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PREFACE

This Estimate takes into account a number of significant interna-
tional events and military force developments that have occurred since
the Intelligence Community’s last European warning Estimate was
published in 1978 It draws heavily from recent interagency and
departmental studies that have sharpened our understanding of the
Warsaw Pact’s preparedness for war] | » 3.

Om““
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The Estimate summarizes the Intelligence Community’s view of
how the Warsaw Pact would prepare for war, including political,
economice, civil difense, and military preparedness measures that are
likely to be implemented as the Pact moved to a wartime posture. It also
describes Pact doctrine and readiness for war, the range of foree options
available to the Pact, and our ability to detect and interpret Pact war
preparations. Finally, the Estimate describes a warning process that
would probably be characterized by ambiguity, continuing reassess-
ment, and incremental warnings to policymakers. The critical role
plaved by policymakers in the warning process is addressed| |

The Estimate was produced under the auspices of the National
Intelligence Officer for General Purpose Farces, Principal drafting was
done byl — Tthe Directorate for Research, Defense Intelli-

gence Agency.l:l

' NIE 4-1-78, Warsaw Pact Concopts and irtes for Going ¢ War in Burope: Implicgtions for
NATO Warning of War, 10 April 1978,
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SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM NIE 4-1-78

The central conclusions of the Intelligence Community’s last
European warning Estimate have generally remained valid. Nonethe-
less, since its publication in April 1978, a number of significant
international events and Warsaw Pact military force developments have
occurred which have potential impact on warning of war in Europe.
Moreover, a number of national and departmental studies have in-
creased our knowledge of the readiness posture. and capabilities of
Warsaw Pact forces.

Unlike the earlier document, this Estimate discusses the warning
implications for NATO of potential US-Soviet conflict in the Persian
Gulf region. It also contains a discussion of the warning process and the
key role played by policymakers, and places estimates of “warning _
times” for various Warsaw Pact attack options in better context with
likely developments during a period of increasing tension and crisis
leading to war.

The Estimate describes the warning function as a continuous
process rather than an event. The process would probably be character-
ized by some initial ambiguity, but thereafter by a continuous flow of
reassessments and incremental warnings to policymakers. The Intelli-
gence Community has a greater capacity for assessing potential enemy
capabilities than hostile intent; it therefore may be relied upon to keep
policymakers informed on developing crises, but it may not speak with
unanimity on the likelihood of war at the moment when prudent
actions by policymakers might be particularly appropriate. Policy
decisions can affect the course of events, and only policymakers can
determine what actions should {or should not} be taken in a crisis, and
when. In essence the capstone of the warning process is a policy
decision, not an intelligence one. it is not possible for the Intelligence
Comm: *nity to foretell when pelicymakers will consider that they have
been adequately warned of war. Should war ever ocour in Europe, it is
likely that there will be many warnings issued by the Intelligence
Community in many ferms, hut only policymakers can decide when the
evidence is sufficient in their own minds to reagt] |

With regard to the traditional expression of “warning times” for
various Warsaw Pact attack options, we have had a troubling inconsist-
ency in past estimates. We believe it unjikely that the Warsaw Pact

3
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would decide to go to war without severe deterioration of East-West re-
lations and probably a crisis giving rise to fears of war. We also believe
that the Soviets would probably raise the readiness of their forces during
such a period. However, we have traditionally estimated the amount of
time required for Pact forces to prepare to execute specific attack
options on a “crash” basis from a normal peacetime readiness posture.
This artificial construct resulted in a “worst case” analysis for NATO in
terms of warning time. These judginents have been considered the
“bottom line” of our warning estimates, even though we considered
them to have little relevance in a crisis. We consider a “crash” effort by
the Warsaw Pact unlikely under any of the attack options discussed in
the Estimate, except possibly in regard to the final preparations
necessary to achieve full readiness for war

»
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SUMMARY AND KEY JUDGMENTS

The Warning Process

The primacy of Europe to the national security interests of the
United States and the presence of large Warsaw Pact military forces in
Eastern Europe place a premium on warning of Warsaw Pact war
preparations and intent to attack NATO. The US warning system seeks
to provide early notice of events that might presage Pact offensive
operations, however ambiguous such notice might be. As additional
events transpire and tensions increase, the system is designed to indicate
greater likelihood that war is in the offing. However, there is no finite
point at which the warning system can foretell with certainiy that war
is imminent. It can assess potential enemy capabilities; it is less reliable
for forecasting hostile intent, which might become apparent only in the

. act of war itself. This is due partially to the nature of the system, which
must rely upon human judgment, and partially to the dynamies of crises
in which the reactions of US policymakers to early warnings may affect
the development of the course of events/| | 3.5(c)

There are frequently differing interpretations of the causes or
reasons for observable activities which tend to delay the development of
a consensus within the Intelligence Community regarding the likelihood
of war. As early and ambiguous warnings are received~most likely
without consensus as to the imminence of war—policymakers may or
may not be inclined to take prudent actions, either from skepticism of
the more pessimistic interpretations of events, or for concem that their
actions might intensify the crisis and perhaps precipitate hostilities,
Such warnings will continue past any point or points of policy
decisionmaking to the actual outbreak of hostilities or other resolution
of the erisis. Acoordingly, warning of war should be viewed not as a
single event, but as a process of communicating warnings of tnereased
threat. The waraings may be expected to develop from various sources
and with various interpretations before a Communfty consensus is
achieved. We qre confident that the Intelligence Community &
capable of detecting and correctly assessing Warsaw Pact capabiflites
and readiness for war; henoe we believe that consensus on these
matters would be a continuing strength throughout any period of
international fension or crisis. However, Communily oonsensus re-
garding Pact hostile tntent could be @ late development| | 3.5(c)
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It is within the foregoing context that we define “warning of war”
as the communication of intelligence judgments to national policy-
makers that a state or alliance intends war, or is on a course that sub-
stantially increases the risks of war and is taking steps to prepare for
war. While concern for attack by a hostile power is the ultimate purpose
of the warning process, this Estimate does not focus upon the specifics
of “warning of attack”™: the communication of an intelligence judg-
ment to national policymakers that an adversary is not only preparing
its armed forces for war but also intends to launch an attack in ihe

near future] |

The strength of the warning system for discerning increased
capabilities of the Warsaw Pact to initiate hostilities should not be
construed as a capacity to foretell with confidence the course of
subsequent events. Nor should recipients of warning expect that
definitive thresholds at which decisions should be made will necessar-
ily be tdentified. While the process of information gathering and
assessment s continuous, policy decisions to react or not react to the
flow of advisories are the principal determinants of the success or
fatlure of the warning process.

The Intelligence Community has never observed the Soviet Union
or Warsaw Pact making preparations of the magnitude and duration
necessary o go to war with NATO. However, we have observed
Warsaw Pact exercises and Soviet preparations for military intervention
in neighboring countries—most recently Afghanistan and Poland. Our
observations give us confidence that, while we might not recognize war
preparations in their earliest phases, we would soon detect many
indicators that such preparations were under way. Military preparations
are the least equivocal events leading to war readiness, and would
constitute the principal events upon which our warnings would be
based. From these, we believe that we could provide timely notification
that the Soviets and their allies were converting to a wartime posture
and were risking war by their behavior.D

We cannot be absolutely certain that we would be able in every in-
stance to distinguish between preparations for an exercise and similar
activities, and preparations for war. However, we believe that the
context of Soviet actions and their scope and intensity would provide
reasonable insight into the likelithood of war]:|

Worsaw Pact Parceptions of NATO's Military Copobilities

Pact planners see a serivus threat in NATO's ability to sapidly ex-
pand its standing foroes by mobilization in Europe and by reinforse-
ment from eutside Europe. The Pact believes that the United States
could reinforce Europe with six divistons and 60 squadrons of combat

s
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aircraft within 10 days. Additionally, Pact planners believe that within
30 days NATO is capable of increasing the number of aircraft in

|

Europe by 900, and increasing its ground forces by about 50 divisions.

]

The NATO theater nuclear capability is perceived as a profound
threat and dominates Pact strategic planning for war in Europe. Pact
planners are convinced that NATO would be likely to employ nuclear
weapons ‘in @ NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict. Accumulated evidence
reveals considerable Pact anxiety over the formidable difficulties
inherent in locating and destroying NATO nuclear warheads and
delivery systems. Moscow also recognizes that NATO’s planning and
capability to implement limited nuclear options could initiate an

uncontrollable chain of escalation]:

Risks Involved in a War With NATO

NATO has a large, diversified array of tactical nuclear-capable
weapons which the Pact believes would probably be employed against
it. The existence of the separately controlled US, British, and French
strategic nuclear strike systems increases Moscow’s uncertainty about
nuclear escalation. The Soviet leadership sees war in Europe, particu-
larly nuclear war, as holding its territory at risk from strategic nuclear
strikes. NATO'’s nuclear deterrent capability would seem to make
nonnuclear war the most rational option for the Pact. The Soviets’
dilemma is that successful Pact nonnuclear operations would prebably
lead to the use of nuclear weapons by N ATO[ ]

The Military Reliability of Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact Forces

Soviet dependence on its allies, especially in Central Europe, is so
great as to make their participation crucial to prospects for success on
the battlefield. We belicve the Soviets would be unlikely to initiate
hostilities against NATO unless they had rsasona!:te expectalion of
participation by most Pact forces :]

Saviet control over the East European forees—and Soviet confi-
deace in such control—would be at its highest during preparations for
hastilities as Pact foroes were being alerted, mobilized, and deployed for
combat, and during the initial stages of war as Pact forces were
advancing. We believe that military discipline and established control
mechanisms ave likely to assuve the initic! relizble response of most
Pact foroes. The military veligbility of NSWP forees, however, could be
degraded as hostilities progressed; this would be especially likely in the
case of a stalemate or significant Pact faitures on the batﬂaﬁeld.z

7

L] TorSecat,

Approved for Release: 2016/03/28 C00638425

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)




C00638425

R Yoptecn

Warsaw Pact Military Objectives in a War With NATO

A Warsaw Pact strategy for military victory in Europe almost
certainly would have to meet three requirements. First, it would have to
result in the destruction or seizure of key military, political, and
economic objectives, the loss of which would virtually eliminate the
utility of continued resistance by NATO. Second, these objectives would
have to be destroyed or seized quickly, before major NATO reinforce-

ment could occur, and certainly before NATO could divert its consider- °

able productive capacity to wartime purposes. Third, and perhaps most
important, these objectives must be accomplished in a way that would
minimize damage to the Soviet homeland.

Likelihood of a NATO-Warsaw Pact War

We believe it highly unlikely that the Pact would attack NATO
under present circumstances. And despite shrill thetoric about Wash-
ington’s militaristic ambitions and US efforts to achieve military
superiority, and a general erosion in East-West relations since the Soviet

_ invasion of Afghanistan, it is unlikely that Pact leaders believe that

NATO wants war or would seek it as a deliberate policy. We believe
war in Europe would become likely only as a result of profound
volitical, military, economic, or soctal changes—or a serious miscalcu-
lation—and would be preceded by a period of growing tension
resulting in a crisis of great severity

The Soviets see a costly and-—to some extent—more perilous
strategic and political strugele over the rest of the decade. Nevertheless,
we do not now foresee in the near term (the next three to five years)
development of a trend that would make o NATO-Warsaw Pact war
likely. Differences of view exist in the Politburo and Pact ruling elites
with respect to policies toward the West, but these differences are not
likely to center around the advisability of war with NATO unless
extraordinary changes ocour that wonld threaten the wital interests of
the Soviet Union. Changes in the NATO-Pact military balance and
aiterations in the Pact’s perceptions of NATO's strengths and weakness-
«s could, of course, influence the Pact’s assessment of potential gains
versus risks in a crisis situation. A perception that NATO's military
capability or its unity or resolve to resist had deteriomted would
probably encourage Moscow and dts allies to try to exercise more
influence in Western Europe and wonld probably sesnlt in threats and
pressure tactics being applied We do not believe, however, that
changes in the NATO-Pact military balance in themselves would lead
to war as long as Moscew perceived that its losses would be heavy and

B
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that the risk to the Soviet homeland would be high. Despite the
potentially catastrophic consequences of a NATO-i ¢t war, the
Soviets would consider initiating hostilities if they perceived a situa-
tion which threatened the integrity of their security system or other

vital interests.lj

A scenario for war in Europe might involve an attack to destroy a
NATO Alliance which the Soviets sensed had become demoralized and
seriously weakened internally. Such an attack might be designed to take
advantage of internal dissent, economic stagnation, or social upheaval in
the NATO countries. A possible catalyst for war in Europe could also be
the development of a crisis in one or more Pact countries or Yugoslavia.
This might take the form of an internal upheaval or some chain of
events which threatened a political disintegration of the Pact. An
additional possibility is that a future Soviet leadership—faced with an
increasingly adverse international environment and grave internal
problems—might lash out at the West in a desperate attempt to prevent
an eventual collapse of the Soviet regime and the Pact alliance due to
extreme international and internal pressures. In this scenario, future
Soviet leaders could perceive that time was working against them and
they might opt to set a timetable to launch a sudden attack against
NATQ and/or the United States. We have high confidence, however,
that these scenarios have little chance of occurring during the period of
this Estimate. We do not foresee NATO becoming seriously weakened
as a result of social upheaval in Western Furope or any internal Soviet
problems that could develop to the point of threatening the collapse of
the Soviet regime. Moreover, even if such events did occur, we do not
believe that the Soviet leadership would deliberately initiate a NATO-
Warsaw Pact war in response to these events.

Warning Implications for NATO:
A US-Sovist Confrontation in the Persian Gulf

The warning implications for NATO of a US-Soviet military
confrontation in the Persian Gulf area ars centered around three key
considerations:

— The diversion of attention and resources from Europe such a
conilict could cause. '

~— The possibility that a Soviet move into the Gulf area conld be
designed as a strategic feint to draw US forces to the region as a
prelude to a Warsaw Pact military initigtive in Europe.

- The posibility of a spillover into Eurcpe of a US-Soviet
confrontation in the Gulf. '

4

] TorSecal_

Approved for Release: 2016/03/28 C00638425




C00638425_

We believe it unlikely that the Soviets would deliberately commit
their forces in the Gulf region—for example, in Iran or Pakistan—as a
strategic feint designed to draw US forces to the region as a prelude to
an attack against NATO. Nevertheless, the possibility of a conflict in
the Persian Gulf area as a precursor and catalyst for war in Europe can-
not be dismissed. A US-Soviet confrontation in the Gulf region would
not necessarily provide Moscow and its allies with increased opportu-
nities for masking preparations for war in Europe. It is more likely
that a conflict in the Gulf would heighten NATO vigilance in general
and could result in an increased readiness posture being ordered for at
least some NATO units] | '

The principal problem for US intelligence with regard to the
security of Europe in the event of a Perstan Gulf conflict would stem
from probable increases in the readiness posture of at least selected el-
ements of Pact forces facing NATO to guard against a possible NATO
reaction. Manifestations of heightened readiness could include expand-
ed command and control activity; limited mobilization; increased alert
posture and logistic preparations; and changes in the disposition of air,
air defense, naval, and ground forces. Such variations from normal
peacetime posture would probably be pronounced in the event of a
direct US-Soviet confrontation. Depending on its scale, increased Pact
readiness opposite NATO as a result of a crisis in the Persian Gulf could
shorten the amount of time required to make Final preparations for war
and in any case would introduce additional ambiguity, complicating the
problem of assessment of some military warning indicators and Mos-
cow'’s intentions in Europs| |

Warsaw Pact Doctrine and Readiness

Decisive offensive action is the hallmark of Soviet military doc-
trine. It provides the impetus behind Soviet emphasis on combat
readiness, early selzure of the initiative, preemption and surprise, a
combined-arms approach to warfare, and the reguirement for force
supseriority in the main battle areas—backed up by strong reserves to as-
sure the momentum of the attack. Soviet and Pact gperational and force
developments reflect a systematic effort to meet these doctrinal sequire-
ments!

The Warsaw Pact’s war-fighting concepts are beld and aggressive,
but the execution of these concepts presents several problems. The
preparations, coordination, and maneuvers dictated by doctrinal con-
cepty are extremely ambitious and complicated, and would severely test
the abilities of both commanders and troops. Likewise, Pact planners
renlize that there is usually a trede-off between increasing force
readiness or superiority and the likelihood of achieving surprise] |

10
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Emphasis on combat readiness is a constant theme which supports
the Pact’s war-fighting doctrine. In particular, Soviet military thinking
is still heavily influenced by World War Il experience, when the lack of
preparedness and initiative resulted in devastating losses. The Soviets
intend to fight any future European war on the territory of their
enemies. This requires that large, combat-ready forces must be in place
at the beginning of hostilities

Pact planners believe that full military readiness in peacetime is
not necessary or realistically feasible. Their perception of the threat
includes an assessment that NATO's military forces are not maintained
at full readiness for war. They expect that war probably would occur
only after a period of heightened tension; the peacetime posture of Pact
forces reflects the belief that this period would provide warning,
thereby enabling the Pact to increase the readiness of its forces prior to
hostilities. The Pact’s overall readiness philosophy is to maintain
sufficient forces in readiness to deter attack; to protect perceived
national interests, including the containment of nations in the Soviet
sphere of influence; and to defend home territories.

The Pact national and military readiness systems together provide
for the control and coordination necessary to take a country {or the Pact)
and its armed forces from routine peacetime readiness conditions to
readiness for war. The two systems are extremely fexible and are
designed to interact and complement one another, but they are not
necessarily intended to be totally consistent. The military readiness
system is Pact-wide, while the national readitess system is not, Neither
system has been fully tested on a national or Pact-wide basis. We
believe, however, that these systems provide the Pact with the
necessary mechanisms to move their nations and military forces to a

wartime msmre.l__—_]

How the Warsaw Pact Would Go to War

Political Preparations and Wursaw Pact Consultations. The
decision to prepare for or to initiate war with NATO would be made by
tue Politburo of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, probably en
the recommendation of the USSR Defense Council. The decision
process probubly would involve scores of supporting Mgh-deve! party,
government, and military officlals, elthough the security measures
surrounding these deliberations would be extraordinary. The decision
process would be difficult, contenttous, and probably prolonged. The
reliability of Mosoow's allies would almost certainly be among the
matters discussed by the Politburo at this ime. The initial Politburo/

n
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Defense Council decision probably would establish the intent to prepare
for war and the degree of urgency required, but it probably would not
establish the specific date and time of a Pact attack or irrevocably
commit the leadership to war. We believe the final decision to attack
and the timing of the attack might not be made until hours before its
execution. Whatever the circumstances of war initiation, the Soviets’
military dependence on their allies would be a critical factor.z

Although the Soviets undoubtedly would withhold from their allies
certain aspects of their own deliberations and perceptions of the crisis,
actions and decisions affecting the preparation of the Pact's Combined
Armed Forces could not be withheld without seriously risking Moscow’s
war plans. The Warsaw Pact Wartime Command Statute provides legal
and technical means that would allow for a virtual automatic response
by non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) military units to orders initiated in
Moscow without further consultations with East European national
authorities. In short, during periods of crisis, Soviet legal authority
would essentially abrogate the sovereign rights of the East European
states by assuming control over at least some of their armed forces. The
Statute does not reveal the nature or extent of political consultations
prior to implementation of the statutory mechanisms| |

Military Preparations. The manner in which the Pact prepared
its forces for war would depend largely on the speed, urgency, and
intensity with which a war-threatening crisis developed. Paet planners
have identified two approaches to achieving full combat readiness. in
slowly developing erisis, we believe the Pact nations would probably
take a deliberate, time-phased approach, initiating “increased combat
readiness” for portions of their armed forees. This would accomplish a
number of precautionary measures, but would fall far short of placing
the Pact's military forces on a full wartime posture. This approach
would permit the achievement of full readiness in an orderly and
systematic manner, while allowing opportunities to avoid hostilities. If a
crisis deepened, the Pact could move to “threat-of-war readiness.” The
Pact’s final military preparations would be inittated by a decision to
implement “full combat readiness.” With this decision, preparations
for war would move rapidly and continuously. The “full combat
readiness” condition, however, is not a declaration of war and it does
not order the commitment of units te combat

Arather approach to achieving full readiness—the compressed
approach—would be employed after the unanticipated outbreak of
hostilittes, or when the Pact believed war was unavoldable and
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imminent and there was no time for deliberate, time-phased prepara-
tions, Under this option, military forces would be readied simultaneous-
ly and as rapidly as possible. Under extreme circumstances, units could
be ordered to move directly to “full combat readiness” from their
normal peacetime posture

Other Preparations. Assuming a decision to prepare for war, an
immediate concern for the Soviets and the Pact would be to maximize
internal security and assure the support and stability of the population
of the USSR and the East European nations. It is virtually certain that
the Soviets and the Pact would develop in their domestic propaganda
the theme of a heightened threat from the West and would seek to justi-
fy an appropriate military response. Prior to the initiation of hostilities
against NATO, the Pact—and the USSR in particular—would seek to
exploit to the fullest the potential of public statements and diplomacy as
an instrument of policy. Moscow and its allies could not be certain
whether such a war would be short or long, nuelear or nonnuclear. As a
matter of prudence, the Pact would have to consider a full range of eco-
nomic preparations. Changes would occur across all economie sectors,
and would be pronounced in manufacturing, labor, agriculture, con-
struction, trade and finance, and transportation systems. If these
measures were initiated, they would suggest serious concern over an
increasing danger of hostilities. The Soviet Union clearly has the most
extensive civil defense program among the Pact nations. The primary
purpose of this program is to protect essential enterprises, leaders, and
institutions, and, to a lesser degree, the population in general. The
USSR’s civil defense program is designed to assure the survival of a
functioning wartime management system.

Attack Options and Warning

Any Pact decision bearing on when to attack would be influenced
by a set of sometimes contradictory military factors, including its own
preparedness in relation to its perception of the status of NATO
preparations, and the desire to achieve surprise as well as to masimize
force superiority. The final decision on an attack option, however,
almost certainly would not be based on purely military factors, but
rather cn a combination of military and pelitical considerations. The
mafor dilemma facing Pact leaders would be the degree to which they
would care to trade off Pact preparedness and the full combat
potential stipulated by their doctrine, for a greater degree of surprise
which might be achieved by a smaller but quicker attack designed to
preempt mobilization, reinforcement, and the establishment of an
organized defense by NATO. In the following evaluation of the risks
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and benefits of alternative options for the initial attack, we have
defined four basic options for the Central Region as well as possible
variations. It should be emphasized, however, that these options only
represent certain “phase points” during the Pact’s force generation
process at which Pact planners could choose to launch an attack;
variations and other attack options are possible.

