den
mark or northern West Germany. They also probably 

. believe that airstrikes by way of the Norwegian Sea 
would require suppression of Norwegian~ and UK..
based air defenses. If the Pact's initial air defense 
suppression operations were successful, those surviving 
·strike aircraft not on nuclear alert would .then be 
available to attack NATO forces in the North Sea. 
Initially, in ·a period of cOnventional warfare, as much 
~ one-third of the Baltic and Northern fleet" naval 
aircraft probably would be withheld for nuclear 
operations. 

• The bolder of cht. o1et.o fa IM Director o/ N(loallntcUt~rence, 
Department of IM NootJ. 
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~~· ~t~~i:?;:~i~o;~,,• ":.:::.ii;·;;:;~:.,;;,;,~, /~ ~ jhe ~vieU off~~ appear to haVe t~b ~ .. ~ m ~~~~;i•i!,'<: 
'''i ·,:· < ::_ ·.·. intend to deploy a few Baltic and Northern Fleet although the Pact would be likely to move agaln5t the: · 
:·I '. ·: ·. ". · iubmarines to the North Sea before the outbreak of Turkish Straits early in a war. Even if the Pact did not · 

1 · hostilities to comt>lement the antiship operations of begin ground offensives immediately in some flank 
:;: .:· <, ,_., : .. Pact aircrdft. .A deployment from the Baltic, however, areas, it would aimost certainly make feints or conduct 
· . ! ·I · .: would provide warning . indications to NATO. We holding actions ·intended to keep NATO from shifting 

1 believe that deployment of surface ships into the forces from the flanks to Central Europe. compel 
'• . 

. I 
' 

North Sea orior to hostilities would be unlikely be- commitment of NATO reserves, and weaken NATO 
cause the · Pact would lack· air cover there early in a forces on the flanks in anticipation of further 
war. 

··Initial Campaigns Against .NATO's Flanks 

151. The Soviets also have olans for offensive action 
in other NATO regions. [ . 

152. We have little direct evidence on the Pact's 
view of the timing of these flank offensi'ves in relation 
to an offensive in Central Europe. We judge, however, 
that the Pact would be unlikely to start a war by 
mounting major ground offensives against all NATO 
sectors simultaneausly; To do so would unnecessarily 
extend available Pact forces, aifiift, and air and logistic 
support and would complicate command and control 
at the General Staff and Supreme High Command 
levels. The planned Pact air offensive in Central 
Europe would tie up the bulk of the Pact's tactical air 
forces and Soviet intermediate-range bomber forces 
for at least the first week. and· the Soviet airlift could 
not simultaneously support two major airborne oper-· 
ations.such as those contemplated against the Danish 
and Turkish Straits. Moreover, there could be political · 
considerations that . would lead the Soviets to defer 
attacks o.n. some NATO countries in the hope of 
encouraging their nonbelligerence. 

153. We believe. that the need for unfettered naval 
operations from their Northern Fleet baseS would 
almost certainly cause .the Soviets to strike NATO · 
facilities in northern Norivay, and orobably to attemot 
to occuoy some territory there, and that the urgency 
of this need would lead them to do so concurrently 
with starting an attack in Central Europe. We also 
wouli expect · attacks on NATO naval forces in th~ 
Mediterranean to occur at the onset of hostilities in 
Central Europe. None of the other potential . flank 
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operations. · 

The Southwestern Theater of Military Operations 

154. We have good evidence that the Soviets are 
concerned about the sizable groupings of NATO forces 
in the south and especially the threat of air and 
nuclear strikes which they expect would be launched 
against Eastern Europe and the USSR by the US 6th 
Fleet during a NATO-Warsaw .Pact war. "Accordingly, 
the Soviets assign high priority to the destruction of 
Western ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) and air
craft carriers in the Mediterranean early ln a war. 
They also place great lmportance on capturing the 
Bosporus and the ·Dardanelles. 

ISS. The Pact views early seizure of the Turkish 
Straits as crucial to the success of its maritime strategy 
in the Southwestern TVD for the following reasons: 

· · - It would ~ n~ Eo~ ~artime augiOentation 
of Soviet naval forces in the Mediterranean by 
naval forces from the Black Sea. It also would 
pennit the return of shios to the Black Sea for 
repairs and resupply. 

- It would deny entry into the Blade Sea of 
additional NATO shios and subr:narines. · 

- It would deny NATO uSe of the Straits area for 
launching any attacks against the USSR ·or Pact 
forceS in the Black Sea. and pennit Pact use -of 
th~ area to support attacks into the Medi
terranean. 

156. In addition, Soviet writings stress the strategic 
importance of Austria as a link between the Western 

. and the Southwestern TVDs and cite the importance 
of being orepared to counter any NATO threat 
launChed across Austrian territory. There is also evi
dence that the Pact bas plans for a maJor attack on 
northern Italy and deep offensives "into Greece. and 
Turkey. Pact theater exercises in. the Southwestern 
TVD have depicted the launching, ln response to 
NATO attaclcs, of multifront Pact offensives against all 

TCS 226'1•79/Y Top heFet • 

--

.. ·. . J 
. . . - . . . . 
. . . . . . 
~ . . . . . . . 

• • • • • • • 1 • • 



.. ·.::. 

DE CLASS I FlED Auth ~ N N D 9 5 i3 5 a· .· ,-~·,_·. -:·., _ .. _ ;:;.:,_j:~) .... <~ ••• • • • 

. . . . :>:\!~."c'; · .. • i ·.· · ... ·. ?:)~i~\!l~~~~,:~~~~t~~·;··:~t·i",~; .. ;_: ./i};;i:~~~;Y;;;;i{t~[~;:,. 
the aforementioned ODjectives SimultaneoUsly with the.~;··:. OPeration and ' not 'essentiaJ,to' tfle.suecess of the ~~~~~~,~~~iJ;(~~~nl 

. Central European · cam~lr~. We believe that ·~ ·:_···· campaign ag~irist' NAT<{'M~~~«~ an.earlv · . 
. ·::achieve its more important objectives, however, the ·. toward Italy could present a difficult problem f~r Pact< ::·."';· .. · 

.,. 'ract would confine its initial ground operations to the commanders, Inasmuch as the main objective of t~'\ .. . 
StraHs area: Austda, and J)OSSibly eastern· Turkey. In Danube Front, at least during the lirst week ef the :. -
addition, at the onset oF war, air and . naval attacks war; would be to protect the rlank of the West~rn = 

. would almost certainly be. mounted against NATO Tvo: . 
forces in theSe areas and in the Mediterranean. 

· 157. Ground. Operationi. C · · 
J I.<! Pact h:~s contingenc~· plans Cor uffensive 

operations in ~he south directed against Austria and 
· DQSSiblv northern Italy, the Bosporus, the. Dardanelles, 

Greece, eastern Turkey, and possibly Iran. r 
· . ]Yugoslavia as neutral in a NA'tO-Pact 

war, but conceivably the Pact might attempt to ad
vance through Yugoslavia to attack northern Italy. The 

·success of such a move would depend primarily on the 
attitude and political position of the Yugoslav Govern
ment. If the gover~ment authorized the t..a.mt of Pact 
forces through Y~oslav territory, the Pact would have 
shorter and quicker access to northern ltafy. U Yugo
.slavia remained neutra~,any Pact incursion probably 
would prompt anned resistance and defense of the 
ho·meland by the Yugoslav armed forces, which could 
seriously detract from the Pact's main efforts in 
Central Europe. On balance. we judge it unlikely that 
Yugoslavia would grant the Pact permission to use its 

· 'territory or' that the ·p~Ct ~ould we force to. advan~ · 
through Yugoslavia to attack northern Italy. This 
judgment is qualified, however, by our uncertainty 
concerning future P<>litical attitudes and developments 
in Yugoslavia in the post~Tito era. 

· 158. In wartime, four Soviet divisions in Hurigary 
and the six divisions of the Hungarian Army would be 
subordinate to the Danube Fronl (See figure 20.)( 

. I this front would move mto 
Austria to protect theflank of the Western TVD and 

· to dest~oy any NATO forces that midtt have entered 
Austrian territory.[. :Jthis invasion is pre
ceded by either a West German or an Italian incursion 
into Austria. In any case, we believe that the Pact 
would invade Austria at the start of a war t~ Secure ~ 
southern flank of the Western TVD. 

159. r . ]the Pact 
expects that it would take about two wce!CS to defeat 
the main bocli~ of Austrian .and NATO foroes In 
Austria and be in a· position to advance into' northern 
Italy. Given this tlmini; we. believe that the Pact. sees 
an invasion of Italy primarily as a Possible followup 
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160. Before initiating an assault against the.Turlcish 
Straits, the Soviets plan to move ground and air forces 
f mm the O<lcssa Military District intn nulgaria, . with 
most of these forces transiting ltomani:a. These forces. 
probably augmented by Bulgarian. and Romanian 
forces. wotild form the Odessa Front. consisting of as 
many as 12 divisions. This front's objectives would be 
to destroy Turkish forces in eastern Thrace, to break 
thro~gh the fo~ifications protecting the land ·ar:>
proaches to the Turkish Straits, and to seize the Straits. 
Amphibious and airborne operations. using primarily 
Soviet forces-probably one motorized rifle 'redment 
and one naval infantry regiment-and a Bulgarian 
naval infantry battalion. wouJd probably be cooducted 
to. support · a. forced crossing of the Bosporus by 
elements of the Odessa Fronl The Pact would coordi
nate the timing and location of amphibious landings 
with both airborne operations and the movement of 
the Odessa Front along the southwestern littoral of the 
Black Sea. Soviet surface. naval for~ would almost 

·. eertainly'·be used to establish' sea 'lines of cOmmunica
tion to augment the relatively poor landlines support
ing the Maritime Front. 

161. Timing the seizure of the Straits would present 
Pact planners with special problems: 

- Operations to seize the Straits would require 
· Soviet ground forces from the Odessa Military 

District. Once these forces were mobilized .we 
· estimate that they would require about a week to 
be in' pOsition to launch an attack fr:Om BulpriL 
If .they were to move before the start of a war; 
this movement would provide warning to NATO 
in the Southwestern Theater and elsewhere as 
well 

- The ground Ca.m~ig:n to seize the Straits ~ul.d 
. . be difficult and time consuming and would 

provide NATO time to obstruct the Straits and 
· thu5 deny their Immediate use after. seizure. 

- The SOviets probably would consider that the . 
airborne . division and . naval' infantry reciment 
which would be available for joint amphibious 
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and airborne assaults would not be large enough 
to overcome Turkish defenses and secure the. 
area without timely linkup with the · Maritime 
Front. Airborne operations in this theater would 
also compete for lift resources with operations 
planned in the We$tern TVD-which has prece
dence-and would therefore have to await the 
accomplishment of these operations. 

162. On the western flank of the Odessa Front, the · 
remaining Bulgarian forces, consisting of four to six 
motorized rifle · divisions and three tank brigades, 
would form the nucleus · of the Balkan Fr~nt. This 
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front might also include some Romanian· forces, al
though it is more likely that the Romanians would 
constitute their own national jnt in the TVD's 
second echelon. · · . the mission of the 
Balkan Front is~ break througli reek fortifications 
and to advance to the Aegean Sea and from there into 
the main ·part of Greece. However, considering the 
size of the Balkan Front and the questionable commit· · 
ment ·of .R~manlan forces to the offensive, we believe 
that the Balkan· Front would probably confine its 
actual wartime operations to engaging Creek forces in 
the Thra~ area and to defending the western flank of . : . 
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Front's forces attacking the Turkish 

J 

Jwhile 
the Soviets might launch a limited offensave into 
eastern· Turkey, we do not believe that they would 
undertake operations against Iran during the initial · 
J)h:Jse of a war. · 

164. There are important constraints on initial Pact 
ground operations in the Southwestern. TVD: 

- The Pact probably would not be able to achieve 
general air superiority or cripple NATO's nu
clear war-fighting capability in the theater dur
ing conventional conflict In the Balkans the Pact 
lacks suf£icient ground attack aircraft for simul
taneous a ir attacks against aircraft carriers, 
NATO airfields, and important air defense, nu
clear, and command and control targets. 

_:_The Pact would also face difficult terrain in most 
of the Southwestern TVD which would impede 
rapid force deployment and r~upply and facili
tate NATO defense. Soviet writers question the 
Pact's ability. to overoonie the region's mountains, 
water obstacles, limited traruportation · net~ork, 
and p~epared NATO forti£ications.C 

.J . 
~Soviet forces are at a considerable distance from 

their wartime areas of operation. Prehostilities 
deployment ·of forces would alert NATO and 
permit defensive preparations, not "only in this 
secondary theater, but- in Central Europe as well. 

- Romanian forces, as well as Romanian operation 
and defense of lines of communication, would be 
vital to sustaining Pact offensive operations 
against Greece and western Turkey. Romanian 
reliability is thus a key to sustained Pact offen
si_ve operations in the · area. 

165. Nevertheless, Pact land operations in these 
areas, if successful would offer potential . benefits. 
Seizure of the Straits would give the Pact flexibility in 
cOmmitting units from the Blade Sea Fleet and pro
vide a more secure line of ~mmunication for : the 
Mediterranean SQuadron. A Pact advance into Austria 

would threaten NATO forces in southern Germany 
and northern Italy, while an offensive into eastern 
Turkey would tie down Turkish forces in the area. 

166. InitU!l Naoal Operation• in the. Black Sea . . 
We have reliable ~vidence that as part· of the offensive 
bv the Pact's Odessa Front, the Soviet Black Sea Fleet 
would attempt to secure control of the _ Black Sea, 
support the movement of Pact ground forces along the 
western littoral, and assist in seizing the Turkish 
Straits. Pact air and sea superiority in the Black Sea 
would be particularly critical to the Pact's eapability 
to provide air and ASW defense for the amphibious 
force designated to aid. in seizing th~ Turkish Straits. 
To assist in the achievement of air and sea superiority 
and to protect the amphibious force, the Soviets 
probably would retain in the Black Sea at least some of 
their available larger combatants equipped for ASW 
and air defense-such as Mosie vas. _Karas, Kashins, and · 
Krivaks. If none of these newer and more capable 
Soviet units were available to support Pact naval 
operations in support of the ground offensive, Pact 
capabilities to defend th~ operations against NATO 
might prove inadequate. 

167. lnitwl Air and Naoal Ooerationa in the 
Mediterranean. An important initial ·mission of Pact 
tactical air forces · would .. be to suppress NATO's 

· forward· air defenses in sOiztbern Europe, thus Permit-. 
ting the overflight of Long Range Aviation and naval 
aircraft heading for the Mediterranean. The Pact may 
also have plans to conduct a conventional Air Opera".. 
tion using tactical and LRA aircraft against NATO 
airfields in the- Mediterranean area, but its ability to 
conduct such an operation would be constrained by 
the · concurrent requirement for · LRA bombers to 
conduct .an air offensive in Central Europe ~nd by the 
limited number of Pact fighter-bombers ~n the South
western TVD. Pact air support of the ground forces 
would probably ~ confined largely to key areas", such 
as the Turkish Straits. 

168. Soviet naval operations in the Mediterranean 
would ~in at the start of a war and would be aimed 
primarily at the destruction of Western SSBNs and 
aircraft carriers. Forces used would consist of surface 
and submarine units in the Mediterranean at the 
outset of hostilities, as well as Soviet naval and perhaps 
LRA~aircraft operating from bases ln the Soviet Union 
and possibly from NSWP countries. 

169. r-. . . ]Soviet naval deployment pat-
terns in'dicate that th~ Soviets expect most activity by 

. . , . •. :. ... 2·:·,. 
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their surface forces to be concentrated in the Mediter
{a-nean east of Sicily.r · \ 

't h_e· initial attacks by"'soviet ships and submarines or' 
the Mediterrpnean Squadron almost certainly would 
not occur bcrorc Pact operations began in other areas 
of the. theater. The Black Sea Fleet Air Force would 
follow with strikes using air-to-surface missiles (ASMs) 
while· tactical aircraft and Soviet naval free-fall bomb
ers were suppressing NATO air defenses. Some LRA 
airc-raft, P.SpccialJy missile-arm("d nJindcrs and nack
fires, might participate in raids against carriers, al
l hough most o.f LRA probably would be cory~mitted 
against Central Europe. 

170. While the most immediate threat would come 
from Soviet ships and sub(!larines already deployed in 
the ·Mediterranean, numerically the . most sizable 

·threat to NATO's naval forces there would come from 
missile-equipped Soviet strike aircraft, despite the fact 
that they would be operating without fighter escort. In 
a conventional war the USSR-based Black Sea Air 
Force could sortie about 40 ASM strike aircraft, 
carrying as many as 80 missiles, which could attack 
throughout the eastern Mediterranean. The Soviets 
would probably hold another 20 ASM strike aircraft 
.with 40 missiles in reserve as. a hedge against escalation 

· to nuclear war. Backfire strike· aircraft can cover 
· · vi~tuallv the entire Medifer~ane~n ·from· Black Sea 

airfields. Badger aircraft can carry out attacks in most 
of the eastern Mediterranean from Black Sea or NSWP 
airfields. 

171. The Soviets normally keep eight to 10 subma
rines, including two cruise missile units, in the Medi

crranean in peacetime. The crui~ missile s~bmarines 

. . · ]probably. would be in a position to 
attack at the outset of hositilities. In wartime the other 
submarines probably could monitor Western naval 
movements near major choke points and possibly near 
some of the main NATO naval bases. By itself, 
however, the submarine force normally deployed in 
the Mediterranean is not large enough to attack all 
Western aircraft carriers and other potential NATO 
nava,l targets there at one· time. Reinforcement from 
the Northern Fleet would take almost. two weeks for 
nuclear-powered submarines (more than three weeks 
for diesels) and provide· NATO w!th warning indica·-· 
tions if conducted before war broke out. Because of 
competing tasks elsewhere, limitations on the avail· 

·ability of submarines, and logistic constraints, we 
estimate that the submarine formation in the Mediter-

TCS 22e?-?9/l • 

· ranean probably would not be reinforced before the 
outbreak of hostilities.: 

172. There is evidence that Soviet submarines. in 
the Mediterranean would expend torpedoes only ·in 
selr·defense ·or against high-value targets, especially 
aircraft carrier task groups, amphibious task groups, 
and US nuclear-powered submarines. Soviet .subma
rines, beca~ of their lade of survivable replenish
ment points, would probably not, as a matter of 
course, fire their torD<.-does against merchant ships in 
the Mediterranean until they ha~ succeeded in their 
attacks on high-value targets or were· returning to base. 

173. Soviet surface forces normally in the Medit~r
ranean COflSist of seven to· nine combatants and 25 
auxiliaries. These forces would conduct ASW oper· 
ations, and serve as target spotters and trackers for 
strikes by submarines, aircraft, and other surface ships. 
They would also provide command and control sup. 
port for Soviet submarines and aircraft. These ships 
almost certainly would be operating in an environ
ment; in which NATO had air su~riority, however, 
and, along with Soviet submarines, would be the 
targets for some 30 NATO submarines. 

174. There are divergent views within the Intelli
gence Community on whether or the extent to which 
the· SOviets would ilUiment their surface forces· in the 
Mediterranean during a period of tension preceding 
the outbreak of hositilities. All agree that the intelli
gence evidence and other considerations which bear 
on this question include the following: 

-We have no evidence from Pact military writings 
of plans to augment the surface force in the 
Mediterran~n during a period of tension before 
the outbreak of hositilities. One reference relat
ing to augmentatio~ of the Mediterran~n force 
suggesb that it would ~ur after Pact seizure of 
the Turkish Straits. Other Sov_iet writings, in 
stressing the importance of ASW and anticarrier 
operations at the outset of a war, im.ply that the 

. introduction of addition~! surface ships into the 
Mediterranean before a war began would be a 
logical step. . 

- Of some 60 principal surface combatants typi
cally available in the Black Sea Fleet, seven to 
nine are normally deployed to the Mediterra
nean. 

-The Soviets have sortied major surface warships 
from the Black Sea·' to augment the Mediterra-
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nean Squadron during major £leet exercises and 
·· ... in times of ~;:risis. Following the 1973 Arab-Israeli 

" ·war, for examole, the ·Soviets almost doubled the 
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size of the Meaiterranean force and demon- . 
~ 

strated rhe capability to ougmenl the forct> 

176. l~itial Soviet objectiv~ in the North~~teri\2 .: · 
TVD center on ensuring freedom of action and unin-:- .. 
hibited access to the ooen ocean For Soviet naval ships··· 

quickly. 

- Such an .act would be a clear warning indicator, 
and it could be counterproductive, depending on 
NATO's reaction. On the other hand. it might be 
view~·J L~· the Soviets as a W:l}' tn (remonstrate 
their resolve during a crisis. 

-The Soviets recognize NATO's capability to 
block the Turkish Straits, and mwt consider that 
such operations could occur early in a war. 
Consequently, Soviet planners could not count on 
unobstructed passage to or from the Mediterra
nean after the outbreak of hostilities. 