Our assessments of the time required for the Pact to complete the
military preparations required to execute various attack options, begin-
ning from a peacetime posture, include a minimum time and a more re-
alistic time. The minimum time reflects our assessment of the Pact’s
ability to accomplish complex preparations under the most time-
constrained conditions, with no major problems. The difficulties inher-
ent in coordinating, controlling, and executing these Pact-wide prepara-
tions would be enormous, however, with many opportunities for major
mishaps, confusion, delays, and even chaos. The more realistic time
estimates allow for the human, mechanical, and climatic difficulties
which would probably characterize such an undertaking, Neither the
minimum time nor the more realistic time includes specific time
allocated for the training of freshly mobilized units. Such training
would enhance the combat potential of the mobilized units as well as as-
sure a greater degree of preparedness in other important respects, but at
the risk of lessening surprise. Those Pact divisions opposite the Central
Region that would benefit the most from postmobilization training
would include three Czechoslovak and five Polish low-strength divi-
sions, and almost 30 Soviet divisions in the three western military
districts of the USSR. The availability and performance of the Soviet
“not ready” divisions would be most critical to the Pact’s ability to
sustain offensive operations against strong or prolonged NATO resist-
ance. Moreover, many Pact nondivisional units are maintained at low
strength in peacetime and would be much better prepared to perform
their missions after conducting a period of pestmobilization training.
Our assessment of the time vequived for these low-strength units to
train up fo a standard we judge to be the minimum proficiency
necessery fo conduct effective offensive operations in Central Europe
wonld extend their preparation times to about 30 days, plus the time
required for movement. In any cvent, we consider i likely thm
Warsaw Pact forces would underge some mobilization before a
decision was made to mope to a condition of full combat veadiness.
This would in all likelthood ocour during a period of increasing
international tension extending over 8 number of weeks or months
before the Pact decided to initiate hostilities] |
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Option |—Attack From a Peacetime Posture

There is no evidence that would indicate that the Pact might
launch an attack on NATO from a peacetime readiness posture, In
fact, Soviet military strategists have explicitly stated that a European
war would be improbable without some political warning and a degree
of prehostilities mobilization by both sides. The Pact, however, does
have some capability to attack NATO on short notice using ground and
air units garrisoned near the East-West German border and the West
German—~Czechoslovak border. '

A few divisions might be capable of initiating an attack—possibly
directly from their garrisons—within about 24 hours after their com-
manders received an attack order, depending on specific conditions
within individual units. An attack mounted on such short notice,

however, could easily result in chaos as unit commanders, their staffs,

and troops would have had no forewarning of an attack order and—by
definition—made no preparations for an attack. Under normal peace-
time conditions, units usually take days, weeks, or even months to
prepare for scheduled major exercises (division level and higher). Pact
divisional units in East Germany and Czechoslovakia are not fully
manned in peacetime, and their higher level communications structure
and logistic support systems are not postured to support a standing-start
attack. Given 48 hours' notice, Pact divisional units could only margin-
ally increase their ability to mount a coordinated attack, and would still
lack a command, control, and communications, and logistic structure
that could effectively support their attacks,

As a means of initiating a large-scale war with NATO, an attack
from a peacetime posture would probably give the advantages of
operational and tactical surprise to the Pact. By dint of surprise and per-
haps local force superiority, Pact planners would expect—and might
get—some early ground and air victories. These injtial successes would
probably be the only advantage that would accrue to such an attack.
There are many considerations that would weigh against the Pact opting
to initiate a war with NATO from a peacetime posture: loss of
robilization advantage; insufficient time to establish a fromt-level
command, contral, and communications structure; insufficient time to
mobilize and move forward rear service umits; Jack of Hme to permit
preparation of the Pact’s populace or national economies for war; risk of
escalation to nuclear war when Pact forces and installations would be
especlally vulnerable to nuclear attack; and the risks of unpreparedness
and surprising their own tronps and commenders. These arguments
lead us to conclude that there 15 #stle chance that the Pact would tnitt-
aie war against NATO from a peacetime posture

i
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Accordingly, in the extremely unlikely case of a sudden attack on
NATO from a peacetime posture, we judge that US and NATO
intelligence could detect and would report| | . 3.3(b)(1)
increased activity by units, and dispersion and/or movement within
few hours after the initiation of this activity. Such reported activity
would provide sufficient information for Allied commanders and
policymakers to take precautionary steps. Because of the extremely
unlikely eventuality of such an attack, however, interpretation of the
purpose of this activity could be ambiguous and contentious, and a final
judgment that an attack was imminent might not be reached before
hostilities began:| 3.5(c)

Option Il—Attack With Two Fronts

Analysis of Pact exercises and doctrinal concepts leads us to
conclude that the smallest force the Pact might use to initiate
offensive operations in Central Europe would consist of two fronts.
This force would consist of Soviet and NSWP ground and tactical air
force units in East Germany and Czechoslovakia and possibly Soviet

units in Poland—a total of some 40 ground divisions, plus support units. 3.5(0)

In the most urgent circumstances, the Pact would need at least
five to six days to prepare and position a two-front force—assuming
that this force had been maintained in tts normal peacetime readiness
posture, Initiation of a two-front attack in slightly less time {four to
five days) might be possible, but without several less ready and/or
mare distant divisions in eastern Czechoslovakia. The complexity and
magnitude of the required preparations and the risks tnvolved in
insufficient preparation would probably cause or require the Pact to
take longer than five to six days to prepare this force, with seven to 10
days being a more realistic time frame. The Pact might elect to
rapidly launch a two-front attack in order to minimize warning time
to the West, but it is more likely that the Pact would gradually ratse
the readiness of its forces during z period of tensdon.li[ 3.5(c)

The initiation of hostilities after only five to six days of preparation
with a two-front foroe would emtail serious risks for the Pact. The
atbacking force might lack some front-level elements and its initial
combat potential wonld be less than conld be achieved with additional
preparation time. Moreover, forward deployed Soviet and East Cerman
forces would have to assume responsibility for initial operations in
northern West Genmany and slong the Baltic coast because of the
unavailability of ferces—primarily Polish—that wonld normally consti-
tute the Pact’s Northern Front. Command and control structures,

= - 3.5(c)
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particularly at the theater and national levels, would remain incom-
plete. More important, the mobilization and forward deployment of
Soviet forces in the western USSR could not be accomplished; these
units, therefore, would not be immediately available to reinforce or
sustain an attacking two-front force. Furthermore, effective participa-
tion in the war by major forces in other areas would be limited,
particularly in regard to coordinated naval actions and ground and air
offensives on the flanks—due in part to the lower peacetime readiness
posture of these Pact forces. We believe that the Pact would be unlikely
to attempt to initiate war from a two-front posture after only five to
six days’ preparation in other than extraordinarily urgent circum-
stances.

However, if the Pact did select this option, indicators of such
preparations would be observed, assessed, and reported to policymak-
ers within 24 hours after activity had been initiated. We have assessed
that the Pact would require a minimum of Jive to six days to prepare
for a two-front atiack; US and NATO military commanders and
policymakers could expect to have four or more days to make decistons
and counterpreparations. These times do not take inio account the
likelihood that the forces would be raised to higher levels of readiness
during any period of tension or erisis that would probably precede a
Warsaw Pact decision to move to a full wer readiness postyre.
Assuming that the readiness of the forces had been so raised, the
amount of time required 1o reach full combat readingss could be
greatly reduced. In this case, some warnings, however ambiguous,
would already have been glven. The Intelligence Community would
continue to assess the Pact’s war preparations and issue additional
judgments regarding the nature and extent of these meparatinns.lj

Option ll—Attack With Tﬁree Fronts

Under this option, Pact planners could elect to prepare for war via
a more phased approach and attack when they had prepared a three-
front force. We beligve that the Pact would require, at @ minimum,
about eight to nine days to prepare and position a three-front force for
¢ attack—assuming that this force had been maintained tn dis
normal pegoetime readiness posture. A more realistic time frame for
these preparations might be 10 to I2 days from a “cold start.”
However, follow-on forees from the western USSR consisting primari-
ly of “not ready” divtsions would not be able to effectively support
and susinin such an atteck.| |

The more complete national and military preparations permitted
under the three-front option would assure the availsbility of a larger

v
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and better prepared force and provide for more efficient joint action by
all forces. In this option, those ground maneuver units readied for
offensive operations would include all forces in the two-front option
described above plus Polish forces and possibly a Soviet army (Four
divisions) from th tic or Belorussian Military District: a total of
about 60 divisions

There i3 evidence that Pact planners would want at least three
fronts available for initial operations in Central Europe, with essur-
ance that at least one additional front would be available for
reinforcement soon after the initiation of hostilities. This option also is
more consistent than shorter preparation options in regard to Pact
doctrinal preferences for force superiority, national and Pact-wide
preparations, combined-arms operations, and the Pact’s appreciable
respect for NATO'’s war-fighting capabilities. Moreover, it would offer
better prospects for sustaining Pact forces and allow additional prepara-
tions to guard against nuclear escalation, Accordingly, we judge that
except under exiraordinarily urgent circumstances the Pact would
prefer to prepare at least a three-front force before initiating hostil-
fties.

We estimate that we could provide warning to national policy-
makers within 24 hours after such preparations were initiated. The
United States and NATQ would have seven or more days of decision
and preparaiion time if there had been no previous effort on the part
of the Warsaw Pact to raise the readiness of iis forces. If the Pact had
already gradually raised the level of readiness of its forces during a pe-
ried of tension os we would expect, the time required for final
preparations would be shorter. In this case, some warnings, however
ambiguous, would already have been given. In any case, the Intelli-
gence Community would continue to assess the steps being taken by the

Pact to prepare for war and would issue additional judgments regarding

the nzture and scope of the preparations.

Option IV—Attack With Five Freats

Circumstances permitting, the Pact could build uwp even larger
forces before initiating hostilities against NATO. A five-front attack
vosture would largely fulfill the Poot’s consernative doctrinal prefer-
ences in regard to force superiority and would take at deast 15 days to
achteve, tncluding the forward movement of Soviet forces in the
western USSR f the Pact were to aitempt 10 achieve & from a “cold
start.” The difficulties involoed tn rapidly developing a fully mobi-
lised and deployed force from a pencetime posture are such that these
preparations realistically might take up to three weeks. In this option,

%
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Soviet ground forces in the three western military districts of the USSR
would be available for early reinforcement of Pact forces in Central
Europe. As discussed in Option ITI—the three-front attack—the Soviets
could choose to move limited forces from the w+stern USSR to join
Polish forces in forming a Polish-Soviet Front. At least some of the
remaining forces in the western military districts—some 30 divisions—
would probably be organized into at least two additional fronts—the
Belorussian and Carpathian Fronts—and forward deployed in Poland
and Czechoslovakia before the attack, thereby substantially adding to
the momentum and sustainability of a Pact attack. With these forces,
Pact ground forces available for operations against Central Europe
would total 85 to 90 active divisions plus support units,

This attack option would reduce the Pact’s chances of achieving
surprise while maximizing the weight of the attack. This option also
would increase the ratio of Soviet to non-Soviet Pact forces. It would of-
fer much better prospects for sustainability; the most complete com-
mand, control, and communications network; and would allow for
additional measures to prepare the Pact's populace, economies, and
transportation systems for war. However, due to insufficient training
time, “not ready” divisions would have only a marginal capability to
conduct effective offensive operations] ]

Should the Pact opt for a full five-front attack from a “cold
start,” we judge that we would be able to provide warning within 24
ta 48 hours after preparations began. US and NATO military com-
manders and policymakers would have at least 13 days of decision and
nreparation time, provided that they reacted expeditiously to the
initial warnings. If, as we would expect, final preparations were made
after Pact forces had alveady gradually increased their readiness
during a period of increasing tension, the large-scale mobilization of
Soviet forces in the western USSR and their Jorward deployment
would still provide timely notice that the Soviets were taking steps
that would enable them to execute this attack option. During this
peried the Intelligence Community would continue £0 assess the steps
bring taken by the Pact to prepare for war and would issue additional
judgments regarding the nature and scope of these preparations,

Variations in Attack Options

Forward Deployment of Forces in the Western /558, The
Soviets could choose to mobilize and forward deploy selected “ready”
units from the western USSR prior to the complete preparation of the
remainder of these forces, most of which are maintained in a peacetime
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“not ready” posture. The Soviets notionally practiced the forward
deployment of some forces in the western USSR prior to D-day during
several major exercises in 1982 and 1983. While such a forward
deployment would provide the Pact with additional early firepower
and better prospects for sustaining its attacks, it has the significant
disadvantage of possibly providing clear and highly detectable warning

indicators to NATO.[ |

Soviet air forces are not maintained at full wartime strength or
readiness in peacetime. We belicve offensive forces would require
about 48 hours to prepare a command and control structure for front-
level operations. Strategic aviation forces probably would require an
additional 24 hours to complete more extenstve command and control

arrangements. Thus, within 72 hours the Pact could mount a large-_

scale air attack throughout NATO’s Central Region. However, we
believe 1t highly unlikely that the Soviets would mount such an air at-
tack against NATO independent of a combined-arms offensive.
Rather, the Soviets would prefer—and generally plan on—first com-
pleting logistic preparations and expanding their rear services, as well as
completing mobilization of air combat units. Such preparations would
require seven to 12 days, at which time Soviet air forces would be fully
combat ready. Ij

Gradual Buildup. The Pact could initiate gradual war prepara-
tions—implemented over a period of many weeks or months—either in
response to a prolonged crisis or s a result of a deliberate decision o se-
cretly prepare for war and launch a sudden attack. We judge that the
gradual approach to achieving full readiness in reaction to a develop-
ing crisis would be the most ltkely course of svents &f the Pact were to
prapare for war against NATO. Steps to increase the readiness of
elements of the Pact’s military forces could be taken selectively over a
period of many weeks or months—such as the mobilization of certain
low-strength units, that is, gradually converting them from a “not
ready” to a “ready” posture. Many preparations, which in time-
sensitive circumstances might be initiated by a declaration of a combat
elert (an order requiring immediate departure from garrisons) or the
declaration of “threat-of-war™ or “full” readiness, could be accom-
plished incrementally without the declaration of an alert or the formal
implementation of an increased readiness posture. Such deviations from
normal peacetime patterns, however, would be detected by US and
NATO intelligence, particularly §f implemented on a large scale, and
would be interpreted as a modification of the Pact’s military posture.
Such activity would certainly intensify US and NATO intelligence
collection efforts and might also initiate similar preparatory actions by

x

Approved for Release: 2016/03/28 C00638425

ERApproved for Releas: 201 /03/28 0006845 S

3.5(¢c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

3.5(c)




00638425~

Approved for Release: 2016/03/28 06842 _

. : : ' L o
e el T S SO AR

Top

NATO. Although the Pact’s efforts to gradually increase preparations
for war might reduce the time necessary to make final preparations for
war discussed in Options II, III, and 1V, they would be taken at the risk
of exposure and NATO counterpreparations

We judge that we could recognize large-scale nonroutine activi-
ties such as the following:

— Shortened or intensified training cycles.

— Large-scale mobilization of reservists in Eastern Europe or the
- western military districts of the USSR,

— Widespread or unusual military training on weekends or
holidays.

— Major changes in training schedules or procedures.

— Major increases or decreases in manning or readiness posture.

Because of the high risks and costs involved—including NATO
counterpreparations and the risk of miscalculation—the Pact would
probably defer overt and large-scale mobilization, major force deploy-
ments, and other highly visible and provocative measyres until the final
transition to full readiness for war. We Judge that, even after some
weeks or months of gradusl preparations, there would still be g
discernible difference in the nature, scope, and pace of preparedness
measures that would enable us to provide warnings that the Pact was
indtating the final steps that would enable it to go to war. Pact
deception measures and conditioning, however, could shorten the time
available to defuse a crisis or to take countermeasures, particularly if
policymakers delayed action while awaiting woambiguous proof of Pact
intentions. Nevertheless, we are confident that we could tnform
policymakers that the Pact wos initiating the final steps that wonld
enable it 1o go to war within 24 hours afier the beginning of the uctivi-
ties associated with the transition to ¢ “full readiness” condition, We
would already have issued warnings—probably repeatedly—of the
m Ytary measures being taken by the Pact, and of a growing danger of

hostilities] |
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DISCUSSION
l. BACKGROUND iz;ztends to launch an attack in the near future. The

3.5(c)

A. Scope of the Estimate

1. This Estimate examines how a NATO~Warsaw
Pact war in Europe might begin, focusing on the
preparations the Pact would make under various
attack options, and when US intelligence would proba-
bly detect and report such preparations for war,
Warsaw Pact perceptions, doctrine, readiness, and
objectives during a war with NATO, as well as the
likelihood of war under present and near-term cir-
cumstances (the next three to five years), are also
addressed. Judgments focus on Europe, but certain
events—namely the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
and developments in Iran—have increased the poten~
tial for a confrontation between US and Soviet forces
in the Persian Gulf region. For this reason, the Esti-
mate discusses the warning implications for NATO of
a conflict in the Persian Gulf involving US and Soviet
forces

B, Definition: Warning of War

2. For purposes of this Estimate, we define “warn-
ing of war” as the communicatton of tntelligence
judgments to national palicymakers thai o staie or
alliance intends war, or fs on 6 course that substan-
tially increases the risks of war and fs taking steps to
prepare for war. Ocr initial warnings may not fulfill
all of the elements of this definition, ' particularly
spectfie judgments regarding enemy intent, but these
warnings could be provided to polioymakers relatively
early and would provide a basis for decisions concern-
ing optlons and approprinte countermeasures. We
would be unlikely in our initial warndngs to be able v
foretell when or where the enemy will attack, or if an
attack will ocour al all. The warning process, however,
is continuous. The early warnings would e followed
by further assessments and warnings as necessary unti}
the cutbreak of hestilitles, or the end of the crisis,
While cancern for attack by a hestils power is the
ultimate purpose of the warning process, this Estiowte
does not focus upon the spocifios of “waming of
attack”™ the communication of an tntelligence fudy-
ment o notional policymekers that an odvercary ¢
not only preparing 12 armed forces for war but also

23

information conveyed in warning of attack would be
more precise than that communicated in warning of
war, including—to the extent possible—when, where,
and in what strength the adversary will attack. Under
most circumstances, these specifics could be provided
only late in a crisis.[:

C. The Warning Process

3. Warning is the communication of dangers im-
plicit in 2 wide spectrum of activities by potential
opponents, ranging from apparently routine defense
measures, to substantial increases in readiness and
force preparedness, to acls of political, economic,
terrorist, or military aggression. A political or econom-
ic erisis is often a precursor of military events. Such a
erisis would be reported as it developed, thereby
providing the earliest warning that military events
WAy oceur.

4. The primacy of Eurape to the national security
interests of the United States causes the US intelli-
gence Community to strive for a warning process that
trades certainty for time. The US warning system
seeks to provide early notice of events that might
presage Pact offensive operations. While tentative and
ambiguous, early warning wonld provide time for
developing and executing courses of action by policy-
makers which are low in eosts and high tn impact on
crisis detervence. As additional events trauspire and
tensions increase, the US warning system 1s designed to
indicate greater likelihood that war is in the offing, As
warning assessments become more certain, policymak-
€18 may continue to focus on crisis avoidance or
containment, but costs increase and epportunities are
fost. However, there is no finite point at which the
warning systern can foretell with certainty that war is
fmminent. [t can assess potential enemy capzbilities,
but it is less relisble for forecasting hostile intent,
which might bevome sapparent only in the act of war
itsalf, This 5 due partially to the nature of the system,
which must rely ppon human fudgment, and partially
to the dynamics of crises in which the reactions of US
policymakers to early wamings may affect the devel-
opment of the course of everts. In the most anambigy-
ous warning—an attack is being executed—decisions

[ ] Vot
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are limited to a reactive set, and the consequences of

mistakes may be extreme] |

5. The policymaker is the critical focus of the
warning process. This process is oriented toward advis-
ing the policymaker that a situation is developing that
might require prudent actions to balance the chances
that the opposition is on a course that may culminate
in an attack on the United States or its Allies. The
policymaker must be aware that action—or inaction—
on his part may affect the likelihood of war, that is,
the adversary may key his resolve for war in part on
actions taken—or not taken—by the United States.D

Intelligence Community Warning Vehicles

Within the Intelligence Community, each analyst is
responsible for providing warning through the chain of
command of individual agencies via current intelli-
gence reporting and briefings, as well as various depart-
mental intelligence products. At the national intelli-
gence level, thers are a number of products and
mechanisms for disseminating warning judgments.
Products include National Intelligence Hstimates
(NIEs), Spectal NiEs, and Watch Committee Reports. In
addition, monthly warning and forecast meetings are
hosted by National Intelligence Officers responsible for
regional areas. Their reports are forwarded to the
National Intelligence Officer for Warning, who pro-
vides warning advisories to the Director of Centual
Intelligence (DCY), as appropriate. Formal Alert Memo-
randums {or Warning Memorandums) have not been
used since the early 1980s. Instead, informal typeseript
memoranduwms to the DCI—both veordinated and un-
coordinated—have become more comman due to their
unstructured, lors restrictive nature. Morcover. an fnfor-
mal, multilevel “old boy metwork”™ operates to provide
warning or to present alternative views. The essentlal
polnt is that there is no single recognized document or
mathod through which the Intelligence Community
wotild be experted to convey its consensus that war was
Hkely with the Soviet Union. Warning of war would
probably develop in many ways, through many chan-
nels, with vartous shades of apinton indicating different
Interpretations of the obemervabls facts and indicators a3

[ ]

they became known.
W

6 War preparations could affect the civilian do-
main before military forees wers fully prepared and
deploved for war. These eatly preparations would be’
repartid inerementally, atong with any military activi-
ty. Intelligenes Community judigments regarding the

o
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significance of these developments would be tentative,
and uncertainties would be relatively high. Communi-
ty agreement might be slow to develop regarding the
purpose of the early preparations. While representa-
tives of the various intelligence agencies would inform
their principals regarding the developing situation, it is
quite likely that the warning aspects would be deliv-
ered with varying interpretations of cogency. Accord-
ingly, warning of war should not be viewed as a single
event, but as a process of communicating warnings of
increased threat. Only when the predominantly mili-
tary phases of preparation were well under way would
the climate for coordinated warning communications

be establishefl.I:,

7. When issued, the initial warnings would provide
evidence on the nature of the decisions taken, the
extent of measures under way, an estimate of when
preparations would be largely completed, and a judg-
ment about when the Pact would be ready for hostil-
ities. The Intelligence Community, however, could not
be certain that the Pact would attack as soon as it had
taken the requisite steps to do so. The strength of the
warning system for discerning increased capabilities of
the Warsaw Pact to initiate hostilities should not be
construed as a capacity to foretell with confidence the
course of subsequent events. Nor should recipients of
warning expect that definitive thresholds at which
decisions should be made will necessarily be identi-
fied. The provision of warning cannot be based on
instantaneous assessments. Warning must be grounded
in trends, military growth ever time, and develop-
ments that conld possibly forecast intent to act. Even
with celatively specific and quantitative force judg-

" ments, warning of war would still be an_ambiguous,

iterative process {see inset on page 25).

8. The Intelligenve Community has never observed
the SBoviet Union or Warsaw Pact making preparations
of the magnitnde and duration necessary o 2o to war
with NATO. Nonstheléss, activity which we have
whserved—Hungery {1956), Ceedhoslovakia (1968), Af-
ghanistan (1979), and Poland (1980-81), plus analysis of
exercises over the years—has given us confidence that,
while we might not recognize war preparations in
their earliest phases, we conld provide timely warnings
that the Soviets and the Pact member states were
eonverting to a wartime posture and were risking war
by their behavim.l:l

9. A waming that does not approximate the expec-
tations of the seciplent would meet with resistance,
and pressures to disregerd the early and tentative
evidence of the possibility or fikelihood of war would
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Community Warning Performance
in Two Recent Crises

During the Polish crisis in 1980 four separate Alert
Memorandums were issued. The last Memorandum in
1980 (issued on 2 December) stated that “the Soviets are
readying their forces for military intervention in Po-
land. We do not know, however, whether they have
made the decisfon to intervene, or are still attempting to
find a political solution.” A final Alert Memorandum on
the Polish crisis was issued on 2 April 1981. It stated
that “Soviet leaders have been convinced by the evident
impotence of the Polish party and government that
military intervention is necessary.” The Memorandum
added, however, that “We do not know if the decision
to intervene in Poland has been made, but...the
Soviets now are capable of intervention. . . with little
further warning.” The crisis ended without Soviet
military intervention. Three Alert Memorandums were
Issued during the crisis in Afghanistan. The first two
Memorandums (issued on 14 September and 19 Decem-
ber 1979) suggested that the Soviets might be willing to
Intervene militatily. The third Memorandunm, issued o,
25 December, reported that the invasion had probably
begun, and it had. In these two crises, the Intelligence
Community did not make unequivacal judgments con-
cerning the likelihood of Soviet military intervention,

Seef ]

be great. First, there is the genuine risk of setting in
motion precautionary measures that might be misin-
terpreted as hostile acts and fugther agaravate the
situation or even precipitate the vonflict. Second and
third are the economic and political costs of ordering
the mobilization of military forces and national re-
sources for an event that might not ocour or could be
long de]aved.:]

10. Acceptance of the warnings that are given is the
final step in the process which draws upon the infor-
mation-gathering machinery of government to devel-
op coherent evidence of the likelihood of an event of
great concern to national policymakers. Early warning
judgments, while tentative and ambiguous, would
become more specific and alarming as a crisis deep-
ened. The process culminates in the mind of the
policymaker when he is persuaded that the likelihood
of the event is so high thal considerations to the
contrary should be set aside and action taken to
counter or to mitigate its consequences.

D. Recent Intelligence Community Studies

11. In recent years a number of national intelli-
gence and departmental studies have increased our
knowledge and understanding of the readiness posture
of Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces, their force genera-
tion capabilities, alert procedures and systems, opera-
tional and employment concepts, command structure,
the reliability of non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP)
forces for coalition warfare, and Soviet capabilities
and contingency planning for fighting a war in the
Persian Gulf, This Estimate draws heavily from these
and other studies cited throughout this document and
in the Bibliography.

E. Significant Events and Developments

12. Siguificant events and developments oeeurring
since the Jast European warning Estimate was pub-
lished in 1978 are discussed in the inset on pages 26-
28; some are discussed in more detaf] in the Estimate,
and others are addressed elsewhere in Intelligence
Community studies (refer to the Bibliograghy). {v)
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Recent Significant Events and Developments Pertinent to Warning of War in Europe

Event/Development

Significance

Inatability in the Persian Gulf region.

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

The Folish crisis, 195081,

Manpower shortages in Soviet maneuver divisions in
Eastern Europe. A growing hody of evidence indicates
that-a significant disparity between peacetime and war-
authorized manning has existed since the mid-1670s and
has increased since 1979, principally due to the reorgani-
zation and expansion of motorized rifle and tank divi-
sfons. Suviet motorized rifle divisions are now assessed 1o
be manned between 80 and 85 percent of warauthorized
strength; some moterized riflo battalions are manned at
about 70 percent of war-auwthorized strength. Tank divie
sions are assessed to be manned between 55 and 90
percent of wartime anthorizations. Previous assessments
had estimated that peacetime manning authorizations in
these divistons were 95 percent or more of war suthoriza-
tlons.

Warsaw Pact Statuiw for Warlime Command and the
imalementation of the “Monument” communioation
srocedure. Formally ratified in early 1980 by o)l Pact
nations excepk Romania.

Increased US and Soviet interest and planning emphasis on
the Persian Gulf reglon; increased potential for US-Soviet
military confrontation in the region, with potential for
spillover into Europe or for diversion of attention and
resources from Europe. Soviet General Staff exercises in
the southern USSR since 1980 have provided insight into
how the Soviets might prepare for and execute a major
campalgn in the region.

Provided insight into the deliberate and time-phased ap-
proach (with discontinuities) the Soviets took in reaction to
a simmering crisis on their border; contingency plans and
preparations for possible military intervention began
months before the invasion; early preparations were unob-
trusive or ambiguous, while final preparations in Decem-
ber 1979 were more obvious and threatening. The Soviet
presence in Afghanisten has increased the potential for
future military operations in the Persian Gulf area, partic-
ularly against southeast Iran and Pakistan, with possibilities
for conflict with the US.

-- Provided inslght into the deliberate and time-phased ap-

proach the Soviets took in reaction to events in Poland;
fentured selective mobilization and exercising of a poten-
tial intervention forve.