. . 
175. Some believe 11 that the Mediterranean Squad· 

ron. orobably would be augmented by at least a few, 
and possibly up to 12, of the large surface combatants 
in the Black ,Sea-such as Moskvas, Karas, KyndU, and · 
Kashins-before· the outbreak of hostilities. Others 
believe n that the Soviets would 'deploy no more than a 
few, if any, large combatants from the Black Sea 
before the outbreak of hostilities. The difference in 

... judgment turns on whether. the main purpose 'of. the 
Black Sea Fleet is to provide air and ASW defense for 
operations against the Turkish.Straits, or whether it is 
to augment the Mediterranean SQuadron. The holders 
of the first view believe the Fleet is in exces5 of 
requirements for the defense of local. waters in the 
Black Sea and offensive. operations against Turkey and 
judge that, in any event, augmentation of the Mediter· 
ranean SQuadron would not jeopardize an assault on 
the Straits. They argue that the time required to seize 
and dear the Straits and general uncertainty attending 
such an operation militate against the Pact's holding its 
forces in the Black Sea, risking their exclusion from 
use in the Mediterranean. Holders of the second view 
point out that naval units sortied during periods of 
tension could be trapped in the Mediterranean, where 
they would be highly vulnerable to attack. They judge 
that Pact planners would vie.w seizure of the Straits as 
more impOrtant than .a modest augmentation of the 
Mediterranean SQuadron. · 

,. The holkrr of thl$ oieu1 Gre the Dir~or. De}trt$~ lnteUigeru:e 
Agencv; the Director, NtJtionGl Securltv As-enct~: and the Director 
of Naool Intelligence, Depart~t of the Naw. 

" The holdnr of thu NW are the CAnlrallntelllgmu Agencv 
and the Director, Burt4u of lnlelligenu and Ruearch, Depart. 
~nt of Slale. · 

and aircraft and on maintaining the forward derenst' 
·of the extensive complex of naval bases and strategic 
installations located on the Kola Peninsula. (See.figure 
21.) Initial operatioru by Soviet land forces orobably 
would he limited to northern Norway. We havf" no 
<·vidt•nc(• ·imlicating that the Soviets pbn {or a gt•ner:ll 
offensive against Finland or Sweden early_ in a war. 

177. Naval Operaliom. Soviet exercises suggest 
that, with the opening o£ hostilities, the Northern Fleet 
~ould attack Western submarines, aircraft carriers, 
and amohibiow task forces detected approaching the 
Barents and Norwegian Seas. u Some LRA bombers 
and Frontal Aviation fighter-bombers-supplemented 
by naval bombers. when available-probably would 
strike NATO naval facili.ties, airbases. communications 
sites and surveillan<:e posts in northern Norway. Soviet 
amphibious sh.ips carrying up to a regiment of Soviet 
naval infantry probably would attemot to seize limited 
objectives along the northern Norwegian coast After 
the naval infantry had secured a suitable DOrt, follow· 
up Soviet ground forces from the Pechenga ~rea could 

. be landed from m~rcha~~ vessels. 

178: We do not anticipate any large-scale amohib
ious ooerations because the Soviets are limited in their 
assault lih capacity and their capability to overcome 
determined resistance from the beach. Initial amphib
ious operations probahly would be confined to the 
coast of Fi~nmark, under conditions suitable for an 

· ·early linkup with the ground . forces. The Soviets 
. probably would, however, commit a large number of 
. smaller combatants to an escort role in SUPDOrt of 
ooerations in. ~orthem . Norway. 

.179. Ground o,eration• in Northern Norwau. 
Because of the limited availability of ground forces 

· : ·and tactical aircraft in the northern Leningrad Mili
tary· District and the high priority given to naval 
missions against NATO naval strike forces, we believe 
ara initial Soviet ground offensive would be limited to 

.·the Finn,marlc area. Potentially strong NATO resist· 
· ance beyond Finnmark and the risk of drawing in far 

greater forces than exist in the Kola Peninsula area 
. would orobably deter major Soviet ground offensives 

"The section beglnnlnc at paracraph 18.( dixw.scs Soviet naval 
operations In these areas. 
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in the north until an acCeptable outcome in Central 
Europe had been achieved. Moreover, the better 
defended-and more defensible-Norwegian territory 
south of Finnmark is at the extreme limitS of Sovi~t 
tactical air coverage. 

180. [ · ]initial . ground 
operations against northern Norway probably would 
be ·made by elements of the two Soviet divisions at 
Pechenga and Kandalaksha. We believe that subse: 
quent operations eould extend as far _south as Tromso 
and Narvilc. Seizure of Norwegian bases in the Tromso 
area early in 'the· war · would be iml)Ortant to the 
Soviets becS.use it would provide greater flank security 
for their naval forces in the NorwCdan Sea. Initially, 
we could expect small-scale airborne or amphibious 
raich .against th~ bases in an attempt to disrupt 
NATO operations. We would also e~pect bombing 
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. ~-· . 

figure 2t 

Barents Sea 

. ·.·· 

attacks against them by a'vailable LRA and Navy 
bombers. But we would not expect initial large-scale 
airborne or amphibious assaults in this area because of . 
the lack of adequate air cover or air and amphibious 
lift, and the d~ubtful ability of ground forces-advanc
ing across Finnmark to effect early linkup. 

181. The Soviet ~otori:z.ed rifle regiments from the 
two northern divisions are specially structured and 
et1uipped for operations in the Arctic. Although th~ 
·units ean easily traverse the terrain in northern Nor
way, lines of communication over land would be 

· difficult to maintain because only one maJor road runs 
through the area. There is some evidence indicating 

. that the Soviets plan ·to · alleviate this shortcoming by 
· resupplying ground forces by sea. We do not believe 

that the Soviets would attempt a large-scale airborne 
assault in northern Norway because the demands for 

TCS 2£67-79/l lGp Se~;ret 
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air transport elSewhere again$t NATO probably would 
preclude early ·.use of a formation as la.rge as a 
"~mplete airborne division. The Soviets might attempt 

td insert small teams to sabotage transportation. com
munications[ and intelligence. facilities, however. 

182. .Air Ooeration1. Air support for the Soviet 
ground forces in Finnmark would come primarily 
from the some 120 Frontal Aviation ground attack and 
reronnaissa~cc .aircraft in the Leningrad Military Dis· 

tri~t. r 
:J There are no Frontal 

A via lion fighter regiments in the Leningrad Military 
District. although fighters from three regiments of the 
Soviet strategic air defense forces on the Kola Penin
sula could provide air cover to a distance of about 200 
kilometers over Norway. 

183. We have some evidence that the Soviets would 
use LilA bombers in an attempt to destroy or suppress 
land-based NATO air defense forces in: n~rthern and 
central Ho~way. probably to clear a path for naval 
strike. reconn~issance." and ASW aircraft flying agains~ 
NATO carrier forces and submarines in the Norwe
gian Sea. If the Soviets chose to avoid Norwegian
based air defenses, they would route transiting aircraft 
north of North·Cipe arid then· down the· center of the 
Norwegian sea. Such routing would reduce the ~xpo
sure of the aircraft to land-based air defenses. but it' 
would decrease significantly the combat radius of the 
aircraft. the time they could spend in their operating 
areas. and the promptness of anticarrier strikes. It 
seems unlikely that many LRA bombers or even 
tactical aircraft would be made available for strikes 
against Norwegian air defenses, given the reQuh:ement 
for large numbers of these aircraft in the Cent~al 
Region. 

Naval Operations in the North Atlantic 

184. In wartime the Soviets evidently expect NATO 
to deploy aircraft carriers. baHistic missile submarines. 
and large numbers of attac~ submarines against Soviet 
surface and submarine forces operating in the North 
Atlantic. In addition. the Soviets( · · .J believe ~A TO would attempt amphib-
ious landings in northern Norway .and use the Norwe
gian ~·as a launch zone for carrier-based· strikes 
against the USSR. They also ex~ NATO to establish 
antisubmarine barriers in the Greenland-Iceland-
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United. Kingdom gap and off northern Norway to 
prevent passage of Soviet· submarines. The Soviets • 
concern for penetrating NATO naval barriers is re-

flected i.nC. ] ' ,. 

185. The Norwegian Sea. especially its southern 
half ending at the ~I-UK gap, is central to Soviet 
naval strategy in the North Atlantic. While the-Soviets 
clearly expect . naval engagements throughout the 
North Atlantic, they reckon that by far the heaviest 
combat would .occur near and insi~e a maritime 
theater of miltll.ry operations (MTVD) which they 
evidently wou!d establish north of the G-1-UK gap. 
Soviet operations in this MTVD would be intended to 
prevent NATO 'naval incursions into an ocean area the 
Soviets consider critical to successful defense of their 
homeland. especially the Kola Pe~insula. 

186. ~viet strategy calls for the early establishment 
of control of the Norwegian and Barents Seas and their 
approaches. Operations farther lnto the North Atlantic 
to prevent transit of NATO carriers and amphibious 
task groups an'd to divert NATO naval strength are 
probably also planned. The Soviets would attempt to 
n~utralize Western SSBNs near their bases and in the 
Norwegian Sea before they could launch their missiles. 

· 181: Th~'esta.biishment of control of the Norwegian: 
and Barents Seas and their apprOaches probably would 
involve most of the Northern Fleet's submarines and 
virtually all of the surface forces· and aircraft in an 
effort to exclude NATO forces from the area. The 
Soviets probably also plan submarine and air oper
ations against NATO naval forces as they exit their 
bases in Europe and possibly against SSBNs from US 
bases as well In addition. at least. some submarines 
w9uld attack shipping engaged in resupply and rein
forcement of Europe early in a war.n 

188: Soviet plans for controllins the Norwegian and 
Barents Seas and their approaches apparentJx. consist 
of a deQ)oyment in depth. (See figure 22.) l-

lhe Soviets plan to weaken or <1eieat 
NA To·s nava\ forces in the Norwegian· Sea or ap- · 
proaching the area from the United States and the 
United Kingdom by successive and coordinated as
saults by submarines. strike aircraft. and surface com
batant ships. · · · · · 

"~ the enut 011 pa~ 42 t~n4 43/(Jf' dl//mnt•tenev oU:roc 011 

SoOid pl41U trrw! c:t~P<JhdUki /or lnlertltcCion o/ UG lines of 
commun la!Uon. 
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189. Because of range ·and time-on-station con.: 
stra'ints on naval strike aircraft and the ~ulnerabllity of 
Soviet surface combatants when o~rating out of area, 
the Soviet attack submarine force would be the princi
pal element for sustained oPerations in the North 
Atlantic. The Soviets have about 130 operational cruise 
missile and torpedo attack submarines in the Northern 
Fleet. but about 40 percent are in· various stages of 
repair or workup at any one time. Thus. about . 80 
submarines (with varying degrees of combat effective
ness) would be available for operaUons at the outset of 
hostilities. If about 10 of these submarines continued 
to be committed to operations in .the Mediterranean 
and the Soviets did not augm~nt their forces there 
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t .Western naval base~ off which Soviet · 
subm

1
arines might be deployed I 
I . ~ 
0' "'~ 

dtiring a Pc:riod of rising .tensioO: some 70 subinarlnes 
would ~ available for operations in the Atlantic. This 
force would be subjected to heavy demands in war
time. and the Soviets l)robably would not have as 
many attack submariries as they deem riecessarv to 
perform all important naval missions. 

190. We do not know l)recisely how the Soviets 
would apl)Ortion their naval forces among their several 
tasks· in the iititial stages of a · war with NATO. 
Information available regarding Soviet objectives, ex
ercises, and force d~Dloyments does, however. provide 
the basis for estimating likely initial force allocations. 
We recognize that Soviet naval det>loyments coul4 be 
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largely contingent on NATO operations at the outset 
of·· h9stilities. If the Soviets were to perceive that 
r-lA 10 did not intend to send aircraft carriers into or 
near the Norwegian ~a. for example, large numbers 
of submarines' could be dedicated. to missions else
where. Even if NATO carriers deployed into or near 
the Norwegian Sea, Soviet force allocations could shift, 
depending on the outcome of the initial engagements. 
For example, successful Soviet attacks early in a war 
on NATO carriers and amphibious task groups operat
ing north of the G-1-UK gap might encourage them to 
take a more active sub$eQuent role in the Atlantic 
south of Iceland. On the other hand, should Soviet 
forces surfer a serious reverse, they would be likely to 
continue to concentrate their efforts in the Norwegian 
and Barents Seas. 

Potential Effectiveness., 

191. Submarine•. In conducting these oi>erations 
Soviet submarines would be present in large. ~umbers: 
but they would be limited by their poor detection 
cap;:bility against Western ballistic missile and attack 
submarines. This makes it unlikely that Soviet subma-

. rines would be able to solve the initial ASW pro.blem 
of target location and would make it difficult .to 
protect themselves from NATO submarines. 

192. The . So~ie~ ~nsid~r t~a·t a .key· b~t'diHicult 
task for their attack submarines during the conven
tional phase of a war would be the protection of Soviet 
SSBNs from NATO ASW forces, particularly nuclear 
attack submarines (SSNs). The Y-class, for example, 
not only is much noisier than Western nuclear subma
rines, but also, in order for its SS-N-6 missiles to reach 
targets in the United States, must ooerate in areas 
where it is subject to detection by the US sound 
surveillance ·syStem (SOSUS) and where it would have 
little or no support from ·other Soviet forces. They 
therefore probably would assign a few of their best" 
attack submarines to provide escort for Y-class SSBNs. 
Because Western ~Ns can launch torpedoes outside 
the detection envelope . of. Y-class submarines, the 
Soviets probably could not prevent at least some of 
their SSBNs from being destroyed. 

193. For anticarrier warfare, the Soviets' reliance 
on external targeting support could effectively restrict 

• Su parilcraplu 198·200, •eutng forth .an altenuatfoe cteco .of 
the Director, Defense lntelltgmce Agencv, end the Director of 
Naoal lntelltgena, Depsrtment o/the Naov, wncemtng para
vap/\1 191-197. 
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the operating areas of their long-range missile subma
rines, such as the E-ll and the ]-class, to areas within 
range of the Bear D aircraft. In addition, these 
submarines must surface to launch their missiles and 
hence would be vulnerable. The more modem C-clw 
would pose a more serious threat in distant waters, but 
these submarines probably would not be able to keep 
up with fast-moving carrier strike forces. Moreover, 
Soviet cruise-missile-armed submarin-es normally carry 
a mixed load of nuclear and ronventionally armed 
missiles, thereby reducing the number available for 
conventional strikes. . 

194. Aircraft. The success of · antiship attacks by 
naval or LRA aircraft would hinge primarily on the 
capabilities of the aircraft and their cruise missiles to 
penetrate a series of NATO land-based and fleet air 

. defenses. These defenses include land· and shi1>-based 
aircraft, surfaCe-to-air misSile systems; and electronic 
countermeasures. systems to confuse, decoy, or disrupt 
the sensors of incoming aircraft o_r cruise missiles. [ 

.· . l . . .:)If 
. .Soviet s~rike aircraft successful y penetrated or avOid-

ed NATC) iand-based ai~defe~ they ' then would 
have to deal with formidable fleet air defenses. 

195. The first line of fleet air defense typically 
would be an outer zone defended· by carrier-based 
early warning aircraft and interceptors. It could ex
tend more than 400 nautical miles from the fleet, well 
beyond the 200-nm maximum missile launch range of 
the best Soviet air-to-surface missiles. A Soviet airstrike 
against a NATO task group including two US aircraft 
carriers, for example, might ha,ve to confront more 
than 30 carrier-based interceptors. Sovie.t strike air
craft, especially the TU-16 Badgers, would be highly 
vulnerable to attacks by interceptors as they maneu
vered to launch their ASMs. Although individual 
Badgers would be vulnerable because of their slow 
speed and lack of extensive electronic countermeas
ures (ECM) equipment for self-defense, one or more 
Badger ECM aircraft probably would be part of each 

· attack formation. The Backfire would be better ~ble to 
survive because of its high-speed capability-near 
Mach 2 at high altitude-and modem ECM equip
ment, although both the Badger and the Backfire have 
large radar cross sections. which would make them 
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easily detectable. Cruise missiles, £lying at sr;>eeds of 
Mach 2.5 to 3.5 and launched by aircraft which 
s.uccessfully DeJtetrated the interceptor zone, would 

" fa·ce shipborne SAM, gun, and ECM systems. 
. j 

196. Suriace Forces. The eHectivcness of Soviet 
surface co~batants in the Norwegian Sea would be a 
function not only of their capabilities as individual 
ships, but_ also of their cooperation with each other and 
with submarines and aircraft. As individual units, 
Soviet surface ships would be particularly weak in 
providing area air defense against US and UK attack
ing aircraft and protection against low-£lying aircraft 
and cruise missiles. Their ASW capability suffers 
particularly from a limited sensor range. The ranges at 
which they can reliably detect. attacking submarines 
are less than the ·range at which the submarines can 
detect and attack the surface ships. ASW sensor range 
is also less than that of such primary ASW weapons as 
the SS-N-14, ·making it extremely difficult for an 
individual Soviet ship without ASW helicopters to 
exploit the potential of such weapons fully. 

197. The weaknesses of individual ships are over
come to some extent when ships, submarines, and 
aircraft ODerate in concert, a5 they presumably would 
in the Norwegian Sea, supporting and complementing 
one another with sensor and weapons coverage. The 

. presence of a Kiev, with its multiple sensors, weapon 
·.systems; and comma rid and cOntrol ca:oabilities, ~-ould 
provide a significant addition to the capability of the 
other surface forces. For eJ~ample, operations by the 
Kiev's V/STOL (vertical/short takeoff and landing) 
aircraft would be valuable in thwarting £air-weather 
attacks from slower NATO aircraft such as the P-3 and 
in limiting the ot>erations of A WACS (airborne warn
ing and control system) aircraft. 

198. According to an alternative view, paragraphs 
191-197 should convey a more balanced appraisal of 
potential effectiveness, in substance as well as in 

7 .. 

tone.s• The holders of this view believe these. para
graphs tend to overstress weaknesSes inherent in Soviet 
platforms, such as the relative noisiness of submarines, 
without offsetting consideration of inherent strengths, 
such as their relatively high speeds. They further note 
that any assessment of the potential effectiveness of 
Soviet submarines; naval aircr:~ft, and surface ships 
should include consideration of their operation as a 
mutually supportive force; that this is only ·partially 
achieved in paragraph 197. 

199. According to this -view, paragraphs 191-197, in 
a.ddition to an essentially negative treatment of Soviet 
platforms, assess their effectiveness in tactical contexts 
which convey an impression of NATO capabilities that 
is maximal and unrealistic..L 

;l Realistically, the potential effective
ness of Soviet strike aircraft should be measured in 
terms of a radar coverage, as well as fighter coverage, 
that would have suffered so"me degradation in the 
early stages of hostilities. Likewise, the US ~und 
surveillance svstem[' 

· ~should be expected to sutfer early 
degradation,. espec1ally in view of the detailed Soviet 
knowledge of and concern about its cavabilites. In-

. deed.[ . . . . . \ links of the · 
SOSUS have, on a number .of occasions-:been cut and 
temporarily disabled by unknown shipping. 

200. Finally, the holders of this view note that these 
paragraphs reflect insufficient regard for evidence of 
demonstrated sOviet naval effectiv~ness·C . 

J 
" TM ltolderr of thr. ww dre tM Director, De{enu lnteUtgenu 

Agency, 12nd tM l)(reaor of NGNiliuelligence, Deparcrninc of tht . 
1/dOfl. 
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THEATER NUCLEAR OPERATIONS 

201. Pact nudear ooerations·against NATO in the 
European theater eould involve: 

-Tactical nuclear weapons· assigned. to Soviet 
ground and air forces in Ea~lcrn Eur~1x: and in 
the USSR and to Soviet naval forces in the three 
western fleets. 

-Soviet strategic systems (mainly medium- and 
intermediate-range ballistic missiles, bombers of 
Long Range Aviation, and some ballistic missile 
submarines) which are based in the USSR and 
intended chiefly for use against NATO. 

202. We have reliable evidence[. 
nudea.r force posture, exercise scenarios. and military 

: lon Soviet concevts for nuclear overations 
againsf1:1ATO. Although almost all of our inform\ltion 
pertains directly to Soviet nuclear overations in Cen
tral Eurove, we believe that the general operations 

. described below also would avvly to Soviet· nuclear 
· warfare on NATO's flanks; hi any. case; for ·bOth 

tactical and strategic systems the vrimary mission 
would be the destruction of NATO's nuclear forces. 

203. The scove and svecific targets of Pact nude~~ 
overations would devend on Soviet campaign objec
tives; the scale of NATO's nuclear use, and other 
circumstances. The following discussion is confined to 
the likely general characteristics of large-scale theater 
nuclear operations by the Pact. 

T octicol Nuclear Operations 

204. The Pact tactical nuclear arsenal consists of 
aircraft, missiles, artillery, submarines, and surface 
shivs. Although nuclear weaDQns are normally carried 
aboard Soviet submarines and some surface shivs 
·during veacetime devlovments, the Soviets do not 
maintain nuclear-armed tactical ~issiles or aircraft on 
alert during veacetime. During· the period of tension 
that vrobably would precede a war in Eurove, howev
er, and during any initial conventional vhase of such a 
war, the Pact would take stevs to ready its tactical air· 
and missile delivery systems for nuclear overations. 
Warheads and bombs orobably would be disversed 

75 

from storage sites to delivery units. Nucl~r warheads 
probably would be mated to most. tactical ballistic 
missiles at the start of a war and uv to one-fourth of 
Sovid tactical -aircrah probably would be withheld 
r rom conventional operations as a nu.clear' alert force. 

205. Once the decision to use nuclear weaDQns was 
made, all tactical systems probably would come into 
play and the timing and targeting of tactical strikes 
would be planned to take advantage of the special 
characteristics of each system. The vrimary objective 
in Soviet tactical nuclear vlanning avvears" to be the 
assured destruction. of military ~rgets. Limiting collat
eral damage does not avr:>ear to be a main concern 
because the numbers of weaDQns incorporated in 
Soviet nuclear strike plans have increased over time 
a~d the yields of these weapons, varticul~rly for 
taclicai missiles, have increased significantly. 

206. The higher yields and greater. numbers of 
weaDQnsr . ' . ' :· ' . ,avvear cOnsist~ · 
ent ~ith 'ffie SOviets' ta.rgeting philoso~y, which calls 
for multivle strikes against high-priority fixed targets, 
mobile targets, or those that are not precisely located. 
The Soviets may perceive a reQuirement for greater 
areas of destruction to compensate for the relatively 
poor accuracy of their missile systems. 