Manning is one of the most important determinants of unit
readiness. These units would depend, to a greater extent
than previously estimated, on augmentation to achieve
war-anthorized strength, Their readiness posture can be
sssumed to be within Moscow’s perception of acceplable
xisk under present circumstances. Although the proficiency
of these divisions would be increased if committed at war-
guthorized sttength, we assess that they are capable of
initiating and conducting offensive operations against
NATO at their peace-authorized strength. Accumulated
evidence, however, indicates that the Soviets plan to
gugment manning in these units prior to hostilities by
soveral methods: mobilizing oivilian reservists employved by
the Soviets in Eestern Europe; nross-leveling within units in
Eogtern Burope, that is, trandferring troops from less
cxitios] pencetimre fobs; and bringing significant mrmbers of
troops from the USSR,

The Statute and subseguent protocols, in effect, give the
Boviet Goneral Siaff a Jegal basis for alerting, mchilizing,
and organtzing for gombst NSWP forces {(except Romania);
the “Monument”™ communication procedure provides a
mere tpid and reliable command and control dissemina-
tion procedure for alerting Pact forces.

25

TP Sexw
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Recent Significant Events and Developments Pertinent fo Warning of War in Europe (Continued)

Event/Development *

Significance

Exercising of Warsaw Pact high commands of forces
opposite NATO's central and southern regions. The
temporary activation of these headquarters has been
fertured in exercises since the late 1970s, and the Warsaw
Pact Wartime Command Statute provides for their estab-
lishment in a crisis. .

Reorganization of Soviet Air and Air Defense Forces.

Reorganization of Soviet motorized rifle and tank
divisions and the reemergence of “army aviation” as
a tupe of aviation in the Soviet Air Forces, This has
entailed the avgmentation of divisions with additional
artillery, tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, and helicop-
ters. Army aviation consists primarily of helicopters at
MD/front, army, and division levels that perform tactical
missions for combined-arms commanders.

C nt of loving a tallored, high-speed, deep
exploitation force at grmy and front level (Operation-
al Maneuver Group~0OMG), ond the creation of
new army corps alructure. At least two Soviet divi-
sions—including one in the western USSR—have been
reorganized into a new typs army corps, each consisting
of four to five mechanized and armored brigades and
support units,

Exercise theme. Forward deployment and incorpetation
of some Soviet forces from the western USSR dnto first
operational ectelon fronts prigr to D-@uy {observed in o
few exercises in 2983 and 1983),

Introduction of nuclesrcapable artillery in the for-
ward areq. The €55 15%-mm self-propelled (5P) gun
{Mazch 1981), the M-1976 15%-mm $ield gun (December
1082}, and the M-1975 203-mm SP howityer (Docembes
19882). (Based an » reassessment of Sovist antillery capabil-
{tes, older 15%-mm antillery pleces in the forward ares
may akso have & auclear expability.)

Forward deplovment of SU2¢ Fencer bombera, De-

ployed tn Baxt Germany, Poland, and Hungary since

;Ist?x. Asszssed to have an allweather inkerdiction expa-
L

Forsoard deployment of shortwange bailistio wiiilea

(SRBM). The SS-82 was deployed in the Group uf Soviet

il;nmm: h;mﬁmmy (GSFG) and probably Crechostovakia
oaTiy

]

These wartime commands would facilitate centralized,
continuous, and reliable command and control of Pact
forces opposite NATO through the Soviet General Staff,
thereby improving Moscow’s ability to direct integrated
Pact operations. Peacetime execises reduce the time re-
quired to achieve high levels of operalional efficiency.

Facilitates rapid transition to wartime organization; pro-
vides greater operational flexibility through centralized
control at military district/front and theater of military
operations levels; enhances offensive air operations in
support of theater operations in Europe and Asia.

Increased firepower, mobility, tactical flexibility, and over-
all enhancement of combined-arms capability. ¥mproved
prospects for executing doctrinal requirement for high-
speed offensive and operations in depth by combined-arms
formations. Incresses the threat posed by forward de-
ployed forces.

Deslgned to increase battlefield tempo by early and deep
commitment into enemy rear areas to seize or destroy key
facilities and objectives, disrupt lateral movement and
reinforcement, and, in general, destroy the integrity of
enemy defenses. The new army corps structure appears
well-sulted for the QMG role and was probably tailored for
this purpase; it features more firepower, flexibility, and a
better combined-arms mix,

Should Soviet preparations for war in Europe include the
forwprd deployment of forces from the western USSR
prior to ©-day, this movement covld provide NATO with
clear and highly detectable warming indicators,

These artillery systems provide greater acoursey and fower
yields than existing rocket and missile systems, and there-
fore give commanders & more Bexible forward deployed
rwolear delivery option. Degrades waming indicator that
such weapons might be forward deployed only during o
orisis.

Provides enhanced sesction posture during e erisis as well
a3 degrading en important warning indicator; s1so provides
greater srdius of action and & more versatile toad-canrying

cpacity.

&

Tlreatens, among other things, NATO atfillds and U5
intermedintoaangs tudenr misstles. Degrades en impor-
tont svarning indiostor.

Tor S
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Recent Significant Events and Developments Pertinent to Warning of Wer in Europe (Continued)

Event/Development

Significance

Formation and deployment of air It brigades and
battalions at the front and army level, respectively.
Nine air assault brigades have been formed since 1980,
including one in GSFG. All GSFG armies have had air
assault battalions assigned since the early 1980s.

Soviet logistic capabilities in East Germany are much
greater than earlier estimales have indicated, Cur-
rently available rear services equipment and depot stocks
of ammunition and fuel are adequate to support at least
twice as many Soviet forces than are currently located in
East Germany. The extent of logistic capabilities in other
groups of forces is less clear.

Deployment of SA5/Gammon strategic longrange
SAMs in Eastern Europe. At least six sites are under
construction in Easi Germany, Czechoslovakis, Hungary,
and Bulgaria; construction of additional sites—including
some in Poland—is expected. The 5A-5 hss a range of
278 kilometers and operates to an altitude of 30,500
meters. Most of the sites in Eastern Europe are likely to
be manned and controlled by national foroes.

Saviat naval exerchss in apring 1584, This large-scale
mobility exercise of the Western Fleets featured deploy-
ment of strategic and general purpase naval units to
dispersal and operating aress, followed by notional con-
ventional and nuclear combat operations.

Curtailment of Soviet military horpest support, Be-
cent information suggests that the use of military trocks
and personnel for hrarvest support will be shawply cur-
tafled, if not terminated.

e

Provides theater, front, and army commanders with a
flexible, well-armed force which could be employed early
in a conflict against targets in NATO's tactical depths.
Likely targets for seizure, disruption, or destruction are
nuclear weapons and delivery systems; command, control,
‘communications, and logistic facilities: and key terrain
features. Air assault operations are designed to facilitate

rapid penetration of first-echelon formations through

NATO's forward defensive zone as well as directly support
the high-speed maneuver of large exploitation forces such
as OMGs.

This stockpile is adequate to support a 90-day war reserve
requirement for about two fronts, Forward deployment of
logistic elements as a warning indicator has been degraded.

Will extend Pact air defense capabilities over the forward
area. Degrades an important warning indicator.

In the absence of a graduad force buildup through a period
of incressing tension, the sudden deployment complicated
the warmning gproblem for naval forces.

This move is probably designed to assurathe more efficlent
use of resources in the civil seetor, es well as to improve
ailitary training and readiness. Pegrades the atility of a
seasons] warning indicator of normloy.
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il. CONTEXT OF A NATO-WARSAW PACT
WAR

A. Warsaw Pact Perceptions of NATO's Military
Capabilities

13. Warsaw Pact perceptions of NATO’s capability
to wage war undoubtedly play a major role in shaping
the Pact’s strategy for war with NATO. Significant
aspects of the Pact’s view of NATO’s capabilities have
been gleaned from a variety of sources. This material
indicates that the Pact has substantial and generally
accurate knowledge of NATO's organization, foree
structure, alert procedures and reaction times, equip-
ment, tactics and strategy, and mobilization and rein-
forcement capabilities| |

14. Available evidence indicates that Pact assess-
ments tend to maximize or even exaggerate NATO
capabilities. This tendency toward “worst case” analy-
sis may be indicative of uncertainty and/or respect for
NATO, but in any case is generally consistent with the
prudent manner in which Pact planners assess the
military capabilities of potential adversaries and the
risks involved in war. Three perceptions in particular
illustrate the Pact’s respect for NATO's military capa-
bilities and have significant implications for Pact
strategic planning] | :

NATO Mobilization, Reinfercement, and
Deployment Capabilities

15. Pact planners see a serions threat in NATO's
ability to rapidly expand its standing forces by mobili-
zation in Europe and by reinforcement from outside
Europe. uring
the early 1980s it NATO with about 80 ground
divisions (including French forces) plus more than 100
separate infantry, armor, and sirbormne hrigades and

remaining nucleat-armed aircraft are judged capable
of taking off with six to 12 hours' notice. Fifty percent
of NATO's tactical aircraft armed with conventional
weapons are judged ready for takeoff with six hours’
notice. In regard to ground forces, Pact planners
believe that some NATO tactical units garrisoned near
the East German and Czechoslovak borders—particu-
larly reconnaissance and covering troops and missile
and air defense units—could occupy their operational
deployment areas within six to 12 hours,

mpined that the readiness of NATO forces
ad reached the highest level in history—particularly

regiments. These assessments fndicate thet the Pact

beliaves that the United States could reinforce Europe
with six divisions and 60 squadrons of combat aircraft
within 10 days. Additionally, Pact planners belleve
that within 30 3ays NATO s capable of inrreasing the
number of aircraft in Europe by 800, and increasing
its ground forces by abomt 50 divisions, fncluding
reinforcing units from the United States snd the
mobilization of units within Earope.

16. NATO ground and afr react ent
times have received excellont grades

NATO muclear-sarmed tactical aircmft

maintaloed on alert status are believed capablo of

taking off within 15 minutes, and over one-half of the

»

in regard to US and West German forces—and that
the morale and discipline of NATO troops were much
improved.

Capability of NATO's Air Forces

17. The Pact recognizes that it would have to use its
air and air defense forces to attempt to achieve air
superiority early in a war or face the prospect of
NATQ's use of airpower to offset the Pact’s quantita-
tive advantage in ground forces. The Soviets consider
NATO’s air forces 2 major military threat to Pact
forces in Central Europe, and project a 150-percent
increase in the capabilities of these forces during 1980-
85. This growth results from the deployment of the
F-15, F-16, F-18, and Tornado—aireraft that the
Soviets judge to have significantly higher combat
capabilities than the aircraft they are replacing, The
Soviets are also concerned about the ephanced com-
mand and control capabilities offered by such aircraft
as the B-3A AWACS and the expanding NATO ability
to conduct airborne radicelectronic warfare.

18. The Soviets expect the new-generation NATO
qiroraft to degrade the effectiveness of Pact air de-
fenses. One estimate, for example, concluded that the
capabilities of Warsaw Pact radars to detect and track
targets would drop by 50 percent or more, the proba-
tilities of kill for surfaceto-air missiles (SAMSs) and
gircrsft would decline precipitously, and the capabili-
ties of fire-control radars abeard atreraft would be cut
in half.

39 Perceptions by the Spvicts of the major prob-
tems facing thelr air defense forces are <leor. In the
tactival arens, the greatest concem & about aircraft
such as the US A-10 and helicopters opemting at fow
altitude under cover of fntense electronic countermeas
ures. The deployment by the United States of long-
mnge oraise missiles and the prospect of advanced
penetrating bombers such as the B-1 canse the Soviets

Vop Sect
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much concern as these weapons would be difficult to
defend against because of their low flight profiles and
small radar cross sections

NATO Nuclear Capabilities

20. The NATO theater nuclear capability is per-

credited NATO with 8,000

]

tactical nuclear warheads and 3,000 aircraft, artillery
pieces, and missiles capable of delivering nuclear
munitions. Moreover, Pact planners are convinced that
NATO would probably employ nuclear weapons in a
NATO-Warsaw Pact war. Accumulated evidence re-
veals considerable Pact anxiety over the formidable
difficulties inherent in locating and destroying NATO
nuclear warheads and delivery systems,

21. Moscow also recognizes that NATO's planning
and capability to implement limited nuclear options
could initiate an uncontrollable chain of escalation.
Should NATO initiate the limited use of tactical
nuclear weapons, Moscow sees itself faced with several
sobering choices: continue fighting with conventional
weapons only, respond in kind, or escalate to massive,
theaterwide or even strategic nuclear strikes. The
Soviets have described in their literature the concept
of “limited” or “selective” uss of nuclear weapons,
and have played such options in some exercises.
However, both doctrine and exercises snggest that the
Saviets remain highly skeptical of the chances for
controlling escalation at this level. Furthermore, once
the nuclear threshold is crossed, the Pact’s convention-
al force superiority would lose much of its sigmifi-
cance. From Mnscow's standpoint, the NATO deploy-
ment of Pershing I ballistic missiles and
ground-launched cruise missiles (GLOMs) makes it
even more difficult to control escalation of nuclear
war in Europe. NATO deployment of these long-range
theater nuclear systems is seen as Incressing the risk of
strikes on the USSR during theater nuclear exchanges,
thus obfuscating the threshold between theater nncleay
and strategic {intercontinental) muclear war. These
s5avins Teduce warning time, present new problems
and uncertainties for Moscow in assessing the scale and
obicctives of a NATO nuclear sttack, and tend 1o

reinforoe ¢ et bins for large-scale nuclear atteck
plann}

Ricks Invetvad in 0 War With NATO

22, Pact assossments clearly show a concern for
NATO's ability to quickly mobilire and deploy its in-

ceived as a profound threat and dominates Pact
strategic planning for war in Europe.

30

theater forces as well as to bring substantial reinforce-
ments from outside the theater within 80 days. The
obvious strategic implication for the Pact is that, even
in the short run, NATO could field large and powerful
forces. These forces might offer sufficient resistance to
prevent the Pact from gaining a quick victory, thereby
providing NATO time to bring its larger population,
greater industrial base, and superior technology to
bear. Emerging Western doctrine and technology for
placing Pact follow-on forces at risk might disrupt the
momentum of a Pact conventional offensive, Further-
more, NATO has a large, diversified. array of tactical
nuclear-capable weapons which the Pact believes
would probably be employed against it. The existence

of the separately controlled US, British, and French -

strategic nuclear strike systems inereases Moscow's
uncertainty about nuclear escalation. The Soviet lead-
ership sees war in Europe, particularly nuclear war, as
holding its terxitory at risk from strategic nuclear
strikes. NATO's nuclear deterrent capability would
seem to make nonnuclear war, in which NATO's
theater muclear capability would be attacked with
conventional armaments, the most rational option for
the Pact. The Soviets” dilemma is that successful Pact
nonnuclear offensive operations would probably lead
to the use of nuclear weapons by NATO. In sum, the
size and flexibility of use of NATD's nuclear weapons
pose extraordinary threats to the Pact’s war-fighting
capabilities, home territories, and viability.

23. Other factors that Soviet and Pact planners
would take into account in assessing the risks of war
with NATO inclyde:

~= Prospects for external assistance for NATO.

~— Posgsibility that China might attack in the Soviet
Far East.

— Confidence by the Soviets in fhe relinbility and
war-fighting effectiveness of their Pact allies.

The Pact, while noting NATD's own impressive poten-

tal for fighting a protracted war, believes that NATD
would probably recetve assistance from other Europe-
an oountries—particularly Sweden. The Pact probably
sees many non-European pations os favoring NATO
sud believes that some of these countries would
support or foin NATO in & prolonged war, Moreover,
the Soviets fear that a protracted confliot with NATO
could encourage China to attack along the USSR's

eistern borders, and soms Soviet exercises have fea-

tored simultaneous conflicts in Europe and Asia. Fi-
oally, any douists sbout &5 /llies” willingness or ability
to fight NATO would centsinly constrmin any enthust-
asm Moscow might have for war. An atteck against

Topteme_
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NATO must be mounted from East European territo-
ry and the lines of communication to support such an
attack transit through Eastern Europe. The non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact countries are largely responmsible for
operating and maintaining the ground transportation
systems linking the USSR and Eastern Europe and for
providing critical rear area defenses and security.
Moreover, more than half the Pact divisions and
aircraft now in Central Europe are East European,
and they have been assigned {mportant combat roles
in the initial stages of war. The military reliabilitv of
the Soviets” Pact allies is summarized below%

B. Military Reliability of Non-Soviet Warsaw
Pact Forces 2

24. The Soviet Union is concerned about the mili-
tary reliability of its Warsaw Pact allies in the event of
war with NATO and is apprehensive regarding initia-
tives NATO might undertake in a crisis or war to
decouple Moscow from them. Soviet dependence on
its allies, especially in Central Europe, is so great as fo
make their participation crucfal to prospects for sug-
cess on the battlefield, In fact, we helieve that the
Soviets would be unlikely to initiate hostilities against
NATO unless they had reasonable expectation of
participation by most Pact forces. Although the Soviets
have taken a number of political and military actions
to try to assure thelr allies’ cooperation, the wartime
religbility of the non-Soviet members of the Pact
would depend in part on developments which the
Soviets could not entirely control. These include the
circumstances of the outhreak of hostilities; possible
NATO actions to try to induce disaffection, nonpartic-
ipation, or defections by Pact members; and the
outcome of {nitial battlefield engagemen

25, Prior to a final decision to go to war, East
European leaders, whose countries have the most 1o
lose in a war with NATDO, are likely to use whatever
influence they may have to attempt to moderte
Soviet decisions. Moscow's willingness, however, to do
whatever is necessary to ensure complisnce with its
declsions is an accepted fact by its allies, and, ance the
Soviets dectds 20 go to war, Eust Buropean leaders are
likely to tatlor their actions with this in mind. The
general outlook of NSWP leadership eroups and heir
political depandency on the Soviets would probably
tesult in most members of these elites aswessing their
interests during & orisis 95 congruen with these of the
Soviets in most respacts, This would not necessarfly be

'&ﬁﬂn&dmaf&hmhmlumﬂfﬂ%
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true of all members of the various NSWP leadership
groups, and the behavior of lower level military
officials and populaces in general would be less pre-
dictable.[:]

26. Soviet control over the East European forces—
and Soviet confidence in such control—would be at its
highest during preparations for hostilities as Pact
forces were being alerted, mobilized, and deployed for

combat, and during the initial stages of war as Pact

forces were advancing. We believe ihat military disci-
pline and established control mechanisms are likely to
assure the reliable response of most Pact forces to
initial alert, mobilization, and commitment orders.
The military reliability of NSWP forces, however,
could be degraded as hostilities progressed; this would
be especially likely in the case of a stalemate or
significant Pact failures on the baltlefield.l:l

27. The Soviets have continued to effect more
extensive control measures such as the recently intro-
duced Warsaw Pact Wartime Command Statute,
which legally centralizes command and contro] of Pact
forces in Soviet hands. Although not all senfor NSWP
political and military authorities would necessarily

-comply with a Soviet order to take their forces to war,

Soviet control measures wonld Jimit the ability of the

. NSWP political or military leadership to ignore or

b3

countermand alert, mobilization, and deployment or-
ders. We believe the following four factors would
affect NSWP religbility:

— Circumstances surrounding initiation of hostil-
ities; from the Soviet perspective, the war would
be portrayed as defensive in nature for the Pact,

— Personal metivations and oppertunities of NSWP
feadership elites; possibilities and inclinations for
shirking responsibility, procrastination, or avoid-
ance would vary greatly.

— NATD initiatives, such as declarations of support
for abstaining Fast European countries, targeting
policles, and hattlefield tactics aimed at inducing
netrality or assistance for NATO.

— Most important, early successes or defeats on the
battleficld wowld probably be the most critical
factor for the Pact ance hostilities b

28. The Sovists probably percefve that the military
foroes of the NSWP conntries would be nelisble during
foivis] bostilities, albelt in differing degrees and cir-
enmstances, in the following order (highest to Jowest
reliability): Bulgaris, East Germany, Crechoslovakda,
Hungary, Foland, and Bomania, In regard to Poland,
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Soviet confidence in the near-term reliability of the
Polish armed forces had been eroded in 1980-81
because of widespread social unrest, disorzanization of
the Polish Communist Party, and severe economic
problems, While the extent of current Soviet confi-
dence in Poland’s military forces is in question, the
majority view within the Intelligence Community
holds that Moscow believes that the Polish armed
torces would obey Pact wartime orders, Romania is
undoubtedly perceived by the Soviets as their feast
reliable ally in part because of its limited participation
in Pact exercises and its refusal to integrate its forces
formally into Pact command and control systemsD

C. Warsaw Pact Military Objectives in o War
With NATO ?

29. A Warsaw Pact strategy for military victory in
Europe almost certainly would have to meet three
requirements. First, it would have to result in the
destruction or seizure of key military, political, and
economic objectives, the loss of which wonld virtually
eliminate the utility of continued resistance by NATO.
Second, these objectives would have to be destroyed or
seized quickly before major NATO reinforcement
could oceur, and certainly before NATO could divert
its considerable productive capacity to wartime pur-
poses. Third, and perhaps most important, these objec-
tives must be accomplished in a way that minimizes
damage to the Soviet homeland

80. Criticality of the NATO Central Region.
Western Europe's greatest military, manpower, indus-
trial, and technological resources lie in the Central
Region. The rapld and devisive defeat of NATQ forees
in the Central Region would prevent NATQ from
realizing its long-term potential for war, Warsaw Pact
military literature and exercises clearly indicate that
the primary ohjective of Pact military operations
against NATO would be ¢ rapid and total victory in
Central Europe| |

81. Limited Qperations for Limited Ohjectives.
Pact military literature and exercises tgnore planning
for limited oporations, and we consider it extremely
untikely thut the Pact would attack NATO with
limited forces to achieve limited objectives. Neverthe-
less, the Pact hes the capability to initiate military
operations in Europe on & limited scale 20 attempt to
quickly seize & strategically important tersitary or city.

* For more detail on Pact wartims dbjectives, refer 2o NIE 13-14-
B, Worsaw Pact Foroes Qrposite NATO, 7 Suly 1581

]

Interapency Ireelligence Mermormn-
s NI it wlm hmopment € D # P
Against NATO, July 1083,

Such an attack could be a first step in going to war
with NATO or an attempt to settle a crisis on Pact

terms while avoiding large-scale war with NATOl:I

32. We see no advantage for the Pact in beginning a
large-scale war with a limited-objective attack. By
definition, such an attack would have little or no
military value in destroying NATOQ’s short-term war-
fighting capability or seriously interrupting the devel-
opment of its long-term combat potential. In fact, it
would sacrifice strategic surprise and ensure that
NATO mobilization would not lag far behind the Pact.

38. As a stratagem to secure an important political
objective—such as control of West Berlin or Ham-
burg—while attempting to avoid a wider war with
NATO, a limited-objective attack would have serious
flaws from the Pact perspective. Theoretically, such an
attack would attempt to present the United States,
West Germany, or NATO with a military fait accom-
pli by seizing the objective quickly with minimum
resistance while less ready elements of the Pact force
structure mobilized. The Pact could then seek a
negotiated settlement while deterring further NATO
military action by threatening to unleash a fully
prepared force. The Pact’s perception of NATO's
military capabilities and Moscow's overall assessment
of the “correlation of forces,” however, indicate that
the risks of limited-obiective attack far outweigh any
potential short-term gains. The most serious risk for
the Pact would be the expansion of armed resistance
and Its escalation to large-scale war. In short, the Pact
could not be confident hat a limited-objective attack
would succeed quickly without expansion of the con-
flict, including the use of tactical nuclear weapons by

NATO. The grave consequences of miscaleulation aud-

first use of NATD nuclear weapons in response 1o such
an attack, however slight the chances, wonld seem to
far outwelgh any potential gains, Moreover, even in
the absence of an initial forceful NATO military
response, such an attack would Gnevitably cause
NATO to begin sexious prepamtions for war, Pact
planners, given their respect for NATO's shoriterm
mobilization and war-fighting capabilities and the
prospect of activating NATO's much greater $ndhustri-
al, manpower, and economic potential in the longer
run, conld foresee an increasingly adverse balance of
forees, The sisks perceived by Moscow of beginming a
war with NATO withont accomplishing the military
prepazations it deems necessary to sustain the attack,
achicve theater ohjectives, and guard against muclear
escalation sll make a Pact attack to gain limited

. oblectives very smiikely. |:|
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84, The Key: Decisive Defeat of NATO Forces
in the Central Region. If the Pact decides to go to
war with NATO, for whatever reason, its principal
military objective would be the rapid and decisive
defeat of all NATO forces in Central Europe. Whether
or to what extent Pact military operations would be
directed against France, Spain, and Portugal would be
determined largely by the role these countries played
in ihe conflict. The requirement to rapidly engage and
destroy all NATO military forees in Central Europe
and to occupy NATO territory is driven by the Pact’s
high regard for NATO's great long-term war potential.
The Pact clearly expects Central Europe to be the
decisive arena in a war with NATO: Pact military
wtitings and exercises focus on operations designed to
achieve a rapid, total victory over NATO forces in this
area, and the Pact assigns the highest priority to the
allocation of resources to its military forces opposite
Central Europei:l

Warsaw Pact Military Objectives
on NATO's Flanks 4

85. Pact writings and exercises indigate that mili-
tary operations are ltkely on NATQ's northern and
southern flanks. Although Pact military initiatives on
NATO's flanks would have significant strategic and
operational implications, the success or failure of such
operations would not be immediately critical 1o the
outcome of hostilities in the Central Region. We judge,
however, that the Pact would be unlikely to go to war
in Central Europe without also conducting operations
on the ﬂanks.l:]

86. The Narthern Flank. The most Important mili-
tary operations in Scandinavia would he Soviet naval
and air actions to gain contral over the Barents and
northern Norwegian Seas in order to protect their
ballistic missile submarines and prevent NATO from
using the area to corduct attacks agwinst the USSR.
Any Soviet ground, amphibious, airborne, and air
actions would be mounted from the Leningrad Mili-
tary District to seize or neutralize NATO installations
in northern Norway that could thresten Soviet naval
and alr defl ase operations. Soviet military aotions
directed aguinst northern Norway would probably
involve ground operations through oorthern Finnish
territory. Attacks into southern Finland toward Helsin-
ki might also be undertaken to prevent NATO from
attacking the Leningrad area. IF Soviet forees moved

‘For an indepth dicussion of Pact obiectives aud ghanming
factors for operations on NATO'S Fflanks, refer to NI @M §3-200002,
Emgiovnient of Worsew Pt Envves Age st NATO, Inly 1983,

into southern Finland in strength, they could then
move north to support attacks into northern Norway.