207.[ 

.J 
208. [ lwe are able to 

make tentative judgments about ~ the Soviets 
wo!Jld vlan to destroy NATO t~ets during an Initial 
theaterwide strike. Very high yields. in some cases 
totaling more than 1,000 kilotons. would be delivered 
by all types of ground and air systems against individ;. 

't'CS 226'l-r9f/- Top Secret-

' . 



.I 
I 
t 

I 
! 
I 
I 
I 

!.j 

i ! 
I I 
I 

I 

DECLASSIFIED Authority NND 957358 . e Tep heret RYFF- e. 
ual NATO tactical nuclear units such as Pershing 
mi5sile battalioru. Typically eight to 12 tactical air 

~·st~ikes would d~liver 1,100 to 1,300 kilotons against a 
NATO ground fork division. Fighter-bombers and 
bombers woold often be used in this role. Smaller 
numbers of .tactical missiles, often only five or six, 
could deliver an additional 800 to 900 kilotons against 
a NATO division. One to four warheads would gener
ally be allocated a~ainst smaller targets such as com
mand posts, air deFense systems, airfields, and deDOts. 

209. During a coordinated, large-scale inilial strike, 
many tactical missiles probably would be targeted 
against air defense systems.· Tactical missile strikes 
could precede strikes by tactical aircraft by 15 to 20. 
minutes. [ "]the Soviets 
would use aircraft mainly in battlefield strikes in close 
proximity to Pact .forces, presumably because tactical 
aircraft are more versatile and better able to lOcate 
mobile targets than missiles and because the Pact 
currently does not have nuclear ·artillery in Eastern 
~urope.[. 

j 
21o .. C 

.JUSSR would be unlikely to initiate the use of 
nuclear weapons at sea while a war was being fought 
with on,!l::... conventional . weaDOns against NATO in 
Europe.L . J 
predilection of Soviet military policymakers·to focus 
decisions on the "developing situation in Central Eu
rope and to a void actions elsewhere th3t would 
jeopardize. the campaign there or that would cause an 
escalation to nuclear warfare. Nevertheless, Soviet 
general purpose naval forces are normally armed with 
nuclear weapons during ·peacetime deployments and . 
would be prepared at the outset of hostilities to 
conduct nuclear operations if a decision were made to 
do so. Once authorized, -these operations would be 
directed mainly against important NATO surface 
ships. submarines, and possibly selected land targets. 

21L An alternate view 11 maintains that Soviet nu
clear operations at sea would not necessarily await 

., TM holder ofthu olno u IM Dtrector o/ Naoallntelltgena, 
Department of tM Naov. 

employment of nuclear weapon$ on land. Should the 
Soviets oerceive a major threat to their security inter
ests or military objectives from NATO carrier forma
tions, they might launch a nuclear attack at sea-in·the 

· expectation that . it could be confined to the sea 
campaign and would not precipitate the employment 
of tactical nuclear weapons in the ground campaign. 

. 212.[. 

. , ]During a con-
ventional phase of a war, the Soviets probably would 
~ithhold one-fourth to one-third of their naval aircraft 
for use in the event of nuclear conflict. Although ~e 
have little insight into Soviet concepts for antisubmar
ine warfare using nuclear weapons. such weapons are 
kno~n to be carried by some Soviet ASW ships, 
submarines, and aircraft. 

213. Although our knowledge of the Soviet Navy's 
antiship nuclear targeting plans is very limited, we do 
have good evidence that multiole attacks on NATO 
naval task groups are planned. Soviet writings of the · 
·early and. mid-1960s indicate that four to six cruise 

· ~i5siles with ~u~lear w~rheads or nine nudear-tioDed 
torpedoes would be necessary to ensure destruction of 
a task group consisting of an aircraft carrier and 
several escorts. C 

Nuclear ·Strikes Against NATO by 
Soviet Strategic Forces 

2i.4.( 

J 

J 
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"' ~215. The Dri~e objective of Soviet nuclear forces in 
'vartime would b~ to destroy NATO's means for 
waging nuclear war. Accordingly, a typical target list 
for the Soviet strategic forces would include NATO 
nuclear missile sites; airfields used by nuclear delivery 
aircraft; nuclear weapons storage sites; and command, 
control, and communications facilitic~. Other airfields. 
air defense facilities, large troop concentrations, and 
conventional storage depots probably are also targeted, 
as well as some political and economic centers. In all 
instances, strikes by the strategic forces would. be 
coordinated with those by the Pact's tactical nuclear 
forces. 

216. In Europe there are several thousand military, 
political, and economic targets in these categories 
which the Soviets might wish to cover. Military targets 
range from those that have been extensively hardened 
to tho5e that are highly vulnerable. We estimate that 
there are fewer than 300 hardened targets of signifi
cant military value in the European NATO countries. 
About half of these are slightly hardened installa
tions-such as nuclear weapons storage facilities, some 
POL storage facilities, and ground force depots. The 
remainder are moderately hard installations such as 
command.posts and the_ French IRBM silas. The great 
majority of potential· targets in EurODe are soft are~ 

77 

''e 
targets, including NATO airfields, ports, and air de.' 
fense facilities. 

217. The Strategic Rocket Forces would have a key 
role during large-scale nuclear operations. Although 
Soviet medium- and intermediate-range ballistic mis
siles would be·assigned a variety of strategic targets, 
some sources have indicated they would be primarily 
used to destroy NATO airfields, air defenses, and 
command and control facilities beyond the-reach of 
1 lw Pact's forward-based tactical systems. In addition 
lo the MRBMs and IRBMs, some of the Soviet lCOMs 
might be used· against NATO targets in ~urope. 
Ballistic missiles launched from the C- and H-dass 
submarines are not as accurate as most of the land
based missiles and probably would be used against 
large targets such as ports. 

218. The Long Range Aviation bomber force would 
also be used both during the initial nuclear strike and· 
for followuD strikes against targets not already de
st~oyed or attacked. As much as one-third of the LRA 
bomber force would be withheld from use in conven
tional ODerations in antici_p::.tion of escalation to nucle
ar conflict. All LRA bombers based in the 'western 
USSR could reach most potential NATO targets direct
ly from their home airfields carrying either bombs or 
air-to-surface missiles. For most o£ these targets, the 
unrefueled combat radius of the LRA bombers is 

.sufficient to l>ermit.· the use of indirect routing and· 
low-level flight profit~ to ~vade NATO air defen~. 
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PROSPECTS FOR WARSAW PACT THEATER FORCES 

Factors Affecting Future Forces 

219. In this Estimate we do not provide a dt~tailed 
analysis of the factors that motivate the Sovie,ts' mili
tary policy toward Europe and the ·development of 
their theater forces. These factors are discussed in 
detail in NIE 11-4-78, Soviet Coals and Expectations 
tn the Global Power Arena. We proceed from. the 
p~emis'e that the developments we currently observe in 
Warsaw Pact theater forces opposite NATO represent 
the sorts of activities necessary to maintain and gradu
ally improve the capabilities of these large standing 
forces. They are the . activities necessary · to replace 
obsolete or wornout equipment and to' incorporate 
new weapons and tactics which flow from a vigorous 
Soviet research and development program. They por
tend no large, short-term change in the general size or 

. character of these forces. 

· .. 220; , Although w~ · belie~e thiS to be a ~alid -~remi~: · 
we have examined a number of factors which conceiv
ably could alter it. This examination is summarized in 
the following paragraphs. 

Soviet Perceptions of NATO's Military Copobilities·. 

221. The Soviets have a keen perception of NATO's 
forces and military programs and regard its capabili- ; 
ties as s~bstantial and technologi~lly challenging. We · 
believe that they will see current developments in the 
Western Alliance as portending a continuing strong 
NATO defense pasture, with good prospects for im-

. provement, especially in the critical Central European 
area. The Soviets are likely to be especially concerned 
about expected improvements in . NATO's precision 
weapons and nuclear ~ystenis. . Nothing in current or 
near-term NATO defense programs, however, is likely 
to pre<;ipitate any major change in the level of Pact 
e(forts. Over the longer term, the large-scale deoloy
ment by NATO of a new theater nuclear deli very 
system, such as ground-launched cruise missiles, C::ould 
cause an upswing in Pact efforts, especially in air 
defense. 

'I'CS 2267--191+-

Soviet leadership 

222. Change in Soviet leadership within the period 
of this Estimate is in~vitable. At least in its early phase, 
however, the change is unlilcely to alter the priority 
given to theater forces. The new leaders, whoever they 
may be, will undoubtedly emerge from the ranks of 
the oresent leadership which are responsible for creat
ing current Pact forces and which are committed to 
maintaining SOviet military strength in Europe. The 
new leaders willlilcely seek to avoid moves that would 
antagonize large ~ents of the military. 

Economic Considerations 

223. Since 1970, total Soviet defense. spending, 
which accounts for 11 to 13 percent of the USSR's 
gross national product, has grown at an average annual . 

. rate of 4 to 5 percent. Soending for Soviet theater 
for~ opPosite NATO has .lirown at :roughly the same 
rate and probably will continue to grow into the 1980s. 
This judgment is supported by several trends in Soviet 
defense programs, the increasing costs of new, more 
compiex military hardware, the large number of 
·weapon development programs currently under way, 
-and the continuing capital investment in defense 
industries. 

224. We have taken note of the deeline in Soviet 
.. economic growth and the ~nomic difficulties of such . 
non-Soviet Warsaw Pact countries as Poland and 

· Czechoslovakia. Despite these difficulties, we find no 
evidence that suggests the Soviets anticipate cutbackS 
in allocating resources to theater forces. Indeed, we 
have good evidence that some NSWP countries plan 
modest increases. · 

Demographic Factors 

. 225. In every Warsaw Pact oountry the military 
manJ.)Ow'er procurement system der;>ends on conscrip
tion. Conscripts orovide up to 75 percent of the 
manJ.)Ower assigned to the regular armed forces, the 
border guards, and some elements of the internal 
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~ecurity forces. During the ·next decade, however: the 
riwnber of young men reaching' draft age each year 

· ~ilf decline in most Pact countrieS, a trend that will 
co~plicate the allocltion of manpower between the. 
armed forces1 and industry. 

226. Pact military manpower requirements are ex
pected to increase only modestly in the next 10 years. 
Even so, there may be shortfalls in available military 
manpower. The Pact countries could meet such short
·f ails by changes in their manpowe-r procurement 
systems. They might also attempt to ·persuade more 
conscripts to extend their service. 

227. We do not believe that the manpower squeeze 
will lead to any decline in future Pact militarY 
manpower. We expect that most Pact countries, the 
USSR included, will meet . their projected military 
manpower needs by some· combination of available 
options. Some are already calling reservists who had 
previously been exempted to active duty for up to six 
.months. Fewer deferments are being granted, and the 
gro~nds for medical exemption have ~n defined 

·more clearly and strictly. In a. r:ew. Pact countries, 
those persons found unfit for combat duties are being 
placed in sedentary military positions rather than 
being exempted. 

..... 
· T e<:hnology 

. . . . 

228." We foresee no technological breakthrough that 
could lead to a major change in either the. size or 
character of the Pact theater forces during the period 
of this Estimate. New technology, ~hether developed, 
purchased, or illegally acquired, is expected to lead to 
improvements in individual Pact systems and help 
redress major deficiencies, but no one development or 
even a combination of technological developments in 
the foreseeable future is expected to revolutionize 
modern warfare or provide a decided advantage to 
Pact forces. · 

Sino-Soviet Relotions 

229. The size of the Soviet forces opposite China
nearly 25 percent of the total theater forces-suggests 
a potential for some impact on the forces facing 
NATO. There is no evidence, however, that the 
burden of maintaining forces against China has seri
ously constrained Soviet military pOSture in the west in 
recent years, and we do not anticipat~ such an effect 
in the foreseeable future. Short of a rapprochement 
with China., which could release some resources for· 
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defense. in the w~t. or a war with Chi~ which 
would, at a ·minimum, absorb much of the Soviet troop 
and logistical reserves in the western and central 
USSR, we believe the Soviets can continue to su~.Dort · 
both efforts at present or even modestly greater levels. 

Implications for Future Poet Theater F~ces 

230. Although the ·expansion in manpower which 
characterized Pact theater forces during the 
mid-1960s and t-arly 1970s has slowed, we e:-;pcct some 
gradual increase in manpower in Pact ground and air 
combat units opposite NATO over the next decade as 
ongoing programs are implemented. The overall num
ber of ground and air combat units opposite NATO is 
expected to remain at or near its current level, while a 
modest decline is anticipated in.the number of general 
purpose naval ships and submarines. 

231. Warsaw Pact nations will continue to improve 
the weapons and equipment in their theater forces 
opposite NATO. Major weaPon production and de
p(oymen~ programs which are dearly in midstream 
are expected to continue. In addition. the Soviets will 
no doubt seek to develop some entirely new weapons 
and support systems. Certain of these systems, such as 
laser or . television-guided munitions. ·are already in 
testing .. Still. other Pact weapons--:-such as enhanced 
radiation weapons and advanced" cruise missiles-may 
emerge in reaction to NATO weapons programs or 
force improvements." 

232. As the modernization of the Pact·s theater 
forces .equipment progresses, we expect· continuing 
standardization problems. For example, the Soviets are 
currently producing .three different medium tanks 
while retaining older models in the inventory. This 

· situation leads to other problems in that the mix and 
growing technical complexity of models. in the forces 

I "require additional mechanic and operator training and 
more elaborate logistic arrangements.. 

· Ground Forces 

233. Barring an agreement on mutual and balanced · 
force reductions (MBFR), the number and disposition 
of Pact ground force divisions opposite. NATO. are 
likely to remain stable during the period of this 
Estimate. although expanded divisional organizations 
and the formation of new nondivisional units probably 

u More complete discussions ol q>ccific Pact cround. air. naval, 
and theater nuclear systems which are lilcdy to enter service over 
the ned ·clecade or so are contained In volume II. chaptc:r Vl 
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. . :· . ·_ .equipment. We_foresee .no development over the next the T .SO, is expected to enter service by the . early 
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·I 

"'. Se"veral years wbich would appreciably ·alt~r the basic 1980s. but our ·evide.nce on its current status is £rag-
Pact strategy. or" an armor-heavy · o££eiuive . against . mentary. The NSWP armies will a:emain largely 6tand-
NATO i'ri aent~~l Euro~ ~pit~ NATO'ss~bstantial ardized on the T-55. . . . . 
and gro~ing capability f~r. antitank . w~rfare, Pact . 
plan.ne~· :.:wil( eontinue "to~ - ~~~d .. the ta~k as the 
backbone of their ground assault forCes. <;.onsiderable 
emphasis will be placed throughout the 1980s on 

238. Pact corieern with increasing conventional 
firepower in general ari~ with the neutralization .of 
NATO antitank defense in particular is exPected to 
result in continued increase in numbers of . artillery 

m"odernizing the tank forces. 

234. Improvements in other areas probably will also 
be stressed over the next decade to give Pact armored 
forces a better chance to survive on the modern 
battlefield. These almost certainly will include new 
artillery and air defense weapons. The increased use of 
smoke and aerosols to interfere with optical and 
electro-optical surveillance and tracking devices of 
NATO antitank weapons is also expected. Against 
antitank helicopters the Pact probably will enlarge its 
use of tactical SAMs. antiaircraft artillery. and other 
helicopters. · 

235. We are monitoring one development ; in par-· 
ticular with potentially significant implications for the 
Soviet ground forces during the coming decade. Over 
the past year the Soviets have reconfigured two divi
sions, each of which has three .tank regiments that 
have ~·n "augmented :~ith. orpnic . in.£intry. and a~til~ 
lery battalions: The divisions' motorized rifle regi
ments have been disbanded, and other subordinate 
units have been modified. The changes will improve 
the combined-arms capabilities of the tank regiments 
and inc.rease their firepower. The overall personnel 
requirement for the new structure probably will not 
greatly exceed that of the 9,500 men in a standard 
Soviet tank division. · 

236. We have no evidence regarding the extent to 
which the Soviets intend to so restructure additional 
divisionS: We also note that the Soviets are engaged in 
a program to expand some standard tank divisions by 
adding infantry and artillery to the tank regiments, 
but without disbanding the division's motorized rifle 
regiment. At best, therefore, our evidence thw far 
indicates only that the SOviets are experimenting with 
different ways of improving the tank-infantry-artillery 
balance in their tank divisions but have not yet settled 
on which alternative. or combination thereof. will be 
emphasized during the 1980s. 

237. We expect Soviet production of the T-55 and 
T-64 tanks to end within the next few years. Produc-

pieces as well as improvements in weapons, target 
acquisition caDabilities, and ammunition. The uograd
ing of the artillery battery in the Soviet motorized rifle 
regiment to an artillery battalion-a measure already 
well under way-has improved the regiment's 
capability to suppress or neturalize antitank weapons 
as well as other targets. As towed artillery is replaced 
by self-propelled (SP) models. this capability will grow 

· further because the new systems have better mobility, 
are more responsive. ana provide better crew 
protection. · 

. . 

239. The·new SP heavy Artillery (200-mm guns and 
24~mm mortars) will continue to replace older towed 
weapons in Soviet heavy artillery brigades and may 
supplement or replace lighter weapons in army artil
lery regiments and in artillery divisions. NSWP artil
lery impro~ements wiil.lag behind .those of the Soviets . .. · 
The number of SP guns in. th~ .East. cernian, Czeeho-. 
slovalc. and Polish Armies will increase, but to_wed 
models will continue to predonunate. 

240. We have fair ·evidence that the Soviets are 
working toward development of improved conven
tional munitions (ICMs) for their tube artillery sys
tems.. We estimate that by the mid-1980s they will 
field ICMs · ~ith their larger calibe~ weapons. 

24i • . So.viet . R&D p~ for antitank weapons 
~re being 'direeted toward development of missile 
'systems . incorporating semiautomatic or automatic 
guidance to relieve ·the gunn~r of guidance responsibil
ity, thereby increasing hit probabilities and reducing 
gunner vulnerability. These programs are expected to 
result in the fielding of a short-to-medium~range, 

.man-portable syStem incorporating remote guidance' 
by the mid•l980s and a similar helibome system 
somewhat .earlier. · 

242.. The sOviets are likely to continue the advances 
which they have made in a1t defense. weapons over the 
last decade. Existing systems will no doubt undergo 
modification and. imp~vements. A follow-on to the 

80 
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ZSU-23-4 is ~~/·:_:"·>· . . . . 
··.• not before t.he mid-1980s. We also expect deployment ' capabilities: eould ·anse from the introduction· of _, .. .. : { 

" : of a su~r to the · SA~;-· the ·s.A:-X-11, probably · · · totally new · aireraft The SovietS · are testing · ~-(Jeasi{!~~:.-<,.- ,_.: 
. · ~ithin the nex~year. Its main li:nprovements over the . three new or highly modified fighter-type aircrt\ft, one·-.,~--·:·. · . 

SA-6 wHI be the integrntlo~· of. the· target-tracking '· of which. iS Intended for deployment :with the Sovfet1<~r:· .. ·_.. 
radar and missile launcher iri ~-·single unit, greater strategic air deferue forces: Should either or both o(' .,,.. 
mobility, better capabilities for electronic counter- the other aircraft be deployed with the tactical forces, 
countermeasures (ECCM), a~d a .multiple target-han- they would not be available in signiricant numbers . .. 
dling capability. . berore the mid-1980s. 

2~3. Surface-to-surface ballisti~ missiles art" expect· 
ed to play an increasingly important role in Warsaw 
Pact planning for conventional combat during the 
period of this Estimate. New missiles· such as the SS-21 
have characteristi~ which give them a significant 
.conventional capability. The SS-21, for example, could 
be used effectively with ICM in an air defense 
suppression role. Near the end of the period of this 
Estimate, tactical ballistic missiles eQuit>I>Cd with. ter
minal guidance and conventiona~ ·earth-r.>enett:ating 
submunitions will pose a serious threat to NATO 
airfields. 

Air FOI'ces 

244. Tactical· Air Force•. We believe that the 
number of fixed-wing aircraft in Soviet Frontal Avi

·ation 'opDOsite NATO will _- remain ~ntiaJiy. un-, 
changed over the next decade. Efforts to improve the 
quality of Soviet tactical aircraft and munitions are 
likely to continue, although the rate of new aircraft 
deployment is expected to slow as the Soviets meet 
their current force objectives. Furthermore, we expect 
the Soviets to continue improving their support. and 
subsidiary systems such ~ command and control, 
radioelectronic combat (REC), and reconnaissance 
data link systems. No major changes are expected in 
the number of fixed-wing a·ircraft in the NSWP air 

· forceS. NSWP eQuipment modernization will continue 
to proceed gradually and be driven largely by eco

. nomic considerations. 

245. Production of the MIG-23 Flogger probably 
will continue well into the 1980s. A variant of the 
Flogger with an improved radar designed to give it a 
better low~altitude intercept capability_ is being devel
oped and could be deployed with the Soviet tactical 
air forces by the early 1980s. PrOduction of MIG-21 
Fishbed variants is also expected to continue at least 
into the early 1980s. NSWP tactical fighter units are 
expected to receive· mainly Floggers and lat~model 
Fishbeds over the next decade. 

81 

247. We expect deployment of a new ground attack 
aircraft-designated the SU-25-with the Soviet Air' 
Force by 1980 and believe that it will be purchased by· 
some NSWP countries. The SU-25 is a twin-engine, 
subsonic, heavily armored aircraft, presumably d~ 
signed for close · air support of ground forces._ The 
aircraft apparently does not incorporate advanced 
tecJmology and is considerably slower and has a lesser 
combat radius than the SU-17 Fitter C/D and MIG-27 
Flogger D. But it ·will be armed with guns, roclcets, 
bombs, and tactical air-to-surface missiles, and will 
almost certainly handle better at low speeds than the 
other Pact fighter-bombers. 