87. The Soviets probably would not attempt major
ground offensives into central or southern Norway
during the initial stages of war due to restrictions that
terrain places on the employment of forces, the poten-
tially strong NATO resistance south of Finnmark, and
extended lines of communication. Moreover, the bet-
ter defended—and more defensible--Norwegian terri-
tory south of Finnmark is at the extreme limits of
Soviet home-based tactical aircraft] |

38. The Southern Flank, Pact contingency plans
provide for military operations against Austria, north-
ern Italy, Turkey, and Greece. Initial Pact military
operations would probably focus on the Turkish
Straits, Austria, and possibly eastern Turkey. In addi-
tion, air and naval attacks almost certainly would be
mounted against NATO forces in these areas and
against carrier battle groups in the Mediterranean |

39, It is fikely that Hungarian and Soviet forces in
Hungary (organized into a Soviet-Hungarian Front)
wonld attack through Austria into southern West
Germany or northern taly. Any move into northern
Italy would be designed to prevent Italian forces from
putting pressure on the Pact’s flanks in Austria. This
operation, however, would not be essential to the
suceess of the inltial campaign in Central Europe,

40. The Soviets view the early seizure of the Turk- .
ish Straits and securing the northern Aegean Sea as
very important to the success of their maritime strate-
&y in this region. Control of the arez would be vital in
order to block aceess 1o the Black Sea by NATO forces
and to sllow for the passage of Black Sea ¥leet
slements 40 and from the Mediterranean, Before
initiating an assault on the Straits, the Soviets would
probably move gmwnd and afr forces from the Odessa
Military District through Bomania into Bulgaria.
These forees could be augmented by some Bulgarian
forces to form a front. The front’s chiectives would be
to defeat NATD forces in eastern Thrace, break
through the fortifications protecting the fand ap-
proaches to the Straits, and seize the strategic water-
way. Amphibiows and sirbome operations would be
conduvcted to suppert a foreed crossing or Jateral attack
at the Bosporus. Soviet forces in the Kiev Military

* Warsaw act exvroives deptot Yugoslavia 1 a nertral zation in e
NATO-Waxssw Pact war. Pact forves, bowever, conld gitempt to
gass through shaster lines of communication in Yagoshavia o resch
nozthern #ialy. Wo fidge &t uniikely that Yugoshavts would grant
permivdon for & Pact transit of dts territory or that the Pact would
attemyn to foree its dvanee Shromgh ‘!u@ushvin.lj
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District could have a contingency role as second-
echelon forces or they could be committed to opera- .

tions against the Central Region| |

41. Bulgarian forces—perhaps with some Roma-
nian participation—would form a Bulgarian Front for
operations against Greece. The mission of this front
would be to engage Greek and Turkish forces in
Thrace, secure the western flank of the Odessa Front,
and advance to the Aegean Sea and into the Gresk
heartland. Elements of this front would probably also
assist in efforts to capture the Dardanelles. However,
considering the relatively small size of the force
structure likely to be committed, the difficult terrain
in Greece, and the questionable commitment of Ro-
manian forces to the offensive, it seems likely that the
front might confine its actual operations to engaging
Greek and Turkish forces in Thrace and, by seeking to
reach the Aegean, secure the western flank of the
Odessa Front] |

42, The Soviets could opt to conduct limited opera-
tions into eastern Turkey from the Caucasus reglon in
conjunction with the military Initlatives described
above. The primary objective of such operations prob-
ably would be to tie down sizable Turkish forces to
prevent them from being used in western Turkey; this
objective might be accomplished, however, by merely
mobilizing Soviet maneuver formations in the Trans-
caucasus Military District| |

D. likelihoed of o NATO-Warsaw Pact War
Chances of War Uinder Prasent Circumstances

- 48. In light of Warsaw Pact assessments of the risks .
involved in a NATO-Warsaw Pact wer (see para-

graphs 22-23), we believe it highly unlikely that the
Pact would deliberately decide to attack NATO under
present clrcumstances. And, despite shrill rhetoric
about Washington’s militeristic ambitions and US of-
forts to achieve militery superiority, and a yeneral
erosion in East-West relations since the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan fn late 1978, &t is unlikely that Pact
leadexs believe ‘hat NATO wants war or would seek it
o5 & deliberate policy. War in Europe would become
likely only as a resul of profound political, military,
economie, or soclal changes—or a serious miscalculn-
tion during a crisi| |

44, We believe that a war in Europe would be
wreceded by & pertod of growing tension resulting in e
crists of great severity. Soviet writings and sxercises
indicate that Mascow and its aflies also anticipate a
period of incressing tension prior to war in Europe. In

view of the dangers of a war with NATO, Moscow
would pursue alternate solutions to a crisis which
threatened war.

45. During a period of extreme tension when nei-
ther side wanted war, there would probably be moves
and countermoves in which cause and effect became
ambiguous, with each side believing that time and
developments were working against it. Under such
circumstances there would be considerable uncertain-
ty in predicting Soviet behavior. We believe it unlike-
ly, however, that Moscow would allow minor hostil-
ities to evolve into large-scale war. We judge that any
Soviet decision to go to war would probably be
preceded by some sequence of events including mili-
tary preparations and possibly miscalculations in crisis
management by both sides.

Likelihood of War Under Near-Term Circumstances

46. The Soviets see a costly and—to some extent—
more perilous strategic and political struggle over the
rest of the decade. Nevertheless, we do not now
foresee in the near term (the next three to five years)
development of a trend that would make a NATO-
Warsaw Pact war likely. Differences of view exist in
the Polithure and Pact ruling elites with respect to
policies toward the West, but these differences are not
likely to center around the advisability of war with
NATD unless extraordinary changes oceur that would
thresten the vital interests of the Soviet Union.
Changes in the NATO-Pact military balance and
alterations in the Pact’s perceptions of NATO's
strengths and weaknesses could, of course, influence
the Pact’s assessment of potential gains versus risks in 2
crisis situation. A perception that NATQ's military
capability or its umity or resolve 1o resist had deterio-
rated would probably sncourage Moscow and its allies
to try to exercise miore influence in Western Eurgpe
and would probably result in threats and pressure

" tactics being applied. We do not believe, however, that

«anges in the NATE-Pact military balance in them-
selves woudd lead to war as fong s Moscow perceived
that its losses would be heavy and that the risk to the
Boviet horneland would be high. Despite the potential-
Iy eatastrophic consequences of 4 NATO-Pact war, the
Soviets would consifer Inftiating hosflities if they
perceived a sjtuation which threatened the integrity of
their security system or other vital futerests| |

47. A scenuxio for war in Burepe might involve an
sitack to destroy & NATD Alliwnce which the Soviets
sersad had become demorlized and seriowdy weak-
ened internally. Such sn attack might be designed to

TP et
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take advantage of internal dissent, economic stagna-

tion, or social upheaval in the NATO countries. A
possible catalyst for war in Europe could also be the
development of a crisis in one or more Pact countries
or Yugoslavia, This might take the form of an internal
upheaval or some chain of events which threatened a
political disintegration of the Pact. An additional
possibility is that a future Soviet leadership—faced
with an increasingly adverse international environ-
ment and grave internal problems—might lash out at
the West in a desperate attempt to prevent an eventu-
al collapse of the Soviet regime and the Pact alliance
due to extreme international and internal pressures, In
this scenario, future Soviet leaders could perceive that
time was working against them, and they might opt to
set a timetable to launch a sudden attack agajnst
NATO and/or the United States. We have high confi-

dence, however, that these scenarios have little chance -

of occurring during the period of this Estimate. We do
not foresee NATO becoming seriously weakened as a
result of social upheaval in Western Europe or any
internal Soviet problems that could develop to the
point of threatening the collapse of the Soviet regime.
Moreover, even if such events did occur, we do not
believe that the Soviet leadership wounld deliberately
initiate 8 NATO-Warsaw Pact war in response o
these events.l:]

E. Warning Implications for NATO: A US-Soviet
Confrontation in the Persian Gulf ¢

48. The warning implications for NATO of a US-
Soviet military confrontation in the Persian Gulf area
center around three key considerations:

— The diversion of attention and resources from
Europe ruch a conflict could cause.

— The possibility that a Soviet move into the Gulf
area could be designed as a strategic feint to
draw US forces to the region as a prelude to a
Warsaw Pact military initiative in Europe.

~ The possibility of 2 spillover into Europe of 2 US-
Sovist confrontation in the Gulf.l:l

49. A US-Soviet confrontation in the Gulf region,
while certatnly focusing the world's attention on thet
ares, would not necesarily provide Moscow and its
allies with increased epportunities for masking greps-

*For a faller disussion of inwes sorromnding possitle Soviet
military operations in this ates, rofer to NTE 11/50.83, Sooiet

Forces ond Capabititis tn the Soxthern Thewter of |
ulmlNowmhnw&Q{

a3

rations for war in Europe. It is more likely that a
conflict in the Gulf would heighten NATO vigilance
in general and could result in an increased readiness
posture being ordered for at least some NATO units;
the Pact would also probably place at least some of its
own units in an increased readiness posture. Both
NATO and Pact intelligence collection efforts in Eu-
rope would intensify, with each side trying to dster-
mine the other’s intentioms. In short, a US-Soviet
conflict in the Gulf would probably result in an
increase rather than a decrease in NATO readiness in
Europe and an increase in tension, ambiguity, and
opportunity for miscalculation. The serious problem
for NATO would arise from the dispatch of US units
and strategic lift assets, earmarked for NATO rein-
forcement, to the Gulf region to counter a Soviet
military initiative there.D

50. We believe it unlikely that the Soviets would
deliberately commit their forces in the Gulf region—
for example, in Iran or Pakistan—as a strategic feint
designed to draw US forces to the area, as a prelude to
an attack against NATO, even .though they might
achieve a favorable trade-off of forces from such a
move.” 8uch an attack would mean that Moscow
considered war with NATO as desirable or inevitable
and could be connierpreductive or ill conceived—
depending on what actions NATO or the United States
might take. Moreover, the Soviets have always been
fearful of the possibility that they might be forced to
fight major wars in widely separnted geographic re-
gions. Saviet exercise scenarios do not appear to project
operations in this reglon in fsolation from a major
worldwide confrontation. The exercises give no indica-
tion that Mescow expects a conflict with the United
States to begin in the Gulf reglon, or that the Soviets
would view thelr own military operations in the area

as a feint designed to divert US forces from Europe.

The possibility of a conflict in the Persian Gulf area as
2 precursor and catelyst for war in Burope, however,
cannot be dismissed.

51. We believe the Soviets are conservative and
thorough planners who would sppreciste the risks
involved in monnting military operations in the Gulf
region~—gpariicularly full-scale operations against Iran
or Pakistan. Should they consider military cperations

* Soviet growod munenver formations in the Caacasus reglon are
among fhe fess well equipped and trained in the UBSE, and they
have onfly perighers] or conlingent wartime misstons agatnst NATO.
However, should these forces be committed in the Southern The-

ater, the 1S foroes that might be degloyed o oppose them world be.

among the best the US haes to offer, thoreby giving the Soviets o
favomable trafle-olf of secondaate fores for fintaste WATO-
earmasked units. {5)

| Topseem
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in the region in isolation from other areas, their
planning considerations would allow not only for the
possibility of a confrontation with US forces, but also
the possibility that such a confrontation could spread
to other areas—particularly Europe. They have taken,
and we expect they would take other, prudent meas-
ures to assure that their military forces were prepared
to deal with contingencies opposite NATO and China,

52. The bulk of the Soviet ground and air forces
required for operations against Iran would be drawn
from the Transcaucasus, North Caucasus, and Turke-
stan Military Districts and possibly Afghanistan, but
some augmentation of air units from elsewhere in the
USSR could be required for major operations. A full-
scale campaign into Pakistan would primarily draw
upon Soviet forces in Turkestan, Afghanistan, and the
Central Asian Military District. None of these ground
forces would be critical to a campaign against NATO.
Some units in the Caucasus region are eaymarked for
possible wartime use against NATO's southern flank,
that is, eastern Turkey, but the Soviets could choose to
initiate no more than a holding action by several
divisions in this area during 8 NATO-Pact conflict.
Warsaw Pact forces earmarked for operations against
NATOQ are located in Eastern Europe and the western
military districts of the USSR, Consequently, the
military warning indicators for a Persian Gulf versus a

European campaign would be largely exclusive in
terms of geography and ground forces. However,
Soviet air forces in the southern USSR might require
reinforcement, drawing upon assets of VGK-controlled
air armies and military transport aviation divisions.
Such allocations could draw off combat aircraft and
strategic lift forces that would potentially be used in a
European campaign

53. The principal problem for US intelligence with
regard to the security of ¥urope in the event of a
Persian Gulf conflict would stem from probable in-
creases in the readiness posture of at least selected
elements of Pact forces facing NATO to guard against
a possible NATO reaction. Manifestations of height-
ened readiness could include expanded command and
control activity; limited mobilization; increased alert
posture and logistic preparations; and changes in the
disposition of air, air defense, naval, and ground
forces. Such variations from normal peacetime posture
would probably be pronounced in the event of a direct
US-Soviet confrontation. Depending on its seale, in-
creased force readiness opposite NATO as a result of a
crisis in the Persian Gulf could shorten the amount of
time required to prepare these forces for war and in
any ease would introduce additional ambiguity, com-
plicating the problem of assessment of some military

_warning indicators and Moscow's intentions in Europe.
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1. WARSAW PACT DOCTRINE AND
READINESS

A. Doctrinal Precepts ®

54. Decisive offensive action is the hallmark of
Soviet military doctrine. The Soviet war-fighting strat-
egy that supports this doctrine dictates that the East
European countries provide a buffer to protect the
Soviet homeland so that an offensive or counteroffen-
sive could be successfully mounted and prosecuted.
This philosophy provides the impetus behind Soviet
emphasis on combat readiness, early seizure of the
initiative, preemption and surprise, a combined-arms
approach to warfare, and the requirement for force
superiority in the main battle areas—backed up by
strong reserves to assure the momenturm of the attack.
Soviet and Warsaw Pact operational concepts and
force developments reflect a systematic effort to mest
these doctrinal requirements. The reorganizations of
Soviet air, air defense, and ground forces since the late
1970s are indicative of continuing efforts to achieve
doctrinal goals, (See lnset.)l:|

55. Apart from the purely military aspects of doc-
trine, the Soviets have long emphasized the impor-
tance of “moral-political” preparation or “stability of
the rear” during a war. The Soviets view such prepara-
tion—not only of troops but the population as a
whole—as very important, if not essentiz], to the
conduct of war, and they put equal emphasis on the
effective functioning of political and economio institu-
tions. They helieve that weapons of modern warfare
would blur any distinction hetwseen Front and rear in s
future war. Although the Soviets do not profess to have
the ability to guarantee high morals, particularly
durlng nuclear attack, they do recognize the need to
attempt to increare the psychological preparedness of
the general population end their military forces. In
particular, they helieve the effectiveness of their civil
defense system in a nuclesr war would depend heavily
on the courage, determination, and stamina of the
Soviet population. In regard to their economy, they
belleve that production facilities may be subjected to
large-scale destruction at the beginning of howilities.
This means that it may not be possible to rely on the
mobilization of economic resources as the war pro-
gresses; for this reason, supplies of weapons, ammuni-
tion, equipment, and food must be stockpiled hefore
war beglos. The Soviets have in place the required
mechantsms to transform the economy from a pesce-
timo to a wartims postare. These mechantsms include

*For & detasled trewtment of this xabiect, refer to DIA Defenye
Intolfigence Document, : : Ntlitary Doctrine
and Steategy, Aprd) )

Warsaw Pact Doctrinal Concepts

Seizing the Initiative and the Offense: The Only
Way To Win a War. The predominant tenet of Soviet
doctrine is that decisive defeat of the enemy can only
be achieved by seizing and maintaining the initiative
through offensive operations.

Preparedness To Fight Nuclear War. The Soviets
believe that nuclear weapons will have a decisive
impact in any future war. This attitude is based on the
notion that the existence of nuclear weapons shapes how
a war must be fought regardless of whether such
weapons would actually be used,

Force Superiority and Massed Firepower, For the
Pact, this translates into selecting the principal enemy
objectives to be seized or destroyed, determining the
most critical direction(s) along which to attack these
objectives, and making a decisive concentration of
essential forces at the critical time on the direction(s)
selected. The Soviets stress the need to mass fires
(nonnuclear and nuclear) rather than troops and
equipment.

Combined 4rms. The Soviels believe that successful
military operations require closely coordinated joint
action by all components of their armed forces.

Surprise. The Soviet concept of the offensive is
based on the attainment of at least tactical surprise. The
Soviets believe that technology has increased the impor-
tence of surprise In modern warfare and that under
present conditions the achievement of surprise may
greatly influence nat only the outpome of inftial en-
gagements, but also the course of military operations n
the initial phase of a war.

Conftdoatia]

provisions for the withdrawal of manpower and eqnip-
ment {especially vehicles) from the economy to sup-
port the military and conversion to military control of
large elements of the USSR's transportation and com-
mupications systems,

56. The Warsaw Pact’s warfighting concepts are
bold and aggressive, but the execution of these con-
cepts presents several problems. The preparations,
coordination, apd maneuvets dictated by docteinal
concepts are extremely smbitious and complicated,
and wonld severely test the abilities of both cormmand-
ey and troops, The complexities and unoertainties
involved in expciting these concepts on the battiefisld
would leave many opportunities for miscalewlation,
indecisiveness, errors in jodgment, delays, and confu-
slon, Moreover, the Pact’s dovtrinal concepts are net
totally compatible. #f Pact planmers, for example,

W
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adopt an attack plan which puts top priority on speed
in mobilizing, deploying, and committing their forces
to scize the initiative and achieve tactical and opera-
tional force superiority, they presumably could accom-
plish this only at the expense of failing to achieve full
readiness of their forces, populations, and economies
for war. Likewise, Pact planners seem to realize that
the readiness or size of their military forces conld only
be increased at the risk of lessening or losing some
degree of surprise. Force superiority is tangible, can be
measured quantitatively, and affords advantages that
are more certain than those offered by surprise, which
could be compromised or lost at any time. The Soviets
accept the likelihood that under modern conditions
strategic surprise may not always be attainable. How-
ever, they believe that extensive camouflage, conceal-
ment, and deception can enhance tactical or opera-
tional surprise under most circumstances, even while
striving for force superiority.

B. Readiness Philosophy

57. Emphasis on combat readiness is 8 gonstant
theme which supports the Pact’s war-fighting doctrine.
It is a logical sesult of Russian and Soviet historical
experience characterized by numerous invasions and
defeats by hostile neighbors. In particular, Soviet
military thinking is still heavily influenced by World
War II experience, when the lack of preparedness and
initiative resulted in devastating territorial, human,
equipment, and economie losses. The Soviets intend to
fight any future European war on the territory of their
enernies. This requires that large, combat-ready forces
must be in place at the outset of hostilities. Each
component of the armed foroes is considered to have o
role—if only e peripheral or contingent one—in any
muajor operation. An increase in readiness by ground
and tactical air units, for example, might be paralieled
by naval and strategic attack and defense forces, even
if the direct participation of thess forces was not
anticipated.* From the Soviet perspective, forcewide
or reglonal readiness could be extremely important
sinco any conflict has the potential for expanding
unexpectedly, particularly in regard to the use of
nuclear weapons| |

38. In the Soviet view, readiness is measured in two
parameters. First, there % o need for powerfal military
farces in belng: a large, well-equipped and well
trained miltary establishment backed up by strong

*The Soviets and the Pret nstions, bowover, would not pecessartly
mtse the teadiness of all of their forees to the sme fevel during 2
(5 hﬂhdmhwthmmhmﬂthetmmdmd
lorco readiness by aclectively instituting rewdiness conditions kocally,
tegionally, nationslly, of Pact-wide.| |

reserves. Second, the armed forces must be prepared
to accomplish their missions regardless of the condi-
tions under which war begins or is conducted. Theo-
retically, full military combat readiness in peacetime
requires all units to be completely manned, equipped,
and thoroughly trained. Pact planners, however, be-
lieve that this degree of readiness is not necessary or
realistically feasible. They expect that war probably
would occur after a period of heightened tension
called the “period of threat.” The peacetime readiness
posture of Pact forces reflects the belief that this
period would provide warning, thereby enabling the
Pact to increase the readiness of its forces before
‘hostilities begin.*® Moreover, Pact leader: recognize
that the economic cost of maintaining their military
forces on a war fooling is prohibitively high. The
Soviets” overall readiness philosophy, therefore, is to
maintain forces in sufficient readiness to deter aggres-
sion; to protect perceived national interests, including
the containment of nations in the Soviet sphere of
influence; and to defend home territories,

59. In general, Pact units opposite perceived high-
threat areas (such as Central Europe), as well as highly
technical or eritical forces (such as certain missile and
signal units), are kept relatively highly manned,
equipped, and trained in peacetime, but they are
usually not manned at full strength. Most Soviet forces
in the USSR, however, are maintained at lower levels
of manning, equipment, and training. These units are
the peacetime nucleus of large wartime forces that
would be mobilized in an emergency. The Soviets
maintain most of their strategic nuclear forces in a
high state of readiness in peacetime, while ooly 2 small
part of their national air defense forees are constantly
malntained in a high readiness posture. Provided
below is a brief description of the readiness posture of
Soviet strategic forces and Pact general purpose forces.

80. Soviet Strategic Attack Forces.” Most Soviet
intercontinental balliic missile (ICBM) forces are
myintained at & high state of alert by rotating alest
status in individual units to allow for maintenance,
crew rest or change, and other needs. Those missles

" Although tome wamdng time &s sxpected, Pact planmers ere
ungertain abant how much time would be avatlibde to moke war
prepanstions. Whey recognize that an enemy could conceivably
{nonch an avtack with litfle marning. Thefr perveption of the theeat,
& . inclodes an 1t that NATO's militery forces are mok
wmsintained at full sexdiness for war] |

4 For additions] information on e ceadives of Soviet stmteglc

forces, refer to NIE 11-3 for Btrab
Nesoleor Conflict, tmﬁ
1]
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maintained in a high alert posture could probably be
launched within five to 15 minutes following initiation
of Jaunch command transmission. Online ICBMs are
technically capable of being Jaunched within one to
three minutes after launch commands are received
and authenticated. $5-20 intermediate-range ballistic
missiles (IRBMs) on alert (possibly up to 90 percent of
the force) could probably be launched within seven to
15 minutes following initiation of launch command
transmission. Those $S-20s not on alert status—eithier
in-garrison or aq:jrpaunch areas in the field—
could launch their missiles between 80 minutes and
two and a half hours, depending on missile accuracy
desired. The Soviets do not maintain their strategic
bombers on runway alert, We believe that, from a
normal peacetime readiness posture, 50 percent of
these aircraft could be armed and launched in about
12 hours. Twenty to 24 nuclear-powered ballistic
missile submarines (SSBNs) typically are maintained at
high readiness while in port or at sea. Of these, eight to
12 55BNs are normally on patrol or in transit to patrol
areas. SSBNs on patrol and some in port are capable of
attacking targets in North America within 12 hours or
less during normal peacetime readiness conditions, and
in considerably less time if they are monitoring commu-
nications more frequently than the normal twice daily,
as would be expected during a crisis.

61. Soviet Strategic Defense Forges. The Mps-
cow antiballistic missile (ABM) system operates contin-
vously, and its radars are calibrated frequently by
means of radar support satellites. We believe that the
ABM weapons complexes and supporting units are
manned at nearly full strength using rotating shifts.
About 75 to 80 percent of the operational launchers
have interceptor missiles mounted. A small portion of
the national air Jefense forces is maintnined in & high
state of readiness Air defense command posts and
carly warning and ground-controlled intercept sites
are manned continuously. Each aviation regiment
usually has several aircraft on strip alert that can be
airborne within a few minutes after receipt of an order
to launch. Surface-to-air missile (SAM) regiments and
brigades rotate alert responsibilities among their bat-
talions and, within battalions, among Jeunch crews,
We do not know the specific readiness statns of the
arhital antisatellite system (ASAT) interceptors at the
Tyuratam Missile Test Center or of the other systems
that have the potential to interfere with US satellites.
Launch-ready interceptors, however, could be maved
to a launcher and fired within one to two hours. We
believe the Soviets probably could launch thres to five
orbital ASAT interceptors Fram each of the two pads st

Tyuratam during the first 24 hours of ASAT opera-
tions.