248. Soviet ground attack units opposite NATO will 
be totally equipped with newer aircraft-SU-25, Flog· 
ger D, Fitter C/D, and Fe~eer-by the early 1980s. 
Within ·five years over onC:.hal£- of . the aircraft in 
NSWP . gr~~~d attack. u~its pr~bably will be more 
modern types. The .SU-25 and Flogger will be the 
main ground attack aircraft in NSWP air forces by the 
~nd of the next decade. · 

249. Mililartl Air Tramport. ·Soviet Military 
Transport Aviation (VTA) will continue to be modern
ized with newer aircraft, but the size of the force will 
not appreciably change. Although overall lift cal)a.city 
will increase, the Soviets do not appear to be building 
a force' capable 'of simultaneously lifting much mpre 
than one .airborne division or the assault elements of
two divisions. 

250. The AN-12 Cub medium-range transport will 
remain the mainstay of the airlift force, at least into 
the mid-1980s. although its numbers will continue to 
decrease as the IL-76 ·CanQid enters the force. The 
Soviets will continue to rely on the AN·22 Cock, which 
is no longer ·in production, to lift outsized military 
equipment We also expect the SOViets to continue 
relying on Aeroflot for airlift augmentation, and this 
capability will increase as the civil air fleet is 
modernized. 
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"-1980s. This aircraft, which is' ()ptimized for short-haul 255. During the next decade, developments in the 
- '- Soviet Navy will produce a force . with im~roved· 

operations ·from unimproved · airfields, will enable capabilities to perform its peacetime and wiartime ... 
cargo and &krsonnel to be delivered 'close'·to deployed missions. 'The Soviets will also preSs forward. wa'th 
field force$. · · · · · · · · · · ... ·. ·· 
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252. NSWP lt{ational Air Defente!! We have 
good evidence that non-Soviet Warsaw Pact countries 
plan to under take a major program to reeQuip their 
national air defense forces. The program is scheduled 
to run into the mid-1980s and is designed to remedy 
what the PaCt considers tQ be the growing obsolescence 
of its surface-to-air missile. arid interceptor forces. 
Though intended primarily to improve defense against 
low-altitude targets, the modernization effort would 
also entail the introduction of syStems. that would 
extend the range an<J ceilings at ~hich targets could be 
engaged. .. 

253. The Pact's early warning network ~·scheduled 
to be reequipped with newer radars having improved 
capabiliti~ for target information handling and data 

programs to correct shortcomings in submarine detec-
tion, fleet air defense, logistic support, and communi
cations. Indeed, developments over the past decade 
have been so rapid that a period of time may be 
reQuired to integrate and · consolidate advanc~ and 
ensure that combat potentials are fully realized. We 
expect a modest decline in the overall number of 
Soviet general purvose naval ships and submarines but 
newer and more capable units will be replacing older 
and Jess effective ones. 

. . 

I 
. 

· transmission and greater resistance to electronic coun
termeasures. Some Pact countries might also receive 
radar-equipped ships or possibly aircraft to extend 
eariv warning coverage over water approaches to Pact 
territory. NSWP SA-2 and. SA-3 systems are to be 

256. We expect the Soviet Navy within the next 
decade 'to continue concentrating on the mlssions 
outlined in volume II. We also anticipate that its 
current roles of sea control in limited areas and 
suppOrt of Soviet overseas policies will continue to 
evolve. Improvements in antiship, amphibious, and 
antisubmarine • warfa~e (ASW) capabilities are also 
likely. Moreover, we foresee that by the mid-1980s the 
Soviets will have made some progress in such current 
problem areas as logistic support and the ability to 
cond~ct.sustained operations. The result of this process 

· ~ill - be a Somewhat oiore eapable. Nav·y .. which will 
remain an integral element of Pact planning for war in 
Europe. We believe, ho~ever, the Soviets will contin
ue to have problems in detecting enemy submarines, 
in defending their surface ships against air attack, in 
providing targeting assistance for the effective use of 
many ASW and an~hip weapons. and in replenishing 
ships at sea. 

. upgraded ~ith equipment. more resistan't' to' el~tro~ic . 
jamming and possessing better. capabilities to engage 
targets with small radar cross sections. The SA..S; a 
long-range SAM system that has heretofore been de
ployed only in the USSR, is also being considered for 
deployment in some NSWP countries. The most nota
ble development . affecting ·Pact interceptor forces 
would be the continued introduction of Floggers 
equipped with a fire-control radar providing a limited 

. lookdown/shootd.own eapability. While this aircraft 
and late-model Fishbed will be ·the mainstay of the 
force, Pact planners are also Considering equipping 
.some NSWP interceptor units with the MIG~25 

Fox bat. 

254. Our evidence of Pact plans to deploy the 
Foxbat and SA-5 with tfte NSWP air defense forces 
indicates that both ·would be intended primarily to 
counter the growing capabilities of NATO's air forces 
for standoff air-to-surface missile attack. The evidence 
also suggests that · these systems -might be used to 
engage such NATO aircraft as the E-3A AWACS. 

.. See NlE 11-3/8-78 for a discussion of the Soviet Jtratedc air 
defense forces. 
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257. The Soviet Navy will also continue to devote 
resources and develop tactics for preventing the ap-· 
proach or'NATO's carrier task forces 'or other major 
surface ship formations into w;tters contiguous 'to the 
European theater. As new. cruise-missile-equipped 
ships, submarines, and aircraft replace less eapable 
units and the technology of cruise missiles is advanced, 
we expect the Soviet capabilities against those NATO 
forces to improve. Reliance on external targeting will, 
however, remain a serious deficiency in beyond-the
horizon attacks. 

258. Antisubmarine . warfare will remain a serious 
concern of· the. SoViet naval leadership. Soviet· ASW 
capabilities will improve somewhat with the acquisi
tion of new classes of .surface ships, submarines, and 
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aircraft and as new tech~ology and bette~: operat.in~ :: ' 262. w~ have' cc)risidered ' what the acqui.Sitiori" of; .. ·\:1:,:.:-{ .. :· . 

··.Jechniques tak~ . hold. These capabilities w'ill continue, aircraft-carriers portends for the future of the Soviet >· .. .-
•. however, to be greater in areas closer to the Soviet · Navy and can arrive at no agreed estimate. Two .. ·, :'. 

homeland than in-the open ocean. Although there are Kiev.class carriers are operational, and a third has · : 
gaps in ouf knowledge of Soviet ASW developments, been launched and will probably become ope~tional:<· .... 
we have no evidence of any major breakthrough that in 1981. A fourth cMrit•r uf this class is being built. We . ' 
would give the .Soviets confidence in their ability to · also have some information suggesting that upon com
neutralize Western submarines in the open ocean. pletion of the Kiev-class program the Soviets will begin 

259. The Soviets are also committed to protecting 
their own submarines frof)l NATO naval forces, par
ticularly their D-class SSBNs operating in the Barents 
and Norwegian Seas and other areas. This mission has 
received attention in Soviet naval literature( . 

We, expect .the Soviets to continue ~orking to improv? 
their capabilities to support and protect their SSBNs. 

_260. Support for ground forces in the context of a 
general European war will continue to be an impor
tant mission of the Soviet Navy's general purpose 
forces. In addition to protecting the seaward flanks of 
the groun~ forces from attack by enemy sea-based air 
or naval forces or by enemy 'amphibious wults, the . 
Navy has the role of oroviding gunfire support for 
ground forces and ·launching amphibious operations 
against enemy flanks. This role will have some influ
ence, albeit : limited, on the future Composition and . 
force levels of the fleets. So~e older uni~ will be 
retained and some new systems, including air.cushion 
vehicles and hydrofoils, will be allocated to these flank 
support missions. 

: 261. Soviet capabilities to interdict NATO's sea 
lines of communication (SLOC) by attacking ·ships at 

. sea and by mining and airstrikes against European 
port facilities probably also' will improve. This will 
result . from the increased .capabilities that will likely 
exist in future sOviet general purpose submarines, 
mine warfare ships, and naval aircraft. Some agencies 
believe, however, that Soviet capabilities to perform 
this mission will nonetheless remain limited. Other 
agencies believe that Soviet capabilities for SLOC 
interdiction currently are and will continue to be 
significant. 11 

., FOf' a ducuuton of differing otewl on SooUt tntentkm-1 and 
CtJpahtltuu to Interdict NATO'• ua ltnu of annmunbltlon. ru 
oolu~ II (P<Jnlfraphr ld clarough U9 of chapter ll and 168 anJ 
169 of chapter IV) anJ P<Jrf B of thu oolumt:. Volumt: 11 at.o 
dtrcuuu dt!ferlng agencv cUulf on the llkelv ll'ldumum mb
merged rvee<U of rcnu future Sooeet rubmdrlnu anJ on the · 
propul.km of a new combatant undn CQNtructton at Leningrad. 

construction of 3 ll(!W and Jarg~r class Of ai,rcrafl 
carrier. possibly inc<~rporating an arrested landing 

capability. 

263. The Kiev dearly has capabilities in ASW and 
in other areas of naval warfare such as antishlp strike, 
area air defense, and perhaps supp<)rt for amphibious 
attack. We do not· know .how the Soviets assess the 
overall value of the Kiev inasmuch as the capabilities 
of its aircraft are limited. It will take a lengthy period 
of time for Soviet crews to become profi~ent in the 
complex procedures or carrier night operations and to 

,develop appropriate tactics for carrier operations in 
conjunction with other ships. It is apparent that the 
Soviets have made a commitment to the construction 
of aircraft carriers, although general purpose subma
rine construction will absorb well over half of what the 
Central Intelligence Agency projects will be total 
Soviet expenditures for general purpose ships and 
subm-arines through · the .mid-1980s. . ·. . . . . . . . . . . 

264. There is disagreement within the Intelligence 
Community, however, regarding the extent to which 
the Kiev enhances current Soviet military effectiveness 
and regarding the impact of Soviet acquisition of 
carriers upon the evolution of naval missions. Accord
ing to ·one view,~ the introduction of the Kiev may 
constitute a major turning point in the development of 
the Soviet NavY, but it is premature to judge the 
impact of the acquisition of carriers upon the evolu
tion of naval missions. Some holders of this view u 

further believe that one, two, or three ships of this 
class, because of their limited capabilities to detect 
NATO submarines beyond torpedo attack range and 
to defend against NATO air attack, do not bv them-. 
selves represent a significant improvement in Soviet 
capabilities to fight a war with NATO. They also 
believe that the Soviet naval leadership has chosen an 

., The holkrt o/ th16 !1UtD Gnt the Centrcsllt~ulll6~ Agencv: 
the Dfr«CM, National SficurUv Aieru;v; anJ the' Dlndor. BuMJu · 
oflnteUigence anJ Ruureh. Depdrlrnenl o/ Sta~ 

• The holden of th16 !1UtD are tlae ·Centrallnullflertee ·~ 
4M the DfrecCM, Burt:DU o/ lntellfller~Ce 4nd lteudre/a. Dep4rt

ment of SIGle. 
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option which is more signifiCant for the future of the 
stf1Jcture of the ·J)lavy than for the enhance~ent of 
c'urrent military effectiveness. 