62. Warsaw Pact Ground Maneuver Formations,
The Soviets make a clear distinction between “ready”
and “not ready” portions of their ground maneuver
forces. “Ready” units are the most highly manned and
the best equipped and trained, and are at Jeast
minimally prepared for combat with little or mo
mobilization. The most combat-ready Soviet forces are
airborne divisions and units {1 Fustern Europe where
Soviet interests are critical and a large Soviet popula-
tion base is unavailable for mobilization.” “Nat ready”
units require extensive mobilization and probably
would not be available for immediate corbat opera-
tions,”® These units are found exclusively within the
USSR. In the western USSR, a mixed readiness posture
is maintained around a small nucleus of “ready” units
and a far larger number of cadre or “not ready” units.
In general, Soviet divisions in the western USSR ave
equipped with older models of equipment and may
lack major items of equipment such as trucks and
armored personnel carriers. Further, they are unable
in peacetime to maintain a high level of combat
capability due to their lower level of peacetime man-
ning and training. Gverall, more than one-half of all

Soviet divisions as well as many nondivisional support

upits are maintained in a8 “not ready™ posture in
peacetime. This large, skeletal element of the force
would zequire substantial preparation to overcome
deficiencies in peacetime maoning, equipment, and
training.* Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact (NSWP) military
planners use their own national classification schemes
that differ in terminology and detail, though not in

** Recent intelligence Community assessments indicate that Soviet
maneuver divisions in Eastern Europe are manned at Jower Jevels
than previously estimated. Soviet matorized rifle divisions are aow
assessed to be manned between 80 and 85 percent of awar-authorized
strangth, while tank divisions ate assessed o be manned between 85
and 90 percent of wartbme authorizations. These divisions are still
assessed to be capuble of inltiating end condutting offensive opera-
Hians againgt NATO. Befer to the Interagenoy Intelligence Memo-

" smndum, NI HIM 8410001, Assossed Manpower of Warsaw Poct
Farces in the NATO Guidefines Area, 1933, Janvary !884.:]

and CIA Bewarch Paper, SOV 64-30085CK, Manning Leoels
Soviet Ground Foroerdn Central Europe, June sssqjjl
]

** For ¢ detsiled diserssion of manning prectioss in Soviet ground
urdts, vefer 2o the CIA Research Paper, SOV 83-101431%, Muanning
Procitees gnd Patiorns tn Sotiet Ground Foree Untls, August 1953,

" For a detasted secounting of the rendisess of Soviet Ground
Fammfmtoﬂmfrﬂmy!mﬂhmademarndum, NI oM
82-20012, The Readiners of Soviet Ground Forces, Novenfber 1952,

[ ]
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principle, from that of the Soviet Union." The NSWP
ground forces would constitute important elements of
the Pact’s first-echelon forces earmarked for early
commitment against NATO. For this reason, the
NSWP nations maintain the bulk of their maneuver
forces as “ready’ units comparable to Soviet forward-

deployed forces.){ |

63. Warsaw Pact Air Forces, Pact military plan-
ners expect their air forces to be ready to launch 2
massive, coordinated air campaign at the beginning of
hostilities. Soviet air defense interceptor units are
maintained at a high level of readiness and could
mount air defense operations within a few minutes of
alert. Soviet offensive air forces would require about
48 hours to prepare a command and control structure
for front-level operations and 72 hours for theater-
level operations.'” We estimate that Soviet air forces,
including their logistic systems, could be fully combat
ready within seven to 12 days after a decision to
mobilize. Although some coordinated combat opera-
tions would be possible before completion of mobiliza-
tion, the Soviets would prefer not to begin mafor air
operations without full preparations. We judge that
the NSWP air forces are maintained in a somewhat
lower readiness posture than Soviet air forces. Aircraft
and crews drawn from the Soviet and NSWP training
establishments would need at Jeast 30 days to mobilize
and might still have limited combat effectiveness
withdut additional refresher trairdng.|:|

64. Warsaw Pact Naval Forgea® Generally
speaking, the Soviet naval readiness philosophy stresses
readiness to deploy for combat on relatively short
notice rather than routine deployment of large forces.
To achieve a maximum force generation capability in
times of crisis, the Soviet Navy emphasizes mainte-
nance and in-port/in-arex training rather than extend-

' Fyr additional details, refer to the DIA draft Defense Inmelli-
gence Docunent, DPBA1) 4, The Beadiness of the Nom-
Soviet Warsqw Pact Ground £

¥ Refer to the following studies for grenter detai) on the eoadiness
of Warsaw Pact ground foroes: CIA fiewarch Paper, Menzging ond
Manitering Rieadiness tn the Warsaw Fact Ground Forees, S0V
82-10204CX, Dacem’ - 1982, SC 0U453/82, 72 ow N we oc 6; and

CIA Imeclligence Assessment, SOV 83-10051 Warsaw Pact
Ground Forcrs Reserve Spetems, March 190

¥ Refer to the {ollowiog study for more detail on Soviet air
teadinesy Interagercy Intellipence Memorendom, NI
100018, TAs Readinens of Soviet Atr Forces, Apil L

I

* The Baltic Fleet in wartime would become 8 combined Wamw
Pt floet cunsisting of Soviet, Polish, and Exn German forees. The
Black Sew Fleet would become & wartime combtned flest conskting
dmﬂnhnnnnundnmﬂabnmnnanfm@

ed at-sea operations. Even Soviet naval units deployed
out of area spend much of their time at anchor or in
port. From the Soviet perspective, it is apparently
more important to be ready to go to sea than to be at
sea, Under this system, operational experience and
some degree of crew proficiency are sacrificed to
achieve high materiel availability. As a result of this
readiness philosophy, the Soviets probably would have
more than half of their submarines and major surface
combatants available for combat within a few days
and some 70 percent within two weeks. In a recent
exercise, a high percentage of surface combatants and
submarines from the Baltic and Northern Fleets de-
ploved within 48 hours. Given several days’ warning,
we estimate that Soviet Naval Aviation would have
more than 90 percent of its aireraft available, although
this percenfaje could be sustained for only a short

time.}®

65. Warsaw Pact Rear Services. Soviet logistics
doetrine generally requires that rear service elements
must be as combat ready as the forces they support,
and that logistie preparations for war be accomplished
prior to or soon after the beginning of hostilities.
During the past decade the Soviets have methodically
improved their capability to support forces in Fast
Germany. A buildup of logistic stocks, which once
might bave been a key indicator of impending mili-
tary operations, now probably has little potential to
provide such waming. Muny rear service units are
manned at reduced strength in peacelime, however,
and would sequire mobilization. Some rear service
units do not exist in the military peacetime force
structure. Certain elements of the rear services struc-
ture, such as medical and fransport units, would be
mohilized from the Pact’s civil economies. The Pact
nations have stockpiled large quantities of ammuni-
ton, POL, spare parts, and other supplies that could
be used by existing rear service units in the initial
period of war untl the rear services structure was fully
mobilized. The Pact nations would also institute mili-
tary control over key transpartation lines in order to
have responsive fransmortation systems and assure that
supplies from rear aress conld be moved when and
where needed. Thoogh GSFG elements have substan-
il nundivisional motor transport capability, other
fronts would require a darge influx of nationsl trans-
portation assets to meet wirtime requirements. Final-

* For addittonal data on the seadiness of Soviet cuvel foroey, refer
1o the fullowing documents: NIE 11-15-82, Sovist Naval Strategy

m% o Through the 1990, 28 Dtober m%
interagency Inteligenre # m, NI

TIM 60-100000X, The Reudiness of Sopiet Nuvo! Foroes, frme 1980,
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ly, the Soviet and Pact practice of limiting the use of
most equipment in peacetime means that they would
enter combat with a relatively “new” and reliable
fleet of combat and support vehicles.®

66. Warsaw Pact Command, Control, Communi.
cations, and Intelligence. The transition of the Pact’s
command, control, and communications structure
from a peacetime to a wartime posture would involve
the formation of national- and  theater-level com-
mands and the activation of additional command,
control, and communications facilities that do not exist
on a permanent basis in peacetime, Moreover, this
conversion process would be accompanied by intensi-
fied intelligence collection to determine the activity,
location, and status of enemy forces and installations.
Among the measures required to bring the Pact’s
command, control, and communications structure toa
wartime posture are:

~— Assumption of direct operational command and
control of Pact military forces by the Soviet
" Supreme High Command.

— Establishment of extensive communications and
data transmission networks,

~ Exchange of operations groups and liaison per-
sonnel between major Soviet and NSWP oom-
mands.

— Review and update of war plans and issuance of

combat orders.

The actual time required for the transition from a
peacetime to a wartime Pact command, control, com-
munications, and intelligence system is mnot known.
During peacetime, however, command and control
preparations are usually under beut 10 days
before major exercises begmﬂ

C. Readiness Control Systems

67. All Pact nations bave national defense laws
which define the powers of the state in an emergency
and the legal procedures for conversion 1o & wartime
vosture. Among the measures which these Jaws em-
power the staf » to accomplish are:

— Proclamation of & state of emergency or “special
period” in the event of a threatened attack or in
fulfillment of Pact treaty obligatians,

a1

— The suspension of normal constitational rights of
citizens.

— Compulsory military or civil defense service for
adults.

~- Requisition of privately owned property (espe-
cially vehicles),

— Suspension of normal rights of workers and en-
forced labor,

~ Resubordination of paramilitary forces to the
armed forces,

~— Restriction of travel, closure of public instity-
tions, banning of public meetings, censorship,
banning the use of radios, restriction on all forms
of communication, confiscation of firearms,
evacuation of specified danger zones.

— The granting of extraord inary powers to National
Defense Councils,

68. The Pact nations have established dual national
and military readiness control systems to facilitate the
implementation of their defense laws and to manage
the transition from peacetime to wartime readiness.
These control systems are designed to assure appropri-
ate reaction to international or other situations while
minimizing, to the extent possible, disruption of nor-

_mal activity. The Pact countries have defined several

stages characterizing the international environment:
normal peacetime conditions; a “period of threat”
involving two phases (increased tension or threat, and
increased tension with immediate threat of war); and
war. Pect leaders believe a period of increased tension
or threat conld Jast for several weeks or months, while
a period of ncreased tension with immediate threat of
war would probably be 2 much shorter period—
perhaps several hours to several days. Specific readi-
ness measuwres and provedures have been established
genemlly corresponding to these stages for military

and security forces, the economy, and civil defense. D

National Readiness Control System

69. The national control system s called the “Na-
tional Defense Readiness Plan (or System).” 1t provides
for the mobilization readiness of each nation’s popula-
tion, economy, and government institutions, including
the mobilization of reservists and equipment tequired
for militery purpeses (soe dnset on wage 42). Unlike the
military countenpart system, which is frequertly pas-
tially tested in exercises, there has been Jitle testing of

Vo Secst
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Warsaw Pact National Defense Readiness Plan (or System)

Peacetime

The economy satisfies routine requirements for the
armed forces and creates the necessary stockpiles of
supplies required during mobilization and the initial
stages of war. Party and government officials perform
normal duties. The nation is maintained in “constant
national defense readiness,” while the e¢quivalent mili-
tary readiness condition is “constant combat readiness.”

Period of Threat

Increased international tension would initiate an*
evaluation of the situation. If it is determined that a
significant threat exists, measures would be taken to
increase readiness to rapidly convert to a war posture.
These measures could range from a limited callup of
men and equipment to a full mobilization of the
population, economy, armed forces, and civil defense
establishment. These mensures would be designed 1o
assure the mobilization and availability of required
resources prior to the outbreak of hostilities. During a
period of gradually increasing or fluctuating tension,
preparations could be divided into a number of phases
to appropriately respond with each stage of the devel-
oping situation, while avoiding unnecessary disruption.
Although the actual number of phases would probably
vary with particular circumstances, preparations gener-
ally would fall into three subdivisions:

— Increased Nationa! Defense Readiness: Char-
acterized by measures intended to assure the
ability of various components to mobilize rapidly
if required and to increase the likely efficlency of
the components once mobilized. These measures
would not result in major changes in the national
economy. Equipment and supplies held in nation-

al reserves, together with limited numbers of
reservists, might be called up, Movement restric-
tions would be placed on vehicles in use in the
economy that have mobilization assignments. The
duration of the period of “increased readiness”
would be determined more by the nature of the
crisis than by the time necessary to complete
preparatory measures, Measures associuted with
this readiness condition could be implemented
nationwide or selectively, immediately or on a
gradual basis. The counterpart militaty readiness
condition s “increased combat readiness,”

— Threat-of-War National Defense Readiness: In-
cludes measures leading to a definite transition of
the population, economy, and civil defense organs
{0 a war posture. Government ministries and state
administrative organs begin to assume their full
wartime organizations and provide additional mo-
bilization support to the armed forces. More in-
tense, but still selective mobilization occurs. The
corresponding military seadiness condition is
“threat-of-war combat readiness.”

— Full National Defense Readiness: Final and
full-scale preparations for war, including Jarge-
seale (or national) mobilization, conversion of in-
dustry to wartime production schedules, and as-
sumption of a Full wartime posture by government
sgencies and administrative organs. deally, meas-
ures associated with this readiness condition would
be implemented prior to hostilities. The counter-
part miltary rendiness condition ds ““full combat

civil economic/administrative readiness provedures
and comparatively little is known about them. They
apparently parallel military readiness procedures and
cond{tbons, although there is same variation in termin-
ology among the Pact countries. The procedures and
preparations clted in national readiness plans would
ultimately culmineve in o sation achieving a wartime
posture with production, manpower, materiel, and
transport resources orgoanized to support the anmed
foroes. Prepatatory muasures associated with the vari-
ous national readiness conditions could be injtisted
immediately on a large or nations! scsle, or gradually
and zelectively as the situstion may dictate. Some

precautionary messures—partionisely thoss initiated

during “tncreased nationa) defense readines™-—~vould
be accomplished covertly. espectally if tnttisted gradu-
ally. Preparatory measures associated with “threat-of-

readiness.”
Toeset_

war mational defense readiness” and “full national
defense readiness” would be highly disruptive, diffi-
cnlt to coneeal, and would be a strong indication that
the Pact ngtions believed war was likely or bmminent,
mthivuiv-lj

ilitary Kemdinass Control System

0. The military oonto] system is the Pact-wide
“System of Combat Beadiness™ which stipulates readi-
ness, alert, and mobilization requirements and proce-
dures for the exmed forces {see inset on page 43). The
four readiness conditions provide for an orderdy, man-
ageshle transitton from a normal pescelime posture to
foll mobilization and preparation for war. Command-
e have detnled inshuctions eutlining the steps and
procedures that munt be sccomplished o move
through the four levels, and these measures are fre-
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Warsaw Pact Armed Forces Readiness System =

Constant Combat Readiness: Lowest level of readi-
ness, signifying routine planned training and activity. It
is not prescribed by special order, but is a standard term
designating normal peacetime posture. Leaves and
passes may be granted at commanders’ discretion, but
weapons, vehicles, and equipment are required to be
msintained in such condition that they can be used on
short notice.

Increased Combat Readiness: Unit personnel are
recalled from leave or temporary duty and units con-
" ducting field training return to garrison. Preparations
would normally be largely confined to garrison loca-
tions, Officers and troops may be cenfined in garrison.
Mobilization and contingency plans are reviewed and
updated by staffs. Unit personnel remove equipment
from storage and understrength units prepare reception
points for reservists. Field command posts are deployed
and partially manned. Security measures are increased
and selected reservists with special skills may be called
up. Reservists already on activa duty are retained and
scheduled demobilization of conscripts may bo past-
poned. Repairs on equipment are accelerated and
completed. Alr defense missiles are transferred to
launchers. Selected stratezic and yeneral purpose naval
forces deploy to dispersal/operating aress. Fixed and
xatary wing aircraft are armed and prepared for take-
off, and dispersal airfields aye prepared to receive
aireraft, In certain cases, units may engage in training
in or near their garrisons after all preparatory measures
have been taken. Such a readiness condition could be in
effect for hours, days, or weeks,

* Measutes cited are illusteative xather than extinustive. In gddition to
those conditions cited, the Saviets apperently arp introducing & new
tesdiness condition to alert forves that & sumprise enemy atack using
weapons of mass destruction {40 progress.

Threat-of-War Readiness:b Combat alerts initiate
movement of ground and air units to dispersal areas/
airfields. Naval units continue to disperse. Selective
mobilization continues, Some specialized units (signal,
electronic, security, reconnaissance) may be mobilized
to wartime strength. Control of ground maneuver divi-
sions is transferred from the garrison command center
to a field command post. Communication systems in
command posts are set up for full-scale operation and
additional communication channels ere requisitioned
from the state-controlled network. Operations groups
with communication facilities are dispatched to allied
nations. Reconnaissance of the enemy is intensified
without violating natiopal borders. Personnel are
equipped according to wartime authorizations. Missile

" units move ko siting areas. Air defense units are de-

ployed to cover troops during movement from garrison,

. Some air defense forces are dispersed and brought to
higher levels of crew and missile readiness.

Full Combat Readiness: Full mobilization takes
place, with understrength or newly activated units
receiving full wartime authorizations of personnel and
equipment, Ground maneuver units move to their
primary (“secret”) dispersal areas, if this has not already
oceuzed. A wartime command structure §s actvated,
Reconnaissance of soutes and deployment lines is con-
ducted and traffic control units are augmented. By
special order, units covering state borders could be
reinforced. Air defense foroes are in readiness to repel
sttacks and alroraft gre in readiness for takepff,

& The Puct aations formally adopted this level of veadiness in 1579,
The purpose of this selatively new Sovel of semfivess apparently is 0
ermit & heightened but sustainabile fevel of command, endf, and foree

. to accommaodate & prulonged perfod of untomstatn yet eritica)
threat.

quently practiced by steffs and units in peacetime.
Additionally, the Pact Wartime Command Statute and
subsequent protocols provide the Soviet General Staff
with & legal basis and a communications procedure for
alerting NSWT forees sand dictating their readiness
posture. The system &5 extremely flexible. Should
international tension tise or regional diturbances oo~
cur, the readiness posture of an appropriste portion of
the Pact's armed forves could be selertively altered
without initiating disruptive and expensive forcewide
measures. Depending oo the political and military
situstion, the variow readiness vonditions could be
applied to all military forces in & single country or o}l
Prct nations, one branch of service, tme or more

,

L 5]

military districts, or even one tactical formation. Based
on the threat, varions meanmes associated with readi-
ress conditions could be initiated supidly or gradually.
The zeadiness conditions are designed %o provide a

deliberste and sequentiaf approsch to achieving foll
meadiness for war. Under extrems circumstances, bow-

ever, ene or both intermediate fevels of readiness conld

be Sdpped, that 5, forces conld move to Sull combat
eeadiness directly From their normal peacetime posture
or “ingreased combut rwadiness.”|

Critique . .
7L Ths Pact options] and militery readiness sys-
tems together provide for the control and cvordinstion

T Seawt_
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necessary to take a country (or the Pact) and its armed
forces from routine peacetime readiness conditions to
readiness for war. The two systems are extremely
flexible and are designed to interact and complement
one another, but they are not necessarily intended to
be totally consistent; for example, the readiness pos-
ture of the armed forces of a nation may be higher

than the readiness of the nation (or the Pact nations) as a
whole. Moreover, the military readiness system is Pact-
wide, while the national readiness system is not. Neither
system has been fully tested on a national or Pact-wide
basis, but we believe these systems provide Pact leaders
with the necessary mechanisms to move their nations
and military forces to a wartime posture.
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IV. HOW THE WARSAW PACT WOULD GO
TO WAR

72. We believe hostilities in Europe would more
likely result from an escalating political crisis than
from a sudden decision to go to war. Understanding
the great risks involved in a war with NATO, Moscow
probably would make a major effort to resolve such a
erisis peacefully, and might exercise some care to
attempt to assure that its actions were not mistaken for
hostile intent. On the other hand, Moscow would
actively pursue almost any means short of war to
secure an advantage in a erisis, including diplomacy,
pressure tactics, and threats involving genuine military
preparations.

73. Under all foreseeable circumstances, the Soviets
and the Pact would recognize that war with NATO in
Central Europe would require an enormous coalition
effort that entailed great risks, both of uncontrolled
escalation and destruction, as well as serious adverse
repercussions elsewhere. The following discussion de-
seribes how the Warsaw Pact might prepare for war
with NATO from its current political, economie, and
military posture. If over a period of months O years
relations between Western and Pact nations deterio
rated badly, the political, economic, and military
posture of both alliances would probably change. If
this were to occur, the judgments in this Estimate
might no longer be valid. Nevertheless, the contingen-
cies described in this chapter could possibly result
from a severe crisis developing from an extraordinary
event, such as a confrontation over Berlin, Yugoslavia,
the Middle East, Perstan Gulf oil, or a nuclear acci-
dent. Pact war preparations—although interrelated—
have been categorized into four separate processes for
discussion purposes: political, economie, civil defense,
and military] ]

A. Politicol Preporations
Tha Decisionmoking Process

74. The desision te prepare for or initiate war with
NATO would b made by the Polithure of the Gom-
munist Party of the Soviet Unfon, probably on the
recommendation of the USSR Defense Gouncil, The
Soviet Defense Minister and other Soviet military
leaders, including at Jeast the Chief of the Geneml
Staff and the Commander tn Chief of the Wanaw
Pact Combined Armed Forces, probably wonld partic-

. lpate in tho deliberations that would precede the

Polithuro’s decislon. The decision process probably
would involve scores of supporting high-level party,

]

government, and military officials, although the secu-
rity measures surrounding these deliberations would
be extraordinary. The decision process would be diffi-

“cult, contentious, and probably prolonged. The reli-

ability of Moscow’s Warsaw Pact allies would almost
certainly be among the matters discussed by the
Politburo/Defense Council at this time, The decision
probably would establish the intent to prepare for war
with NATO and the degree of urgency required, but it
probably would not establish the specific date and
time of an attack or irrevocably commit the leadership
to war. The final decision to attack and the timing of
the attack might not be made until hours before jts
execution.l:j‘

Warsaw Pact Consultations

75. The point in the decisionmaking process at
which the Soviets would begin discussions with their
Pact allies might depend largely on the cireumstances
of war initiation. In their military exercises and propa-
ganda, the Pact generally assumes a NATO attack and
that a “period of threat” would precede hostilities,
Intta-Pact consultations would have to oecur during
this period, given the degree to which Soviet planning
depends on a coalition approach to fighting a war with
NATO. :

78. In their military literature, the Soviets express
cancern about the possibility of a “bolt from the blue”
sttack by NATQ. They believe, however, that the
escalation of some regional crisis would be the most
likely circumstance for war initiation following a
period of political warning, heightened tension, and
prewnr mobilization. In any event, the standard Pact
exercise scenario, which enerally involves reaction to
8 NATO attack, 45 intended by commanders to test
their organizations nnder fess than ideal conditions,
and does matf

' that NATO intends %o initiate an attack.
We believe the Soviet political leadership generally
sheres this view, although we have litde information
on the perceptions of the Soviet leadership fn this
however, the Soviets’ military dependence on their
aliies would be & critical Factor. Although the Soviets
andoubtedly woudd withhold from their allies certain
sspects of their awn deliberations and perceptions of
ﬁhoaﬂsisaﬂinmmﬂdedmmaffenﬁngﬂmmmm-
tiom of the Pact’s Cownbined Armed Forces oould not
be withheld without seriously risking Moscow’s war

W
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plans. The Soviets, however, would certainly seek to
ensure the tactical surprise and integrity of their
attack plans by maintaining tight security over certain
operational aspects of their planning] |

77. Recently acquired information on the Warsaw
Pact Statute for Wartime Command indicates that it
provides mechanisms which would allow for a virtual
automatic response by NSWP military units to orders
initiated in Mascow, without further consultations
with East European national authorities. In short,
during periods of crisis, Soviet legal authority would
essentially abrogate the sovereign rights of the East
European states by assuming control over at least some
portion of their armed forces. The Statute does not
reveal the nature or extent of political consultations
prior to the implementation of the statutory mecha-
nisms, although the Pact has a central polieymaking
body—the Political Consultative Committee (PCC).
The peacetime process of decisionmaking and imple-
mentation in the Pact is closely controlled by the
Soviet Union through ostensibly multinational bodies
such as the Staff of the Combinéd Armed Forces. East
Eurepeans assigned to the Staff do not hold positions
of real autherity and are denled knowledge of any
forces other than their own. The personal intervention
of the Commander in Chief of the Combined Armed
Forces is often decisive in the pursult of Soviet
objectives during peacetime, and we believe the Soviet
political and military leadership would likewlse dorai-
nate decisionmaking during a crisis with NATO. in
sum, although we cannot judge to what extent the
counsel of East European leaders would be sought in
the process of making the Initial decision 1o prepare
for or initiate war, the anticipated resctions of the

* principal Pact politival leaders would almest certainly

welgh heavily in the decision. Sooner or later, the
commitment or at least acqulescence of the principal
East European leaders would be required for the
Soviets 1o effectively execute their war plans against
NATO.

PFyychological Proparation of the Population

8. Assuming & decision to prepare for war, an
immediste concern for the Soviets would be to maxi-
mize internal security and assure the support apd
stubility of the populstions of the USSR and the Fast
Eurcpean nations. If the Soviet leadership seriously
contemplated war with NATY, it is virtually cariain
that tha Soviets would develop in thetr domestic
propagands the thems of o heightened threst from the
West and would seck to Justify an appropriate military

L]

response. The East European leaders, should they
believe that war was likely to occur, would begin to
take steps on their own to prepare their populations
for war. Measures to suppress and control potential
dissident elements would almost certainly be taken in
most or all Pact nations. Circumstances permitting,
Soviet and Pact leaders might take weeks or months to
orchestrate a massive propaganda campaign to moti-
vate the Pact populace to support a decision to go to
war. In the event of a decision to go to war only after a
short period of preparation, the Soviets would have to
accept the risks of uncertain support for their action,
particularly from the NSWP nations. They might,
however, be able to gain cooperation initially through
information control and portraying the Pact as the
threatened party.

International Propaganda and Diplomatic
Initiatives

79. Prior to initiation of hostilities against NATO,
the Warsaw Pact——and the USSR in particular—would
seek to exploit to the fullest extent the potential of
public statements and diplomacy as an instrament of
policy. The Pact would avoid conveying specific infor-
mation regarding an attack, but presenting 2 public
rationale for it would be essential to the Pact's efforts
to convey to NATO its concerns, to seek a solution
short of war if possible, and to prepars its population
for the possibility of major hostilities. Depending on
thelr own perceptions of the situation and the threat,
sorae East European Jeaders might well make publie
statements independent of the Soviets to clarify NATO
intentions, verify the nature of the threat, and seck
assurances from the Soviets and other Pact leaders that
@ deoision 2o prepare for or initiste hostilities was a
proper and necessary response. Pact public and private
pronouncements and diplomatic initiatives would be

. designed to secomplish the following:

45

- Inform the NATO governments of the nature
and extent of Pact concern and exent pressure for
2 suitable solution short of war.

- Bxploit any differences among NATO member
T states.

~— Isoiate the {Inited States from China and Japan.

— Attemapt 10 keep mentes] nstions omt of 8 war
{purticularly Sweden, Finland, Austria, Switzer-
fand, and T via)

—~ I possible, gain aetive or passive assistance of
neutral nations.

YopSecat
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— Inform and convince the Pact leadership elites
and populace of the threat and prepare them for
possible hostilities.

— Convince the world community of the validity of
Pact concerns, justify Pact military measures,
and warn of the dangers of support for NATO.

— Secure support from non-European Communist
countries and the Third World.

The Pact’s propaganda campaign would probably
intensify over time as Moscow grew impatient for a
satisfactory solution short of war or saw the situation
worsening. This media blitz, however, would not
necessarily show a steady progression in form or
substance., Temporary lulls in militant statements are
possible, perhaps related to new diplomatic efforts, but
would not necessarily indicate any fundamental
change in the Pact’s contemplation of a military
solution

B. Economic Preparations

80. All Pact nations have plans that provide for the
conversion of their economies to a wartime Dosture
{refer to paragraphs 68 and 69 and inset referenced
therein), In preparing for war with NATQ, Moscow
and its allies could not be certain whether such a war
would be short or long, nuclear or nonnuclear. As a
matter of prudence, Pact Jeaders would have to
consider a full range of economic preparations. They
have already stockpiled large quantities of critical
commodities and would consider additional stockpil-
ing. The process of converting transportation, industci-
al, and agricultural systems to a full wartime posture
would be disruptive, time-consuming, and chservable.
Changes would cccur across all economie sectors, and
would be abservable in manufacturing, labor, agricul-
ture, construction, trade and finance, and distribuition
systems. Such a process would require months to
complete in its entirety, though it need not be com-
pleted prior to war initlstion. At some point, the
Soviets would prabably halt the flow of their ot and
8as resources o West Europesn countries, Some meas-
ures would require essly implementation, such as
military contro] over transportetion systems. The
readying of transportetion facilitles to support Pact
military operations wauld be ane of the most essontial,
aswelludmunﬁvomdabmvxhkhctmm&‘a-
tions. The priority availability of thew systems—
radlroads, civil aviation, merchant feets, hivhways,
inland waterway transport—~is en integral part of Pact

military logistic plans, and military control would be
implemented at least selectively prior to, during, or
soon after the initiation of military mobilization. Con-
siderable time (prabably weeks) would be required to
reorganize transportation systems to meet both mili-
tary requirements and changed economie priorities,
Provisions also have been made for civil enterprises to
rapidly deliver vehicles to the military during an
emergency. The drivers of these vehicles are reservists
who, along with their vehicles, sre crganized into
quasi-military units called aviokolonny. In peacetime
these units are periodically called up to support mili-
tary exercises, and they would be mobilized on a much
larger scale to support wartime military requirements,

81. The Soviets have made provisions for virtually
all segments of their industry to support wartime
military operations. Comprehensive planning, detailed
mobilization plans, the maintenance of excess produc-
tion capacity, and reserve stocks of raw materials and
components are among the extensive preparations and
measures designed to accomplish the conversion of
industrial facilities from peacetime to wartime pro-
duction. In peacetime, most defense plants produce
both civilian and militery goods. Mobilization plans
for these plants call for increasing military production
by curtailing civilian production, sonsolidating mili-

‘tary production lines, relaxing guality standards for

certaln products, increasing work shift schedules, ex-
ploiting excess production ecapacity, and using machin-
ery mote intensively. Many plants are scheduled to
convert to military production fn wartime, for exam-
ple, civil producers of precision instruments, electron-
ics, aircraft, and ships. At least some of these plants
maintain mobilization steckpiles—equipment and
tooling, saw materials, and other supplies necessary to
convert 4o production of military goods. Most NSWP
defense plants and many civilian enterprises appear to
have wastime conversion plans that are similar in

~ scone and content to Soviet plans,

82. The Soviets apperently expect to accomplish
essential conversion to wartime production over a
pericd of three to six montls. Surgs prodoction in
existing defense plants could be accomplished within a
few days to severid weeks. Conversion of civilian
lants to military eroduction could be socomplished
within seversl weeks if the vecessary equipment s
stared or installed ut the plants. Modest retooling, i
required, could teke up to severs] months, Major
retooling and construction to extend production of
mﬂihwmodstomwakmmxﬂﬂhkeﬁmmexﬂ
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months to well over a year for complex products.
Relocation of selected plants required by civil defense
plans could extend the conversion process by several
weeks to several months,

83. The Soviets have made considerable prepara-
tion for converting economic sectors to a wartirne
posture. Despite these preparations, however, conver-
sion would require extensive and expensive changes in
priorities, resource allocation, production, and foreign
trade and therefore could not readily be fully accom-
plished in the short term. If these conversions were
initiated, however, they would suggest serious concern
over an increasing danger of hostilities over the long
run, or perhaps deliberate planning to initiate war at
some time in the future.ﬂ

C. Civil Defense Preparations 2

84, The Soviet Union clearly has the most extensive
and effective civil defense program among the Pact
nations. The Soviets believe that a future war with
NATO would place extreme demands on their home-
land. Givil defense measures are designed to counter
the destruction and disruption associated with the
worst eventuality—general nuclear war. Civil defense
measures could be initinted in the early stages of a
crisis and integrated with political, economic, and
military preparations. The primary purpese of these
measures would be to protect key party, government,
military, and economic leaders; institutions; and, to a
lesser degree, the population in general. Soviet civil
defense measures, however, encompass far more than
humanitarian considerations; they are designed to
provide for the survival of a functioning wartime
management system. Specifically, these measures are
intended to provide:

— Continnity of parly, government, economie, and
military leadership at all levels.

— Mobilization of humsn and material resources.

= Support of military operations,

— Continuity of essentis} econamic activity.

~—Conduct of postattack recovery operations. EI

* For » detalled treatment of this subect, refer to the Interagency
Intelligencs Mamotandum, NI IV S3-100031X, Scoket Warfime
Management: The Roly of Ctoil Defernse tn Leaderhty Contimutly,

December 1963, asdisemstonof
the traxsttion of & : iy

85. With adequate warping time, the USSR’s top
military and civilian leadership would be relocated in
hardened, exurban fixed facilities or mobile command
posts (CPs). Most party and government agencies and
many industrial enterprises have one or more exurban
CPs and/or relocation facilities. Military district com-
manders would assume direct control of local civil
defense activities through their deputies for civil de-
fense. The Soviets plan to employ a combination of
sheltering and evacuation to protect the general popu-
Iation of cities they consider likely targets during a
nuclear attack.

86. Civil defense measures would be initiated ac-
cording to military and national readiness conditions,
as the situation may dictate. During a period of
“increased readiness,” evacuation plans would be up-
dated; maintenance performed on equipment desig-
nated for use during evacuation and postattack recov-
ery; shelters prepared for ocenpation; and preparations
made to distribute supplies of food, medical equip-
ment, and protective clothing. During “threat-of-war
readiness,” exurban CPs would be activated and at
least partially staffed, dispersal or evacuation of select-
ed officials and enterprises probably would oceur, and
officials would begin functioning in thelr wartime
management roles, During the “full zeadiness” condi-
Hon, dispersal and evacuation could be implemented
on a large or national scale §f nuclear attacks on the
homeland were anticipated. We are uncertain when
the Soviets would declare a “special perlod” or wheth-
«r this condition is essential for implementation of the
more disruptive civil defense measures

D. Military Preporations
Employment of Worsow Pact Forges

87. The Warsaw Pact has developed contingency
plans for military operations on ol of #ts Jand and
maritime frontiers, Pact planners clearly expect Cen-
wal Europe to be the decisive arene in a war with
NATQ, but they alw have plans for offensive action
on the NATO regions flanking Centra] Europe, We
bave little direct evidence on the Paet’s wiew of the
timing of sattacks on NATO's Hanks in relation to an
offensive in Central Europe. The need for unhindered
maval operations from their Northern Fleet bases
would almost certpinly cause the Soviets to chrike

* & “special period” is & statitory preregutive which would give
oilitary athorities control over vivittany,

" For & dotailed treatment of the - of Pact forces,
rofer to the Interegency Intclligence Memomendum NI £1M 83
10002, & of Wintsdy Forres
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NATO faeilities in northern Norway and probably
attempt to accupy territory there. The urgency of this
need would probably lead them to take action concur-
rently with an attack in Central Europe. We would
also expect attacks on NATO naval forces in the
Mediterranean to occur concurrently with operations
in Central Europe. None of the other potential flank
offensives would appear to have this degree of urgen-
¢y, although the Pact would probably move against
the Turkish Straits early in a war, We judge that the
Pact would be unlikely to initiate war by mounting
major ground offensives against all NATO sectors
simultaneously, but the Pact almost certainly would
conduct secondary offensives or holding actions to
keep NATO from shifting forces from the Flanks to
Central Europe, to compel commitment of NATO
reserves, and to weaken NATO forces on the flanks in
anticipation of further operations.:,

88. The Soviets believe one of the critical factors in
a war with NATO is the attainment of air superiority
and the early neutralization of NATOQ's theater nucle-
ar forces. The Pact would probably attempt to achieve
these objectives in a nonnuclear offensive hy means of
a massive air operation. Aircraft involved in the air
operation ‘would attempt to establish three or more
corridors through NATO's forward air defenses by
saturating and destroying the alr defenses in and
around the air corridors, The primary targets of attack
would be NATQ’s Pershing 1 and ground-launched
cruise missile (GLGM) bases; airbases where nuclear-
capable aircraft are located; nuclear weapons depots;
other tactical nuclear weapons delivery systems; and
key command, control, and communications and logis-
ties facilities and interceptor bml:'

Warsaw Pact Wartime Militory Contral Structurs

89, Moscow’s success in achieving its wartime ob-
Jectives would depend largely on the Soviets® ability to
control and courdinate multingtional, rombined-arms
cperations of great scope and complexity. & hesdquar-
ters of the Warsaw Pact Combined Armed Forces
operates in Moscow in pescstime but does not control
the armed foross of member states. Each country

excrelses such contral through its national command

authority. Overall defense planning is coordinated
among the Pact nations, but the process & driven by
Sovie! decisionmakers. The Commander tn Chief and
Chief of Staff of the Pact’s Combined Armed Forces
have always been Soviet general offivers, The ultirste
authority for the direction of the Soviet woilitary vosts
with the Politburo, but the wartime wole of the

Politburo would probably be limited to only the muost
crucial military decisions. The Defense Council, a
group made up of selected members of the Politburo,
establishes military policy and provides broad guide-
lines for the employment of military forces. In war-
time, we believe the Defense Council would form the
nucleus of the national defense command organization
(see figure 1 on page 50).

90. The General Secretary of the Communist Party
would be designated Supreme Commender in Chief
(CING) in wartime and would head the Supreme High
Command (Verkhovnoye Glavnokomandovaniye—
VGK) of the Armed Forces of the USSR. The VGK
may be controlled, as it was in World War 11, by a
senior internal command group called the Stgvka. In
addition to the party General Secretary, VGK mem-
bership probably would include the Minister of De-
fense {as the Deputy Supreme CINC), the three first
deputy ministers of defense (the Chief of the General
Staff, the First Deputy Minister for General Affairs,
the CINC of the Combined Armed Forces of the
Warsaw Pact), and the CINCs of the five services of
the Soviet armed forces—who also are deputy minis-
ters of defense. The Soviets make no allowance for
East European participation in the VGK.D

Warsaw Pact Wartime Command Statute

81, The Soviets increased their control measures
over the Pact’s militaxy forces in 1980 when the Pact

nations {except Romania) formally satified the Statute

for the Wartime Command of the Combined Armed
Forces of the Warsaw Pact® The Statute and subse-
quent protocols in effect give the Soviet General Staff,
functioning as the exerutive atm of the Supreme High
Command of the Pact’s Combined Armed Forces, a
legal basis to exercise total sperational control over the
atmed foroes and national resources of the Pact mem-
ber states {except Romania). Tmplementation of the
“Monument” communications procedure provides the
Boviet General Staff with 4 more rapid and weliable
system to control the readiness posture of Pact forces,
including alerting, mobilizing, and organizing units for
combat. At present, these slert messapes would be
transmitted by the Sovist General Staff fo the NSWP
General Staffs {except Bomania) and then be immedi-

ately retranswmitted, svithont the reguirement for fux-

* The Fiaxt Wartime Statute ts addressed in dotaf} in NIE 12/82-
83, Miltary X the Sevtet Union's Woreaw Fact Alltes,
28 Suae 1983, CIA Intelligenoe:

LT ——— T
Warsaw Pact Forces, Qotober iMﬁJﬁ‘
[
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Figure 1
Soviet Command Authorities: Transition to Wartime

Tt
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ther approval by NSWP authorities, down to regimen-  advance of hestilities; these provisions do not specify
tal and independent battalion level. These alert mes-  the time or manner in which this assumption of
sages constitute a legal order to take stipulated readi-  control would oceur. There ate three basic ways in
.nessrelated actions without forther instruction or  which the provisions of the Statute could be activated:
approval from NSWP authorities. Moreover, the Sovi-

ets plan in the near future to link all of the national —By a callective decision of the Pact member

sutomated alert systems into one Warsaw Pact-wide states.

automated alert system in which alert signals initiated — By request of & single member state to the
by the Soviet General Staff would be transmitted {Soviet) Commander in Chicf of the Combined
directly to the vegimental level throughout the Com- Armed Forces, who would then notify the Su-
bined Armed Fowces without the necessity of retoans- preme High Command and the member states
mission at the national level. The Stetute shso provides that provisions of the Statute were being
t&;: on a signal m ﬂs:;nremc Hg: Command implemented. '

{the Soviet General Sta n staff of the Combined o ) i
Armed Forocs would be discolved and replaced with 5% the {Soviet) Suoreme High Command aofify-
two Soviet-commended theater-lovel commands. East e

European for<es, including fleets and bomelard sir  Althongh the provisions of the Statute would oot

3.5(c) defenses, woutd aperste under the direct control of  necessarily assure full Pact cooperation, the approval
: thesecommands] | and satification of the Sttate by afl but one Pact

: oation reflects limits in the ability of NSWP political

92 The SovietMospired Statute is clesrly designed .

technical means to gwin contralized control of the Provisioms

Pact’s armed forces and tmplement Soviet-diracted :

war plans. Avcording to the grovistons of the Wartime Worsaw Pact High Commends of Forces

Statute, the Soviet Supreme High Command would 3. Should war between the Warsew Pact and

assume control of the Combived Armed Forves wellin -~ NATO appear likely, intermediate commuands would

] Tt
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probably be established between the Soviet General
Staff in Moscow and field forces earmarked for com-
mitment against NATO. These commands would exer-
cise direct operational control over Soviet and NSWP
general purpose forces and at least coordinate the
operations of those strategic forces allocated to support
a European campaign against NATO. The Soviets
refer to these commands as High Commands of
Forces. In late 1978 or eatly 1979, a permanent
headquarters of this type—designated the High Com-
mand of (Soviet) Forces in the Far East—was estab-
lished in the eastern USSR.2

94. The High Command of Forces in the Far East is
the only permanently established high command in
peacetime, but two similar commands have been tem-
porarily activated opposite NATO’s central and south-
ern regions during peacetime exercises: the High Com-
mands of Forces in the Western and Southwestern
Theaters of Military Operation (TVDs)—(see inset for a
description of Soviet theater warfare concepts). Fur-
thermore, since 1980 a third temporary command—
designated the High Command of Forces in the South-
ern TVD--has been activated opposite Iraf and neigh-

boring countries during exercises ¥

Soviet Theater Cancepts

The Soviets define a theater of war (teaty VOYRY~—
TV) as the territory of any one continent, together with
the sea areas adjoining it and the airspace above it, on
which hostilittes may develop—for example, the Eurg-
pean Theater of War. The Soviets have ot established
any TV-level coramand authorities,

A TV wually includes several theaters of military
onerations (tealr voyennykh deystoip—TYD). A TVDis
defined as & particular territory, together with the
assaciated airspace and sea aveas, fncluding islands
{archipelagos), within whose limits the axmed forces of
the country {or covalition) uperate in wartime a5 a
military orgapization engeged In siategic missions
which ensye fram nationsl ar Poct war plans. A TVD
may be ground, maritims, or intercontinents}. Accord-

ing to thelr military-political and anve,

TVDs are classified as muin ar secondary.

“M(mhrdhmﬁwvdlh&w?ﬂ&ﬁ‘ Loemand,
refer to NIE h-13/40-81%. Sov fits tre o For Fat,

of this High Command, refer 20 ME
V1/38-83, Soviet Forors and Capabilitizy in
of Military Operaticns, 1 November &

]

| .

N

95. Pact strategists apparently envision the need for
at least five TVDs to control operations against NATO
{see inset and figure 2). Although commands would
almost certainly be established in these theaters in the
event of a NATO-Warsaw Pact war, they could also
be activated in other circumstances such as during
exercises or in a period of extreme international
tension. Soviet officers assigned to the peacetime
headquarters of Warsaw Pact military forces, along
with officers from the Main Operations Directorate of
the Soviet General Staff, would be reassigned to staff
positions in the high commands. NSWP officers as-
signed to the Pact’s peacetime military headquarters
would be reassigned to high commands in TVDs and
possibly to positions in their national forees. Soviet
General Staff elements operating from hardened, fixed
communications centers and mobile command posts
would support the high commands of TVDs We

Potential Evropean Theaters of Military Operation

The Western TVD. This TVD would include Soviet
and NSWP forces in East Germany, Poland, and
Cazechoslovakia and Soviet forces in the western USSR.
FPact forces, including the Combined Baltic Fleet, would
be under the direct control of the High Command of
Foroes in the Western TVD.

The Southwestern TVD, This TVD would include
Saviet forces in Hungary and in the southwestern USSR,
plus Bulgarian, Romanian, and Hungarlan forces. It
would also include forces of the Combined Black Sea
Fleet in the Black and Mediterranean Seas. Forces in
the TVD would be under the direct pontrol of the High
Coramand of Forces in the Southwestern TVD.

The Northwestern TVD, In wartime the forces of
the Leningrad Front and elements of the Northern
Fleet, under the direct control of the Soviet General
Statt, would operate in #his TVD. A high command for
this TVD hes mover been detected in exercises. The
TVD would encompass Finland and the Soandinavian
Pentnsula and its immedixtely adiacent waters.

The Atlantic and Arctic IVids, The Soviets also
expect mujor naval operations against NATO in the
North Atlantic, particalarly in the Norwegian Sea, to
oceur in conjunction with & conflict $n Europe. Mari-
time TVDs for the Amtio—all sz aress north of the
Groenland-Torland-LUnited Kingdom (G-I-UK) gap—
and the Atlantle would canstitute the apersting areas of
forces of the Soviet NMorthern Fleet. We belisve the
Northern Fleet Communder, under the direction of the
Soviet Greneral Steff, would controd ol general purpese
militsry operetions in the Aflantic and Arctic TVDs.
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Figure 2
Possible Warsaw Pact Theaters of Military Operations (TVDs) in Europe
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anticipate that the CINC of the Combined Warsaw
Pact Armed Forces would command the High Com-
mand in the Western TVD and that his deputy would
assume command of the High Command in the
Southwestern TVD. These two commands would actu-
ally become high commands of the Combined Armed
Forces of the Pact, since they would include non-
Scoviet as well as Soviet forces.

Command and Control Enhancements

96. Since the late 19705, the Soviets have been
implementing extensive command and control
changes that are designed to provide in peagetime the
infrastructure for the wartime formation and control
of high commands in TVDs. One such measure has
been the creation of separate “West” and “Southwest”
staff elements in the Pact’s peacetime headquarters in
Moscow to facilitate the formation of High Commands
of Forces in the Western and Southwestern TVDs. In
addition, the Pact has been developing an integrated
communications system that by the mid-1080s would
enhance the interoperability and communications ca-
pacity needed to support Pact military operations in
the TVDs. Other changes have increased the day-to-
day responsibility and authority of Soviet military
district commanders. The establishment of the posi-
tions of Commanding General, Air Forees of the
Military District; Commanding General, Air Defense
of the Military District; and Commanding General,
Rocket Troops and Artillery of the Military District~
as well as their appointments as Deputy Military
District Commanders—have streamlined command
relationships and eliminated unnecessary staff fune-
tions. Tactical 2ir armies of Frontal Avistion have
been disestablished, with most of these assets being
integrated into “A#r Forces of the Military Distric {or
Group of Forces),” aleag with interceptor regiments
which were previously subordinated to the National
Air Defense Forces (PVO Strany). Some sircraft for
merly in Frontal Aviation—primarily Fencer~have
been integruted into “Air Armies of the Supreme High
Command™ (+GK), along with strategic bombers
which were formerly organized in a separato com-
mand—Lang Range Aviation. Similarly, 2 new com-
mand structure cafled “Air Defense of the Military
District (or Group of Foroes)” hoes been created,
encompassing strategic surfece-to-gir missiles (SAMs)
and associated radars as well 85 the SAMs, antisireraft
anillery (AAA), and radars subordinate to gronnd
mancuver formations. These changes, resulting in the
merger of stratezic and tactioal afr and air deferce

assets, provide greater operational flexibility to com-

manders through centralized control at both the mili-
tary district/front and TVD levels while facilitating a
rapid transition to a wartime organization,

Warsaw Pact Fronts

97. A front would be the largest field force within a
land TVD, Although not directly comparable to any
Western military organization, « front would be simi-
lar to a NATO army group and its associated allied
tactical air force in size, level of command, and
function. A front is a wartime structure for which
there is no standard organization. It usually would be
composed of three to five tank or combined-arms

. armies, each consisting of three to five tank or motor-

ized rifle divisions, and air forces with as many as
several hundred tactical aircraft. The forces of a front
would also include numerous separate combat cle-
ments such as artillery, missile, helicopter, and air
defense units. A front could also have an airborne
division resubordinated from YGK control, Most fronts
would have an air gssault brigade capable of conduct-
ing airborne, alrmobile, and airlanding operations.
Combat support and combat service elements would
be attached to a front as necessary and provide
transport, maintenance, engineer, supply, and medical
support. A front operating in a maritime sector might
also include naval elements, The size of a front would
depend on the mission assigned, but could range
between 300,000 to 400,600 men. The Soviet-Fast
German Front, which would be formed opposite the
NATO Central Begion, however, could total some
700,000 men after full mobilization| |

Waorsaw Pact Forge Generation

98. The manner in which the Warsaw Pact pro-
pared its forves for war would depend fargely on the
speed, urgency, sod intensity with which a war-
threatening crisis developed. Pact planners have iden-
tified twe basic approsches to achieving “full combat
rendiness.” In a slowly developing cisis, the Pact
aations would probably take a deliberate, time-phased
avproach, initiating “incressed combat readiness” for
portions of their anmed forces (see fuset mentioned én
waragraph 70). This would permit the accomplishment
of & number of precautionary measures, but would fafl
far shot of placing the Pact's military forces on a full
wartime postyre. This approach would permit the
achievement of full readiness in an orderly and sys-
temsatic manner, bringing wvarion: force elements to

T e
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full readiness sequentially, while allowing opportuni- could be accomplished rapidly and overtly after
ties to avoid hostilities.?” If a crisis deepened, the Pact units had vacated their garrisons and moved to
could move to “threat-of-war readiness.” The Pact’s field dispersal locations. In a situation in which
final military preparations would be initiated by a the Pact had some control of events, however,
decision to implement “full combat readiness.” With incremental or phased mobilization could occur
this decision, preparations for war would move rapidly within garrison over a period of weeks or months.
and continuously. The “full combat readiness” condi- Reservists called up for training and subsequent-

3.5 (C) tion, however, is nol{ a declarah({n of war, and it does ly released would be subject to immediate recall.
- not order the commitment of units to combat.D Mobilization might or might not be readily dis-
99. The gradual conversion from a peacetime to a cernible, depen.ding in part on its scale, k.Jcation,
wartime posture need not be continuous or sequential. fmd whether it was accomplished rapidly or
The process could be interrupted at any time depend- mcrementa-lly. The Pact woult-i pm.b ably attemP t
ing on the Pact’s perception of the threat or other toaccor?p lish large—s.cale moblli.zatmn f:overtly n
factors. The Pact’s four-tiered readiness control system the Buise of routine reservist training and
allows for a deliberate approach to increasing readi- CXCTCISES.
ness and war preparations as well as the holding of — Training and preparation: the process of train-
units at :x,nterim levels of readiness short of “full ing mobilized personnel and preparing units to
3 5( C) readiness.” Moreover, readiness cond'mons could be conduct combat operations. Time allocated for
relaxed or returned to normal at any time, this process would depend on circumstances. If
100. Another approach to achieving full readi- deerf)ed niecessary, some units woxfld be commit-
ness—the compressed approach—would be employed ted ilmmedxately, while other units might have
after the unanticipated outbreak of hostilities, or when weeks or months to prepare for combat.
the Pact believed war was unavoidable and imminent ~ Movement: the process of moving units from
and there was no time for deliberate, time-phased alert dispersal areas to concentration or assembly
preparations. Under this option, military forces would areas in a theater of nperations, including the
be readied simultaneously and as rapidly ns possible. loading and unloading of units as well as transit
3.5(c) Under extreme circumstances, units could be ordered time.
: to move directly to “full combat readiness™ from their . .
normal peacetite posture. - Final preparation for combat: includes replen-
ishment of ammunition and fuel consumed dur-
101. The process of mobilizing and deploying Pact ing movement; replacement of equipment and
ground formations consists of six bagic steps, as de- personnel losses suffered during movement;
seribed below: maintenance; and the integration of units into
— Alert and, dispersal; the alerting of upits and the command structure of the theater, front, and .
personnel, recalling personnel, returning units to army in which they are to serve.
garrison from training sites, making preparations - Deployment to combat: includes movement of
within garrison, and moving to dispersal avess. units from congentration or assernbly areas to
Acuvitiels i;ctn:: :emloving equipment from attack positions| | 3.5(c)
storage; loa oall
Lo el s PTRS  p Tho on dctnsty o
port vehicles {if required); receiving, reviewing, W ket pit PG commanaers wouls be iraining,
and/or updating operational apd movement Mcululy postmobilization u?im' The Pact has
plans; and, in some cases, selective smallscale two basic options in preparing its forces for combat.
mohilization of reservists with spectalized skilks. Between these lic a sange of potential wrade-offs
Mobilization: the ol between combat proficiency and force availability:
— Mobhilization: process of calling ap, receiv- N
ing, and integrating reservists md!:mlyment to —~ The Pact eonld chouse to commit forees as soon
achieve wartime wenning end equipment ;s they have mmpiet;doi‘hefzirﬁ.and mobim-
On PIOCoss. Should IS5 aPPIoa a
_,..f:l_ﬂ.lim In on emergency, this - number of units world not have ceveived a level
3.5(c) * Refer to DIA DDB-1100-852-83, The Sovtet Farce Grneration of training cquivalent fo that of the “ready”
. Process, (two volumen), November 1988w ) units, and the Pact would have to eccept a
i . 54
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degradation in the combat potential of the mobi-

lized force.