J .. 
265. Accorping to an alternate view," the acquisi-

tion of carriers with the introduction of the Kiev 
clearly constitutes a major watershed in the develor;r 
ment of the Soviet Na~y. The holders of this view 
further believe that the Kiev already has influenced· 
the acquisition of other future surface combatants, and 
enhances Soviet antiship, ASW. and other capabilities 
to an extent that could have significant influence on 
Pact naval ot>Crations in a NATO-Warsaw Pact war. 
The construction of the Kiev class and possibly a larger 
carrier class in the 1980s will provide added imt>etus 
to the Soviet Navy's gradually expanding role in 
achieving sea control and in providing support to 
amphibious ot>Crations. 

Theater Nuclear forces 

266. Over the next decade the Soviets will continue 
their ongoing programs to improve their .DCripheral 
strategic strikeforces and to t:.liminate the imbalance 
in battlefield nuclear capabilities they perceive in the 
European theater. Force improvements carried out to 
date and ongoing deployment . of new systems are . 
increasing the flexibility with which the Soviets can 

· e~ploy thei; theater nuclear forces. In partic.ulir." they · 
are acquiring low-yield tactical nuclear weapons and 
delivery systems with sufficient accuracy to t>Crmit 
employment in close proximity to Pact forces. 

267: Tactical Nuclear Force1. ·The Soviets will 
continue to improve the quality of their tactical 
ballistic missile forces by deploying new missiles, 
introducing improved guidance systems, and increas
ing the number of weapons in tactical units. Deploy-

. ment of the SS-21, the replacement for . the FROG 
division-l<;vel weapon, will continue at least through· 
the mid-1980s; its deployment with Soviet forces in 
Eastern EuroDC could occur at any time. The deploy
ment of the SS-22 as a replacement for the SS-12 
front-level missile system also is probably under way 
a·nd wiil continue until all 12 SS-12 brigades are 
reequipped, · 

268. Increases in Soviet tactical missile forces oppo
site NATO are ext>C;Cted over the next several years. 

• TM holderr of thu ule1D are tM Direct«, De/enre Intelligence 
Agencv, and the Dtreclor of Naoallntellt~,Oeporl~l o/ ihe 
NaOtJ, 
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Three Soviet Scud brigades in East Germany have· · 
already been increased from 12 to 18 launchers. If all · 
Soviet Scud brigades in Eastern Europe are similarly 
augmented-:-as probably will be the case-the force 
will have an additional661aunche..S, bringing the total 
there to 198 sCud launchers. We are unable to predict 
whether Scud brigades in· the USSR will also be 
expanded. We have recent evidence that the Soviets 
plan to increase the number of tactical missile launch
ers in their di~isions from four to six as the SS-21 
replaces the FROG system. The increas<~s in both Scud 
and SS-21 launchers would provide the Soviets with 
greater firepower and flexibility during conventional 
and nuclear ot)Crations. 

269. A probable replacement for the Scud, the 
55-X-23, is in an early stage,of development The first 
flight test of this missile was observed in October 1977. 
This system, which is. expected to have improved 
accuracy and· reduced reaction time over the current 
Scud systems, could reach operational status by 198Z. 

270. ·In the P~ct tactical air forces, the potential for 
nuclear delivery is expected to grow as the aircraft 
modernization programs progress over the next dec
ade. In addition, the availability of low-yield warheads 
and improved air-to-surface missile guidance systems 
could induce . the Soviets to field an air-delivered 
tacti~l missile ' with· a· n~clear· capability during the 
latter part' of the 1980s. 

271. The number of pilots in Soviet units qualified 
to drop nuclear bombs is also expected to grow, 
particularly in the fighter-bomber regiments, as the 
level of pilot experience and proficiency increases and 
nuclear d~livery training is broadened. We do not 
exl)e<:t the. number of such pilots in the NSWP units to · 
grow, however, because nuclear deli~ery training 
probably will continue to be confined to a few special
ly designated units. 

272. The Soviet~ are expected to continue reequip
ping their heavy artillery brigades in the USSR with 
the nuclear-capable 203-mm self-propelled guns and 
240-mm self-propelled mortars. All six such brigades 
opposite NATO are expected to complete the reequip- . 
ping process within the next several years. It also 
seems likely that the Soviets will deploy some nuclear 
artillery to .Eastern Europe during the period of this 
Estimate. The Soviets probably have the technological 
capability to develop a 152-mm nuclear artillery 
round, but we have no reliable evidence that they 
intend to develop and fi~ld such a weapon. 
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273. Perlvherai S;rateel~,.F~~ce.. The Soviets will 
CS)ntinue to rely.heavily on land-based ballistic missiles · 

" to · conduct strategic nuclear strikes in the areas sur
rounding the USSR. Some intercontinental ballistic 
missiles probably will continue to have ~>eripheral . . 

missions. but the SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic 
missile will be the backbone of the peripheral force. 
There is evidence that in late 1975 the Soviets were 
considering a plan to field a force of up to 28 SS-'2.0 
regiments. L . 

. """cventuall}' 
there will be at least nine SS-20 launcner; per regi
ment. We project a total force of 250 to 300 launchers, 
and we estimate that such a force could be fully 
deployed by the early 1980s. We also project that the 
Soviets will begin fielding a modified version with a 
more nexible payload and improved accuracy shortly 
thereafter. As·a result, we project a total force of about 
300 mobile IRBM launchers from 1984 onward. About 
200 of these will be deployed in areas opposite NATO. 
(See table 4.) . 

T~ble . ..C 
Projected Soviet Peripheral Strike Forces 

Opposite NATO a 

1979~ 1983. and 1988 

MRBMs and IRBMs .. 
~.( Launchers 

Silo 

1979: .. · 1983 . ·. 1988 

. Abovecround 
SS-5 Launchers 

Silo 
Aboves:r:ound 

~20 . 

SS-20 Mod B 
Bombers of Lone Ri.nce Aviatloo 

TU-16 Bad&ers 
TU-22 Blinders 
Backfires 

3tU 
64 

320 
61 
27 
3.( 

.fS-63 
0 

.325 
155 

45 
Ballistic Missile Submarines/Launchers It 

SS-N-.C (G-1) 1/3 
SS-N-5 (G-Il) '6/18 
~N-5 (H·II) .f/12 

HO 0 
56 0 
8.( 0 
51 0 
27 0 

2.4 0 
171 27 

9 171 

300 250 
HO 100 
115 160 

0 0 
3/9 0 

0 0 

• For a more detailed treatment of the peripheral strike forces, 
th_e lmplicallons and PQ$sible constraints of a SALT acreement, and 
altemallve pro.loctions of future peripheral strike (ocoes, see NIE 
11-6-78, SooUt Stratelf(c Forca for PerlpMtal Attdd.. 

•Some ol the modem Y-dass subau.rines Pf'Qbablv have oontin· 
&ency missions £or peripheral strike. As the number of older ballbtic 
missile submarines wfth pertoheraJ mlssfocu declines, some ol their 
taraet covera&e may be assumed by modem ballistic missile 
submarines. 
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274. Our force projections assume that the size of 

the Long Range !-viation bomber force with a J>eriph
eral attack mission will remain about the same as at 
preSent. Sorp.e aging Badgers an~ Blinders probably 
will be retired as Backfires are assigned to LRA · in 
increasing numbers. By the late 1980s about 270 
Backfires could be in service with LRA if the rate of 
production increases as projected. One constraint be- . 
ing considered at the strategic arms limitation tallcs 
(SALT) is a limitation on the rate of Backfire produc
tion. If this entf'rs into d£cct, Ll\A could have almost 
200 Backfires in 1988, of which about 160 would be 
deployed opposite NATO. In the near term, we expect 
Backfires to be deployed primarily with LRA units in 
the European USSR, enabling some Badgers, especially 
those capable of delivering both bombs and air-to-sur
face missiles, to be transferred to the Soviet Far East. · 

275. · The number of older ballistic missile subma
rines for J>eripheral strike probably will decline during 
the ~>eriod of our projections. The Soviets probably 
will continue to convert their C-1 submarines to attack 
or special-~urvo$e submarines or retire them. We 
estimate that some of the G-Il subinarin'es, which are 
targeted against the l)eripheral areas, will be in the 
force until the mid-1980s, but the last C-11 probably 
will be deactivated before 1988. The future of the 
H-II s~bmarine as a ballistic missile system is in doubt 
because of the constraints of a prospective SALT · 
agreement. 

276. As the number of older ballistic missile subma
rines with peripheral missions declines, some of their 
target coverage may be assumed by modern ballistic 
missile submarines. The range of the missiles carried 
by these modern SSBNs gives them greater targeting 
flexibility than the G- or H-classes. 

Support Systems a~d Forces 

277. Commond, Control, and Communications. 
We estimate that, currently, about one week would be 
required before the Pact's wartime communications 
links could"be established to theater-level headquarters 
and to supporting strategic commands. Communica
tions, between Moscow and the fronts and within the 
fronts, to control combat operations by divisions and 
armies could be effectively established within a few 
days. However, the Pact. has two programs under 
way-the creation of a centralized command structure 
and the establishment of a unified communications 
system-which, during the period of this Estimate, 
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I command and ®ntrol system preDared for war. The exercises. Hardened command and communications · 
··two programs are intended to establish in l)eacetime centers which could be used by theater commands · 

i I I 
.) 
'I 

the theater-level (1-ti.gh Command) resources needed have already been constructed, and more are planned. 

to control Pact forces once they are released from 
national. control. We estimate that the centralized 
command structure could be cornDlete by the early 
1980s. The unified communications system could be
gin to improve the Pact's command capabilities by the 
mid-1980s, but it is not scheduled for completion until 

IH90. 
. . . 
278. While the Pact is expected to achieve a more 

· centrali~ eom~and system through the creation of 
permanent theater commands, the Soviets probably 
will not control the day-to-day peacetime operations 
of NSWP forces. The i::entralized.. control structure 
would, however, enable them to assume more quickly 
wartime control of Pact forces, once authorized by 
NSWP leaders. The theater commands would also 
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279.' The Pact made the decision in 1974 to create 
b}' 1990 an integrated. communications system to 
provide high-capacity communications for Pact forces, 
to include theater commands. This new system
referred to by the Russ'ian acronym VAKSS-is. a 
C'ivilian network which also will provide the Pact with 
its first integrated communication system with the 
increased communications capability and connectivity 
necessary to supl)Ort the developing centralized com
mand structure. The VAKSS program is an ambitious 
one, however, and may meet some resistance from 
NSWP countries-particularly Romania-which 
could delay completion, even though most of the 
developments specified for V AKSS probably are with
in the Soviet and NSWP technological capabilities. 
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