— Alternatively, the Pact could take a more delib-
erate, phased approach, allowing time to more
fully prepare and train its forces, thus increasing
their combat potential.

— Although circumstances would determine which
option the Pact would choose, we believe it would
opt for the more deliberate process when the Pact
had some control over time and events,

103. Training, however, would extend the time
required for the buildup process and could provide
additional warning indicators to NATO, thereby jeop-
ardizing the Pact’s ability to maximize surprise. Pact
leaders would vary the scope and duration of any
training in accordance with the situation, their plans
and perceptions, and the peacetime readiness posture
of individual units and formations. If Pact planners
chose this option, they would probably sequence their
preparation activities and almost certainly implement
deception measurss designed to confuse NATO intelli-
gence organizafions as to the scope, duration, and
purpose of the activity] |

E. Attack QOptions

104. As Pact leaders considered the preparation of
their forces for war, they would be faced with decid-
ing the location, timing, and size of the initial attack
on NATQ. This decision would be made against the
background of those factors addressed in chapters 11
and T of the Estimate: Pact perceptions of NATO's
military capabilities; an sssessment of the risks in-
volved in a war with NATO; the reliability of the
NSWP military forees; and the Pact’s military ohiec-
tives and cancepts for employment of forees, doctrinal
concepts, and peacetime readiness posture. The major
dilemma facing Pact teaders would be the degres to
which they would care to trade off Pact preparedness
and the full combat potential stipulated by their
doctrine, for a greater degree of surprise which wight
be achieved by & smaller, but quicker attack designed
to preerapt mobilizstion, reinforcement, and the e
tablishment of an organized defenss by NATO[ |

163. Any Pact devision bearing on when te attack
would be tnfluenced by a set of sametimes contradio-
tory military factors, including its own preparedness in
relation 1o its perception of the status of NATD prepa-
rations, and the desire to achieve surprise as well gs to
maximizo force superiority. The €inad dedision on an
atteck option, however, almost certainly would nnt be

55

based on purely military factors, but rather on a
combination of military and political considerationa‘:]

106. In the following evaluation of the risks and
benefits of alternative Pact options for the initial
attack, we have defined four basic options as well as
possible variations. The first—attack from a peacetime
posture~~is not reflected in Pact doctrine or exercises
but is included to present a more complete range of
Pact capabilities. The other options have been selected
on the basis of evidence from Soviet and Pact military
writings, exercise scenarios, and reporting.
It should be emphasized, however, that these options
only represent certain “phase points” during the Pact’s
force generation process at which Pact planners could
choose to launch an attack; variations and other attack
options are possible. Pact contingeney plans for war in
Europe appear to envision the establishment of a first
echelon consisting of three fronts in the Central
Region with at least two additional fronts moved
forward from the western USSR to form n second
echelon. This general concept is reflected in Pact
exereises, doctrinal literature, and other documentary
evidence. The Pact probably would begin to organize
at least five fronts for use in Central Europe regardless
of what forces would be committed in the imitial
attack. Three fronts would be formed from Soviet and
NSWP forces already in Central Europe and two or
more fronts wonld be formed from forces garrisoned
in the Baltic, Belorussian, Carpathian, and possibly
Kiev Military Districts. Forces in the western military
distriets of the USSR are primarily intended for
commitment to combat at various time intervals after
the initiation of hostilities, but some may be assigned
to first-echelon fronts prior to commitment **

167, Preparation TIme® Our assessments of the
time reguired for the Pact to complete the military

@ See Defense Inelligence Docurment, PHB-1100-40i-83-51, See-
end Operational Echelon Feontal Eoroes in the Western Theater o

Mdtary Operations, March 1953
23 M 83 of Sovfet Cround Forges,
November 198 provides the basis for the Intelligence

‘Cominunity's estimates an she time required for Soviet ground noits
o complete the adoit, disperssd, and mobilization provess. This
document wlso quantifies the cznge of potential trade-offs between
somhat groficiency (develoned by training) and foree availability.
Reteuse inteligence Gocument DBB-1100-430-84, The Keadiness
of the Nom-Soviet Worsaw Poct Ground Forom, (draft)__ |

rrovides m simil. lysis for NSWP ground anits. The
prepsration times cited anrder each atteck option in this Edimate
indlude time aflocated for the movement of units to presttack
positions. Movement times were determived by employing the
nsmm“sn Y ed model develd 1 bv the G 1
Research Corporation nnder contract for the Office of the Secretary
of Delense. The movement times provided by the movement reoded
are based on tdea]
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preparations required to execute each attack option,
beginning from a peacetime posture, include a mini-
mum time and a more realistic time. The minimum
time reflects our assessment of the Pact’s ability to
accomplish the preparations under the most time-
constrained conditions with no major problems in
planning and execution. The difficulties inherent in
conrdinating, controlling, and executing these complex
and Pact-wide preparations would be enormous, how-
ever, with many opportunities for major mishaps,
confusion, delays, and even chaos, The realistic time
estimates allow for human, mechanical, and climatic
difficulties that would be likely to characterize such an
undertaking. Neither the minimum time nor the more
realistic time includes specific time allocated for the
training of freshly mobilized units. Such training
would enhance the combat potential of the mobilized
units as well as assure a greater degree of preparedness
in other important respects, even at the risk of lessen-
ing surprise and allowing NATQ additienal time for
counterpreparations. Those Pact divisions that would
benefit most from postmobilization training are “not
ready” forces including three Czechoslovak and five
Polish low-strength divisions, and almost 80 Soviet
divisions in the three western military districts of the
USSR. The avaflability and performance of the Soviet
“not ready” divisions would be most critical to the
Pact’s ability to sustain offensive operations against

would require seven to 12 days, at which time Soviet
air forces would be fully combat ready.

Option I—Attack From a Peacetime Posture

109. There is no evidence from Soviet or Pact
military literature, doctrine, or exercises that would
indicate that the Pact might launch an attack on
NATO from a peacetime readiness posture. In fact,
Soviet military strategists have explicitly stated that a
European war would be improbable without some

political warning and a degree of prehostilities mobili-

zation by both sides. The Pact, however, does have
some capability to attack NATO on short notice using
ground and air units garrisoned near the Fast-West
German border and the West German-Czechoslovak
border, as well as short-range ballistic missiles
(SRBMs). Less than a dozen Soviet and East German
divisions in East Germany (within 50 to 60 kilometers
of the West German border)—plus several hundred
tactical aircraft—as well as a few Czechoslovak divi-
sions near the West German border could mount a
largely uncoordinated and fragmented attack on short
notice. A few divisions might be capable of initiating
an attack—possibly directly from their garrisons—
within about 24 hours after their commanders re-

. ceived an attack order, depending on specific condi-

strong or prolonged NATO resistance. Must of the

Soviet “not ready” forces are probably planned for
commitment at various time intervals after D-day as
follow-on forces to maintain the momentum of the
attack. As a result, somo postmobilization training
could be accomplished after initiation of hostilities. In
addition, many Pact nondivisiona! units are main-
tained at low strength in peacetime and would be
much better prepared to perform their missions after
conducting a period of postmohilization teaining. Qur
assessment of the time required for these fow-strengthi
vaits to train up to & standard we judge to be the
minimum necessary to conduct proficient offensive
aperations in Central Europe could extend their prep-
aration times to about 80 days, plus the time required
for movemunt

108. We assess that within 72 hours the Pact could
mount a largescale air attack throughowt NATO'S
Central Region. However, we believe it highly anlike-
Iy that the Pact would mount such an air aftack
against NATO independent of a comhined-arms of-
fensive. Rather, the Soviets would prefer—and gener-
ally plan on—first completing logistic preparations
and expanding their rear services, a5 well as complet-
ing mobilization of air cambat units. Such preparations

L]
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tions within individual upits {time of day, weather
conditions, and a host of factors determined primarily
by the cyrlic nature of the six-month training cycle).
An attack mounted on such short notice, however,
could eastly zesult in chaes as unit commanders, their
stoffs, and troops would have had no forewarning of
an attack order and—by definition—made no prepa-
rations for an attack. Under normal peacetime condi-
tions, units usually take days, weeks, or even months to
prepare for scheduled major exercises {division level
and higher). Pact divisional units in East Germany and
Crechoslovakia are not folly marmed in peacetime,
and their higher level communications structure and
{ogistic support systems are wot postared 4o support a
standing-start attack. Given 48 hours’ notice, Pact
divisiona! units conld only marginally éncrease their
ability to mount a coordingted attack, and would sl
fack 8 command, contro), and communications, and
Jogistic structure which comld effectively command,
control, and support theic attadk&l:l

110. As a means of initisting 2 large-scale war with
NATO, an attack from 2 peacetime gosture sould
probably give the advantages of operstions! and tacti-
cal surprise to the Pact. By dint of surprise and
perhaps loca! force superiority, the Pact might gain
some early grouad and air victories. These initial

o Seert.
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successes would probably be the only advantage which
would accrue to such an attack. Many considerations
would weigh against the Pact opting to initiate a war
with NATO from a peacetime readiness posture:

—Loss of Mobilization Advantage, The Pact
would have to anticipate that an attack from a
peacetime readiness posture would cause NATO
to initiate rapid and large-scale mobilization
almost simultaneously with the Pact. The possi-

, ble local force superiority gained by such an
attack might not be maintained if NATO forces
responded effectively. Pact planners, considering
their great appreciation of NATO's rapid deploy-
ment and mobilization capability, might well
conclude that their attacking forces could face an
adverse force ratio before substantial Pact rein-
forcements could be committed.

~ Command, Contrel, and Communications. The
Pact would not have time to establish a front-
level command, control, and communications
structure before hostilities commenced. The So-
viets consider a functioning and effective com-
mand, control, and communicetions system a
critical factor in successfully controlling their
armed forces on the battlefield and managing the
use of nuclear weapons.

— Rear Service Support, Forward-deployed divi-
sions have three to five days of supplies on hand;
howsver, many nondivisional vear service sup-
pott units are manned at reduced strength or do
not exist in the militaty peacetime foree struo-
ture. An attack from peacelime posture would
not allew time to mobilize and move rear service
units forward. Moreover, the military would not
have time to gain full control over critical lines of
communication-—especially bighways in the for-
ward area—sas well a3 railroads for the move-
ment of reinforcements forward.

— Poiitical, Economie, and Civil Defense Prepa-
rations, An attack from peacetime posture would
not permit the preparation of the Pact’s pepn-
lace, national econemies, and ofvil defense orga-
nizations for war, as stipulated by doctrine.
Moscow would be forced into heavier injtial
reliance on NSWP forces, and would be dended
sufficient time to psychologically condition its
troops for war.

= Vuloerability and Rizk of Escalatiun, An attack
from peacetime posture would keave other Pact

]

forces unprepared for hostilities. In particular,
the Pact would have to accept the risk of NATO
escalation to nuclear war at a time when Pact
depots, transportation facilities, industrial enter-
prises, and uncommitted forces would be espe-
cially vulnerable to nuclear attack.

— Surprise: A Two-Edged Sword. Soviet planners
and commanders have been conditioned to leave
little to chance in pregasing for military opera-
tions. By temperament, inclination, and dactrine,
the Soviets are comservative in assessing force
requirements and thorough in planning. Al-
though an attack from peacetime posture might
offer the advantage of operational and tactical
surprise to the Pact, other options requiring
longer preparation times would almost certainly
offer a measure of tactical surprise as long as the
Pact had the initiative. In ordering an attack
from a peacetime posture, Pact leaders would
have to pccept the risks of unpreparedness and
surprising their own commanders and troops.

These arguments lead us to conclude that there is little
chance that the Pact would initiate war against NATO
from a peacetime readiness posture.

Option Il—Attack With Two Fronts

111. Analysis of Pact exercises and doctrinal con-
cepts leads us to oonclude that the smallest force the
Pact might use to initiate offensive operations in
Central Europe would consist of two fronts. This force
would consist of Soviet and NSWP ground and tactical
air foree units in East Germany and Czechoslovakia
and possibly Soviet units in Poland—a total of some 40
active ground divisions, plus support units (see figure
8). While organizing the initial two-front force, the
Pact wonld probably begin the preparation of other
general purpose and strategic forces, as well as the
Pact’s populnce and national economies for general
war and the risks of vuclear ﬂcaianonD

112 Our estimates of Pact preparation times are
based on extensive study of Pact contingency plans
and exercises, along with analysis of the Pact’s theoret-
foal capnbility $o prepare, organize, and deploy forces
for war in Europe. Key to our fudgments s our
assessment of the peacetime readiness posture of the
Pact’s ermed forces. We believe thet, in the most
urgent circumstances, the Pact wanld need st deast five
to six days to prepare and position a full twofront
force—asuming that this force had been maintained
in its mormal pescetime readiness posture. Units com-
prising this foree would vequire some personnel aug-

Nopseazt
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Figure 3

Warsaw Pact Options for Initial Attack Force in the Central Region

(Attack With Two Fronts)
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The smallest force the Pact might use to initiate lhealﬂensive operations probably would consist of two fronts—a total

of some 40 divisions plus support and tactical air units

mentation to achieve war-authorized strength. Initia-
tion of a two-frnt attack in slightly less time {four to
five days) might bo possible, but without several less
ready and/or more distant divistons in eastern Czecho-
slovakia, The complexity snd magnitude of the re-
quired preparations and the risks invalved in insuffi-
cient preparation would probably cause or require the
Pact to take langer than five to six days to prepare this
force, with seven to 10 days being a more realistic time
frame if the }uct attempted to rapidly launch a two-
front attack from a nonmal peacetime readiness pos-
ture. Preparations for 4 two-front attack within five to
six days would require employing a compressed time
schedule which would exacerbate the confusion snd
disruption inherent in a rapid transition to a wastime
pasture and the vequirement to move some large
military farmations several hundred kilometers on
short notios. Preparations wonld ocour simultaneousty
rather than in a phased or sequential pattern. This

I
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compressed approach to force generation would yield
units, especially nondivisional units, which—at Jeast
initiafly~—would lack their full potential to undertake
or sustain combal operations. Before attacking, the
Pact would probably take the following actions:

- Declare a stute of “Full national defense readi-
mess” for the Pact nations, possibly without the
declaration of intermediate fevels of readiness,
{Such a decloration could be overt or secret, but
the war preparations which it would injtiate
could not be goncealed.)

~ Declare a state of “full combat readiness™ for
Pact forces, with or without the declaration of
intermediate Yevels of readiness. (This eculd be
apen or secret, bt the preparations could aot be
cunecealed.)

~ Mahbilize, assemble, and grepare for combat the
attacking force—a multinational force of almost

~Toptecm
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1 million men, about 40 divisions, and several
hundred thousand major items of equipment.
Some units would have to move several hundred
kilometers to their initial combat positions.

~Begin to mobilize and prepare other general
purpose forces in the theater for commitment as
second-echelon or follow-on forces,

— Establish control over key transportation systems
and transport means required to move units,

— Establish at least minimal national systems of
logistics, particularly supply lines, that could
provide some reinforcements and resupply the
attacking forces,

~ Deploy and establish a theater-level command
and control structure that would enable Moscow
to adequately control a two-front offensive. This
structure would include at least some links to
supporting strategic forces and to forees in other
areas.

— Prepare the Pact’s tactical aviation units to exe-
cute large-scale offensive aperations at the begin-
ning of hostilities,

~ Prepare air armies of the VGK to conduct thea-
terwide operations.

~ Prepare and deploy strategic offensive and de-
fensive forces to support the attack, defend home
territories, and guard against the possibility of
rapid escalation to nuclear war, including strate-
gle nuclear exchanges.

— Frepare and disperse as many submarines and
naval surlace vessels ay possible 20 prevent them
from being destroyed in port and enable them 1o
perform their assigned missions.

- Begln civil defense preparations and the progess
of converting national economies from 2 peace-
time to @ wartime posture,

annedinmfner

113. By waiting to establish a two-front attacking
force, the Pact would diminish many ¢f the critical
defictencies inherent in mounting an sitack from a
peacetime readiness posture. The Pact’s wear-fighting
mmbﬁitvwmﬂdhemweamaﬂmbm
particularly tn regard to oave) capabilities and the
establishment of at lexst the essentials of a funcioning
front-level command and control system. Mureover,
tven with no prebiminary vreparations, this attack

3.5(c)  — Psycholgically prepare the Pact’s populace and .

option might give NATO only a few days to prepare
for war. Although we assess that Pact planners would
expect to achieve more advantageous force ratios by
building up a larger force, the suddenness of a two-
front attack could reasonably be expected to provide
advantages by creating confusion and limiting
NATO's preparation time. The Pact’s supply system
could support at least early successes.D

114. Notwithstanding the piovision of some advan-
tages, the initiation of hostilities after only five to six
days of preparation with a two-front force would still
entail serious risks for the Pact. The attacking force
might lack some front-level elements, and its initial
combat potential would be less than could be achieved
with additional preparation time, Moreover, forward
deployed Soviet and East German forces wonld have
to assume responsibility for initial operations in north-
emn West Germany and along the Baltic coast because
of the unavailability of forces—primarily Polish—that
would normally constitute the Pact’s Northern Pront,
Command and control structures, particularly at the
theater and national Jevels, would remain incomplete.
More important, the mobilization and forward deploy-
ment of Soviet forces in the western USSR could not
be accomplished; these units, therefore, would not be
immediately available to reinforce or sustain an at-

tacking two-front force. Furthermore, effective partic- -

ipation in the war by major forces in other areas would
be limited, particutarly in regard to coordinated naval
actions and ground and air offensives on the flanks—
due in part to the lower peacetime readiness posture of

these Pact fomes.['

115. We believe that the Pact would not be likely to
sttempt to engage in hostilities from a two-front
posture after only five to six days’ preparation in other
thap extraordinary time-urgent circumstances, Oune
pom’biereamfforthefaaovﬁnztaenmem
hostilities under these ciroumstances could be a per-
ception that & NATO attack was fomminent, Although
NATO mobilization would be viewed 25 a serious
threat and almost certainly wonld cause the Pact to
make connterpreparations, the Paet would mot con-
duahamﬁﬂwm‘r};aimmnmﬁxﬂypmmmdamim

" NATX) forces thet enjoyed some advantages of prior

preparation ar mobilization ynless the threat of finms-
oent NATOQ attack were oear. Another orgent contin-
gency could ooour during a serious East-West political
dispute, when the NATD coumtries—gparticulardy the
United States and West Germeny—might undertake a
degree of mobilization und other military preparations
to improve thejr defenstve posture apd to demonstrate
sesolve in suppart of diplomatic negotistions, Moscow

— Tt
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might see this as weakening its own bargaining posi-
tion, especially by threatening to upset the political
advantage afforded the Pact by superiority in forces-
in-being in Central Europe. In such a contingency,
and, if it perceived truly vital interests at risk, Moscow
might set in motion the rapid buildup and early attack
option offered by the two-front force. Such an attack
action would be designed to preempt NATO defensive
and diplomatic preparations rather than an immediate
threat of NATO attack.

Option lil—Attack With Three Fronts

116. Under this option, Pact planners could elect to
prepare for war via a more phased approacih and
attack when they had prepared a three-front or larger
force. Analysis of Pact exercises and contingency
planning, as well as our assessment of the Pact’s ability
to prepare its forces, leads us to believe that the Pact
would require, at a minimum, about eight to nine days
to prepare and position a three-front force for an
attack—assuming that this force had been maintained
in its normal peacetime readiness posture. A more
realistic time frame for these preparations might be 10
to 12 days, assuming a “cold start.” However, follow-
on forees from the western USSR consisting primarily
of ““not ready™ divisions would niot be able to effective-
ly support and sustain such an attack.

. 117. The more complets national and military
preparations permitted under this option would assure
the availability of a larger and better prepared farce,
provide for more efficient joint action by all forces,
enhance command and control capabilities, provide a
better ability to sustain the attack, and permit addi-
tional mensures to guard against escalation 3o nuclear
war. In this option:

— Those ground unita readied for offensive opera-
tions would include all forces in the two-front
option ¢=seribed sbove plus Polish forces and
possibly a Soviet avmy {four divisions) from the
Baltic or Belorussian Military District: & total of
about 60 divisions {see figure 4),

- Additional tactical alreraft could be prepsred,
perhaps including deployment of some alecraf
from the western USSR, and the overall capabili-
ty to mount and sustain Jarge-scale offensive atr
operations would be improved.

L]

— A more extensive Pact command and control
system would be established at the front, theater, -
and national levels. Communications capacity
would be increased and redundant channels de-
veloped to guard against disruption.

— The ability of Pact civil and military defenses to
withstand NATO counterattacks would be im-
proved, as would the transition of the economy to
a war posture,

~— Additional Soviet ballistic missile submarines
could be readied and deployed, thus enhancing
preparations for nuclear war.

— Naval forces could reach wartime operating ar-
eas in much greater numbers for operations on
the flanks, support of strategic missions, and
support of the offensive in Central Europe,

- Preparation of ground forces would continue
throsghout the Pact, thereby facilitating a capa-
bility to undertake eatly action on the flanks,
while Pact tactical air capabilities to support
flank operations also would substantially in-
grease.

118. A preference for an attack with more than two
fronts is well supported in Pact writings and exercises.
There is evidence that Pact planners would want at
least three Fronts aveilable for initial operations in
Central Eurepe, with assurance that at least one
additional front would be available for reinforcement
soon after the initiation of hostilities. This option is
more consistent than shorter preparation options in
regard to Pact doctrinal preferences for force superior-
ity, national and Pact-wide preparations, combined-
arms operations, and the Pact’s appreciable respect for
NATO's war-fighting eapabilities. Moreover, it would
offer better prosperts for sustejning Pact forpes and
sllow additions] preparations to guard against nuclear
esoalation. Accordingly, we jndge that, except under
sxtraordinarily umgest oireamstances (as described in
paregraph 113), the Pact would prefer to prepare at
Ieast a three-front foroe hefore initiating hasﬁliﬁw.g

Dption IVe—Attack With Five Fronts

119. Circumstances permdtting, the Pact could
build up even lamger forees before fnitiating hostilities
agaimst NATO. A fivefront attack posture would
Yargely fullill the Pact’s conservative doctrina] prefer-
ences in regand to foree superiority and would take at
least 15 days to prepare, incuding the forward move-
aent of Soviet forces in the western USSR—assuming

TopSeast_
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Figure 4
Warsaw Pact Options for Initial Attack Force in the Central Region
(Attack With Three Fronts)
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There is evidence that Pact planners would want at Jeast three fronts available for initial operations in Central Europe,
wi%ﬁ assurance that at least one additional front would be available for reinforcement soon afler the initiation of hostilities.

that all of these forces had been maintained in their and forward deployed in Poland and Czechoslo-
normal peacetime readiness posture. More realistical- - vakia before the attack, thereby substantinlly
ly, these preparations might take up to three weeks if adding to the momentum and sustainability of q
initlated from a “cold start.” In either ease, dup to Pact sttack {see figure 5 on page 62). With these
tnsufficlent training time, “not ready” divisions would forces, Pact ground forces available for opera-
still have only & marginal capshility to conduct effec- tions against Central Eurnpe would total 85 to 80
tive offensive operations, In this option: active divisions plus support units,
— Soviot ground forces in the three western i — ,
tary discrios of the USSR would bo availuble for :&demwmm@mdﬁﬁ“mf
carly mmamgfﬂ“mmw mnﬁorha?maﬂa&%emsemfact
Europs. As discussed in Option 16 @the threo- strength would be continuous, ond the Pact
pront attack), the Sovtets could chovss to move would maintain s capability to attack at eny
limited forces fmmt}zpwestemUSS\Rm!ain ’

Polih forces in forming & Pollsh-Soviet Front. At Hiwe. &)

kanmedmmmfmiutkem m‘l‘iﬂsauan&onﬁanwmld:edumthe!’aot’s
military dismm(sumeandlvsxims)mldmb chances of achieving surprise. while maximizing the
ablvbammhadhmnimmﬂdiﬂmﬂ m&htd&bmekﬁkomaimwm&m
frmts(lheﬂelmumnand&rmthimi?mts) ﬂwmﬁodSwietmnﬂn&vtethfnminthe
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Figure 5

Warsaw Pact Five-Front Attack Force in the Central Region
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A five-front attack—including some 85 1o 90 divisions and support units~would largely fullill the Pact’s conservative

doctrinal preferences in regard to forge superiority

Western Theater of Military Operations. It would

offer much better prospects for sustainability; the most

complete command, control, and sommunications net-

work; and allow for additional measures to prepare the

:’aut's populace, econamies, and transpartation systems
or ‘war,

F. Variations in Attack Options

121. A gumber of variations in the attack options
discussed phove are possible, particularly in regard to
the possible farward deployment of same forces in the
western USSR prioe to the initiation of hostilities, as
well as the amount of time the Pact might reguire or
allow for war prepsrations. Severs] of these variations
are discussed betow,| | :

Forword Daployment of Forces in the Wastarn
USSR '

1228 Mt is oot clenr to what extert, if sy, the Soviets
might forward deploy selected ground maneuver for-

L]

@

mations from the western USSR prior to the initiation
of hostilities, such as an army from the Baltic or
Belorussian Military District, as deseribed under Op-
tion ML The Soviets in fact notionally practiced the
forward deployment of some western military district
forces prior ko B-day during several major exercises in
1982 and ma&D

128. The Soviets could chouse to mobilize and
forward deploy the six “ready” motorized rifle and

- teuk divisions and the new type ermy vorps from the

western USSR grior to the complete preparation of the
remainder of these forces, mast of which are majn-
teined 4o » peacetime “not ready” posture. The princi-
ol maneuver ordts of the new type army coms are
four {possibly five) tarnk and mechanized brigades.
This corps probably wonld be used a5 an operational
maneuver group 1o execute rapid exploltation deep in
the enemy’s rear very eaxly in sn offensive. This
would probably require that this Sorce mobilize and
begin moving forward prior to the inttiation of hostil-

T Seant
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ities and well in advance of the forward deployment
of the bulk of the Belorussian MD forces. While such
an action would provide the Pact with additional early
firepower and better prospects for sustaining jts at-
tacks, it has the significant disadvantage of possibly
providing clea highly detectable warning indica-
tors to NATO.Ed

Gradual Buildup

124. As a modification to the options previously
discussed, the Pact could make gradual preparations
for war over an extended period. The estimated
Dreparation times associated with each of the attack
options discussed above assumes that the preparations
commence from a normal peacetime readiness pos-
ture, that is, from a “cold start.” There are many
changes that the Pact countries could make in their
political, economic, civil defense, and military pasture
that could be accomplished gradually or piecemeal.

The changes might occur in response to a crisis, a .

series of crises, or as a result of a delibexate decision to
prepare for war for whatever reason. Steps could be
taken selectively over a period of many weeks or
months (such as the mobilization of certain low-
strength units) to inarease the readiness of elements of
the Pact’s military forces, that is, gradually converting
them from a “not ready” ta a “ready” posture as was
done with two Soviet cadre divisions prior to the
invasion of Afghanistan, Many preparations, which in
time-sensitive circumstances might be initiated by a
declaration of a combat alert {an order requiring
Immediate departure from garrisons) or the declara-
tion of “threat-of-war” or “full” readiness, could be
accomplished incrementally without the declaration of
an alert or the formal implementation of an incrpased
readiness posture. Certain units could be Lronght to
readiness for war aver an extended period withomt
movement from garrison normally required during &
combat alert or the “threat-of-war” resdiness condi-
tion. Such deviations from normal peacetime Datterns,
however, weuld be detected by US and NATO imells-
gence, particularly if jmplemented on & large scale,
and would be interpreted a5 a modification of the
Pact's military posture. Such activity would certainly
intensify US and NATO intelligence collevtion efforts

and might also initiate similar preparatory actions by
NATO. Although the Pact’s efforts to gradually in-
crease preparations for war might reduce the time
necessary to make final preparations for war discussed
in Options IV, II1, and IV, they would be taken at the
risk of detection and NATO counterpreparations.D

125. Some measures which the USSR alone or
possibly in concert with its allies might gradually
undertake could include less provocative civil and
military measures such as the following:

— Staffing of wartime headquarters,

— Intensified planning and rehearsal of mobiliza-
tion plans.

— Partjal .takeover, or preparation for takeover, of
transportation facilities by the military.

— Increased civil defense planning, construction,
and training.

~ Increased production of military equipment; cut-
back of production of goods for the civil
economy.

— Increased recalls of reservists For training.
— Increased intelligenee collection.

— Significant increases in the ilitary portion of
the national budget.

— Buildup of strategic reserves of essential com-
modities. :

These types of measres would only marginally im-
grove the ability of the USSR or the Pact 1o move
quickly to 2 “full readiness” posture, The Pact wonld
probably defer large-scale’ mobilization, major - force
deployments, and other highly visible and provocative
measures until the final transition to full readiness for
war. A particular problem $or the Soviets, shopld they
desire stroilar gradus] preparations by their Pact allies,
mtﬂﬂ%etommmtbmtbatsmhmmmsm
necssary, especially in the absence of some expression
of hostile intent by NATO, Moreover, once a multina-
tiona] diajogue begam, it would be more difficult for
m&mmm&emd&wplamwd
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V. WARNING OF WAR

126. A warning should communicate an enemy’s
intention to go to war, the enemy’s capabilities and
resolve, and opportunities for the application of the
enemy's capabilities—all in sufficient time to avert
war or at least frustrate the enemy’s intentions, 1t
should also define the nature of the conflict the enemy
is planning, the size and mix of enemy forces, the
probabilit ttack, and the direction and timing of
the attack,

A. Indicators of War Preparations %

127. Soviet and East European behavior in peace-
time serves as the reference point for detecting and
recognizing deviations from established patterns that
might signal the Pact’s assumption of a warlike pos-
ture. In its progression to war the Pact would almost
certainlv make mejor changes in its pattern of political
deliberations, in industrial and other economic activi-
ties, in internal security and disaster control proce-
dures, and in the tempo and scale of military activity.
Although improvements in national abilities to prepare
for and sustain war would be detected, recognized,
and reported quite early, the perceptions which
prompted the decistons to prepare for war and the
ultimate intentions of Pact leaders would. remain
elusive and most likely controversial within the Intelli-
gence Community.

The Decision To Go to War

128. Before issuing the final order to go to war,
Soviet and Pact leaders probably would have complet-
ed a large number of incremental devisions to prepare

their nation: and armed forces. These derisions would

constitute the determinstions and actions enabling the

final dectsion to begin hostilitles, These decisions could.

and probably would remain contingent and thus ze-
versible until very late, even after military prepara-
tions had become alarming,

129. Although we know the general structure of
Pact decls snmaking for war, the content and timing
of the deliberations would probably be secure from
timely detection. Cansequently, our assessments of the
ature of decisians reached and the risks Pact Iraders

‘Ndewhdl&mnddmimmdhﬂmw:fmm
brepanations, sefez to the fullowing docaments Sirategle Waming
Stafl, USSR/Warsew Part General Induator L4s2, Pebroary 1978,

sod DIA DIS-2508.8A-53.81, Wenld.

mm Sprtem (WWIMSYG
Indiontor Divectary, September lﬂsa{_jj

&3

were willing to accept would be based primarily on
inferences from the observed actions resulting from
these decisions.

130. We judge it extremely unlikely that the Soviets
would initiate an attack against NATO without the
cooperation of their allies, whether volunteered, elicit-
ed, or forced. Evidence that critical decisions were
being made or approved, including an agreement on
the conditions for going to war, could be suggested by
anomalous activities such as:

— An increase in high-level meetings or unusual
timing of meetings between Pact leaders, among
the leaders within a Pact country, and between
Soviet and East European political and military
leaders.

— Cancellation of announced schedules for senior
party and government functionaries,

—Changes in Soviet and Pact intelligence col-
lection,

In the context of a developing crisis, intelligence
analysts might not recognize or interpret accurately
such activity as evidence of deliberations for war. Past
erises, including some which did not result in military
action, have featured such activities, but their signifi-
cance to the crisis at hand was often misunderstood or
became clear only long after the oeeurrence. Never-
theless, anomalous behavior by the Pact Jeadership at
multiple echelons would certainly result in increased
watchfulness and intensified efforts to find less ambig-
vous evidence of Pact intentions|

13). Persuasive reports or deliberate “signals’™ that
the USSR and the Pact were considering war prepara-
Hons or war iteelf would almost certainly be channeled
15 the United States or one of the NATO diplomatic or
intelligence services, Even with the firsthand reporting
of important Pact decisions, the content of the infor-
mation wonld be diffioult to evalunte. Such accounts
would probably describe o contingent devision or
agreement, possibly ecoompanied by biased or self-
serving commentary. The vafue of such reportting
would be further attenuated by suspicions that it was
deiiberatdlywmmmisadasammmﬁcmde-
ception ploy. Such fnformation by itseff would wroba-
by not support a firm judement O GUtULe 3 Consen-
sus within the Intelligence Community that the Pact
had decidedtogoto war.| |

132. Considering the mujor disruption wvocasioned
by a full conversion to 2 wartime posture, Pact leaders

Trteazy
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would not take such decisions lightly, nor—under most
foreseeable circumstances—without elaborate condi-
tioning of their populace for the possibility of war. A
coordinated, intensive Pact-wide campaign would
probably be designed to inculcate the need for greater
sacrifice, vigilance against spies, intensified loyalty,
and increased output at the workplace, The similarity
of content and tone throughout the Pact media would
signal that such a campaign had been directed. While
these indicators might be of dubjous value in predict-
ing the ultimate course of events, they would remain
an important sign that at least early war preparations
were under way. Apart from specific military prepa-
rations discussed in paragraphs 139-142, we would also
expect to observe and report other activities such as
the following:

— An increase in_internal population eontrols and
surveillance of dissidents and foreigners.

~ A media campaign which forecasts a final show-
down with imperialism and rajses war expec-
tations.

— Planning and coordination meetings throughout
the Pact involving leaders from a wide range of
sectors, often in unusual mixes.

— Fluctuations in diplomatic behavior and activi
ties abroad without apparent explanation,

Civil and Economic Preparations

138. Virtually every sector of national life would be
affected by the transition to a wartime posture. Some
early preparations might not be detected or recognized
as war-related, but generally those civil and economie
activities observed first would ocour in industry and
labor, trade and ather relations with the West, and
trausportation and civil defenss. Industriol plants
wauld convert to wespons, munitions, and spare parts
vroduction for the armed forces. This ounversion
might bo hindered by a shortage of specialists—
industrial construction and design engineers, techni-
clans, snd mechanics—needed for military duties.
Work hours woukl be modified to support increpsed
levels of output. Soviet and East Furopean behavior in
intornational markets such us precious metsls snd
grain would fluotuate; contract negotiations conld
terminate abruptly or include nnusmal featares; and
the Pagt nations would try o move assels from
Western financis] institations. Many ehanges would
ooorr in transportation systems and the huge civil
defen machinery wonld sequire activation before
mifitary preparstions were well admd.I:]

85

184. The foregoing examples are representative and
outline a framework of actions that would be without
precedent in postwar Europe. Possibly the mast diag-
nostic indication that war preparations had begun
would be the sheer magnitude of the undertaking.
These measures would be so costly to the economic
and social fabric of the Pact nations that only the most
serious conditions would warrant their implementa-
tion and full execution,

135. At some point in Pact preparations for war,
civil defense measures could provide particularly sa-
lient indicators of the likelihood of hostilities, These
measures most likely would be phased to minimize
internal disruption until additional measures became
essential, These measures might include:

— Extensive domestic media treatment of civil de-
fense preparations.

~ Activation of civil defense leadership authorities,
followed by indoctrination sessions and adminis-
trative preparations for mobilization of civil de-
fense cadres.

— Withholding of critical commodities such as food
and fuel from distribution, and stoekpiling in
unusual guantities,

— Stockpiling of medical supplies.
-— Changes in transportation schedules and activity,

— Increased shortages of all types of materials in
both the militery and civil industrial sectors| |

136. The declaration of a state of “increased nation-
ol defense readiness” would be a critical step in
preparing the Pact’s populace and national economies
for war. This declaretion, even if not published, would
be widely communicated and would, in itself, be a
$irm indication that the Soviets and their allies were
preparing for war. Actions assocfated with this state of
nations] readiness would probably include:

— Ancmslies in the civil defense saff communica-
tons network,

~~ Increased activity at civil defense headquarters.
— Military control of critical commodities,
~ Closure of some pulblic institutions.

— Signifivant changes in normad transportation ac-
shvity or scheduling.

—Brguisiioning of eguipment, supplies, and
vehidles.

TopSet_
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— Restrictions on civil gatherings and travel.
— Civil defense shelters readied for use.

— Partial mobilization of military civil defense
units,

137. Similarly, the declaration of a state of “threat-
of-war national defense readiness,” even if not pub-
lished, would be widely communicated and would, in
itself, clearly signal that the Soviets and their ajlies saw
the situation deteriorating and were more serious in
their efforts to prepare for war. Measures initiated
under this readiness condition would be more difficult
to conceal and could include the following:

~— Establishment of at least partial military control
over some key transportation systems.

~ Closure of additional public institutions,

— Issuance of mobilization orders to large numbers
of reservists and selective callups of reservists.

— Dispersion and evacuation of at least selected
officials and enterprises. :

— Exurban command posts activated and at least
partially staffed. (s)

138. The declaration of “full national defense
readiness” would indicate that Moscow believed that
war was likely and perhaps imminent. Measures im-
plemented under this readiness condition could not be
concealed and would include the following:

— Closure of many public institutions,
— Full mobilization of military civil defense nnits,
— Marked curta:lment of normal civilian activities,

— Large-scale mohilivation of civil transportation
assets, particularly trucks.

— Initiation of full military control over key tzans-
portation systems.

— Large-seale or national callups of reservists,

~— Digersion and evacuation of key feadesship
elites.

— Large-scale evacuation of the papulation from
selected large cities {if nuclear strikes on the
homeland were snticipated)] |

indicators of Military Preporations

199. As discussed in chapter I of this Estimate, in
neawﬁmnthoUSSBmditsaﬂksmmminmiv

L]

selected military forces at comparatively high levels of
manning and preparedness while many units are
maintained at low strength and would require large-
scale mobilization prior to undertaking major offen-
sive operations. The normal peacetime posture of Pact
forces is referred to as “constant combat readiness.” A
key step in beginning the process of preparing military
forces for war would be the declaration of “increased
combat readiness,” Preparatory measures that would
be associated with this level of readiness, only some of
which may be detected, include:

-——A communication to military units ordering
them to increased readiness.

— Recall of personnel from temporary duty, leave,
or nonessential duties.

— At least a temporary termination of normal
training and other routine activities.

~— Return of units to garrison.
~— Restriction of officers and troops to garrison.

— Review and update of mobilization and contin-
geney plans,

~— Removal of equipment from storage and prepa-
ration for use; accelerated repair of equipment,

— Increased security measures and intensified
reconnaissance.

— Ppssible limited callups of reservists with special
skills.

— Flield deployment of divisional ecommand posts.

— Scheduled release of reservists or conscripts held
in abeyance,

~ Increased activity in military installations, rail-
. road yards, and depots.

~ Marked increase in weather reporting.
~— Activation of high-level military command posts.
— Alerting of rafirosd sroops,

— Unowanl high-level command sctivities or move-
ments,

— Abnormal activity by submarines, surface ships,
or merchant ﬁﬂvpins,D

140. Based on their perveption of the threat and the
tikelihood of war, Pact leaders might choose to declare
“threatsf-war readines” for some or all of their
armed foroes. Some messures initigted and inple-

T Secet
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mented during this readiness condition would be
highly visible if undertaken on a large scale, including
the following:

— Communication of the necessary command to
military units,

— Movement of ground units from garrison loca-
tions to field dispersal areas.

— Selective mobilization of reservists.

— Increased reconnaissance,

~ Mobilization of some specialized units to full
wartime strength.

~ Possible activation of some wartime command,
control, and communications structures at front
and theater level,

~ Transfer of control of divisional units from garri-
son command centers to field command posts,

— Movement of command staffs to field command
posts,

- Equipping of personnel according to wartime
requirements.

— Dispatch of operations groups to allied countries,

— Movement of aircraft/helicopters from airfields
without shelters to dispersal airfields.

— Mavement of missile units to siting aregs,
3.5(c) — Continved dispersion of naval units from port.| |

141 If a crisis deepencd and war seemed more
likely or imminent, Pact leaders would declare “full
combat readiness” to initiate final preparations for
some of all of their armed forces. Measures tmple-
mented would include the following:

~ Communication of the command to military
units. .

— Initlation ¥ Jarge-scale ar general mobilization,

~— Full establishment of an active wartime com-
mand, contrel, and communications network gt
the front, theater, and national fevel

~ Extensive and abnormal efforts to restrict, do-
ceive, or interfere with US and NATO intelli-
gence eollection efforts.

— Extraondinary lovelr of intelligence collection
against the United States snd NATO.

&8

— Extraordinary levels of air defense preparedness.

— Activation of, or preparations to activate, sabo-
tage and special operat.ous teams in NATO
countries.

— Preparation and expansion of military medical
facilities, .

~— Preparation for employment of electronic coun-
termeasures units against NATO forces.

—- Additional dispersal or deployment of subma-
rines, naval ships, and merchant vessels.

— Movement of ground units to primary (“secret”
dispersal areas (if not previously ordered).

142. The initiation and implementation of meas-
ures associated with “increased readiness,” “threat-of-
war readiness,” and “full readiness™ would not neces-
sarily signal that a decision to go to war had been
made or that war was inevitable. The implementation
of these conditions, however, would indicate that the
Soviets and their allies saw a growing likelihood of war
and were preparing for it; the declaration of “full
combat readiness” could indicate that war was be-
Yieved likely or imminent. Yarious measures could be
initiated either immediately on a large seale or gradu-
ally and selectively, affecting only portions of the
armel forces and national economies,

B. Security, Concediment, and Deception

143. The Warsaw Pact countries—partioularly the
Soviet Union-—have the experience, doctrine, capabili-
ty, and intent to employ many techniques to interfere
with eur ability to edllert intelligence information and
to manipulate our perpeption of the meaning or
purpose of detected activities. Thelr experience has
convinced them of the welue of deceplion as an
essential force multiplier and condition for achteving
surprise. We wonld expect them fo use the full range
o deception technigues to guard their intentions by
shaping Western perceptions. Although we judge that
the Pact would be unable to prevent us from making
timely interpretations of the sum of detected activities
A8 war preparations, we are dess confident abont pur
ability fo interpret Pact actions as agaressivefoffensive
or ragctive/defersive, and stfll less certain a5 $o how
parsuasive any waming might be on the vits! issue of
totent |

144, Securily. The Pact would enforee rigid securi-
ty measures to assare the secrecy of ity war plans.
Control measures would include the following: restrio-

—— 3 Top St
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tion of planning and access to plans to a minimum
number of people; total control of the media; strict
counterintelligence and political control over the pop-
ulace and members of the armed forces; denial of
travel by foreigners (as well as most citizens), the
conduct of military activity and troop movements at
night; and strict communications security.

145. Concealment and Deception. The Soviets
and their allies are aware that the United States and
NATO possess sophisticated intelligence collection
means which would prevent the Pact from concealing
all of its preparations for war. The primary purpose of
Pact concealment and deception measures would be to
mislead and confuse NATO as to the timing, scope,
and purpose of the preparations and reduce NATO's
warning time. The Pact could institute some or all of
the following political and military deception, propa-
ganda, and disinformation tactics:

— Incressed emphasis on the espousal of peaceful
intentions while citing the need to make addi-
tional defensive military preparations.

- Increased efforts to induce tension and disagree-
ment among NATQ countries by feeding contra-
dictory information to individual governments.

— Creation of a diversion in another part of the
world.

— Attempts to mobilize some wmilitary forces
covertly.

~— Attempts to conceal or delay as long as possible
the final preparations and deployments for
attack.

~ The vse of exercises as a cover to mask military
preparations. (The Soviets believe this is the most
feasible way of rationalizing extensive military
activity.)

— The use of durkness and adverse weather condi-
tions to conceal preparations and mevement.

~ The exp! Itation of terrain to take pdvantsge of
its concealing festures.

—The use of camouflage materipls to disguise,
conceal, or distart.

~ The use of dummy/decoy equipment and radar
reflectors.

«— Activation of dummy communicstion uets.
— The use of light and sound masking.

]

— Electronic emission control.

— The manipulation of true, distorted, or false
information to mislead

146. Deception measures must be carefully and
extensively planned and tailored to a specific situation
if they are to be effective. This would weigh against
the elaborate use of deception in a hastily prepared

- attack, while an attack prepared with more delibera-

&9

tion would offer greater opportunities for employing
an integrated deception plan.l:,

147. The primary target of Pact deception meas-
ures would be senior US and NATO decisionmakers,
whom the Pact would hope to condition, mislead, and
confuse until insufficient time remained for an effec-
tive response to Pact military moves. The fundamental
objective of these Pact efforts would be to convinee US
and NATQ decisionmakers that the Pact’s intentions
were peaceful. Conditioning and confusion would be
the key methods in achieving this strategic goal. An
important part of the conditioning process would be
the feedback link—the use of the Western press,
“leaks” from controlled sources, plus in-place agents to
provide the necessary feedback which would enable
fine-tuning, further conditioning, and maxirum per-
sistence and dissemination of erroneous beliefs. Pact
planners believe that these technigues could be suc-
cessful even if US and NATO intelligence agencies
vroperly identified and interpreted Pact activities as
war preparations.

148. Once the Pact had made a decision that war
was inevitable or even highly likely, it would sanction
at least selective interference with US and NATO
intelligence collection efforts, including space-based
systems. The Soviet Union has a variety of capabilities
to hinder Western intelligence collection efforts, such
as seleptive famming of military communieations links
and radars, to destruction or blinding of intelligence
collection satellites. While such interference would
dearade US and NATO intelligence coflection efforts,
it would, in itself, provide a strong warning indicator,
andnﬁgktweﬂbemnﬁdmadanaclofwar.g

€. Botection Capability

148. Wr are confidem of the ability of US and
NATO intelligence organizations to detect a large
munber of indiceturs §f the Wamaw Pact prepared for
2 large-scale war with NATQ. While we believe that
the scale of such indicators would be such as to dearly
indioate #n intent on the Soviets” part to enhance their

“ToprSeccat_
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readiness for war, we cannot be confident that we
would have a consensus within the Intelligence Com-
munity regarding Soviet intentions to initiate hostil-
ities. It is likely that many indicators might be attrib-
utable to the precautionary actions of the Soviet
leadership in time of great international stress or crisis.
To the extent that such precautionary actions engen-
dered counterprecautionary actions on the NATO
side, the Soviets might feel driven to take further
preparatory measures which would be detected and
possibly construed as additional evidence of hostile
intent toward NATO. Nevertheless, confidence in our
ability to detect the Indicators of Soviet preparations is
strong. This confidence is based on:

— Our ability to provide reliable and timely infor-
mation derived from l:’l' intefli-
gence on a broad spectrum of Soviet and East

European political, military, and economic
activities,

— Qur ability in a crisis to augment and shift
collection capabilities and shorten processing
time.

150. Discussed below are assessmants of our ability

to detect and interpret the preparations nevessary for

the Pact to initiate the various attack options discussed
in chapter IV. The warning assessments for a standing-
start attack as well g5 the two-, Hoee-, and five-front
attacks are keved to the minimum %ime we assess
would be required for the Pact to complete the
RECCSATY ploparations in e Hme-constrained (that is,
“crash”) effort. It should be recogmized that such a
“erash” effort is unlikely under any of the options
discussed below, except possibly in regard 1o the final
preparations necessary to achiove full readiness for
war. &t is more likely that the Pact would graduaily
increase its readiness and capabilities for war as it
vercelved the development of a crisis. Thess increases
in readiness and capahilities would be duly reported,
affording US and NATO policymakers time to take

L]

precautions as they saw fit. As Warsaw Pact capabili-
ties grew, the potential remaining warning and deci-
sionmaking time would diminish. The times indicated
below are the minimums that might be expected for
US and NATO commanders and policymakers under
the unlikely circumstances of a Soviet decision to goto
war from a “cold start,” having taken no special
military preparations prior to the initiation of mobili-
zation plans. These times would be operative only if
timely decisions were made by US policymakers to
react appropriately to the rapidly developing or immi-
nent threat, If decisions were postponed and Warsaw
Pact preparations were to continue, the preparation
time available to NATO would be reduced. Recipients
of warning should understand that while it is the
principal function of the warning system to keep
policymakers informed of potentially explosive situa-
tions and changes in the capabilities of hostile forces,
the system is not designed, and should not be expected ,
to notify recipients when prudent measures should be

initiated. The timing of such decisions, like the deci- .

sions themselves, are policy matters, not intelligence
responsibilities

151. Warning recipients should also be aware that,

if possible, the Warsaw Pact wonld probably take

more time to prepare to execute an attack option than
indicated below-—anywhere from one or more days up
to many weeks. If this were to be the case, the
potential for additional US and NATO decision and
counterpreparation time would exist, provided policy-
makers reacted expeditiously to the initial and con-
tnuing warnings provided by the Intelligence Com-
munity,

Option i—Attack From o Peacetime Posture
152. As a theoretical construct, a Pact attack on

" NATO from a peacetime readiness posture would be

planned to provide as little warning to NATO as
possible. In initinting such an attack, the Pact would
forge lengthy political and economic as well as exten-
sive military preparations for wer which would warn
NATO. Nonetheless, the Pact could pot prepare for
this attack without at least alenting the forves to be
initially committed and bringing them to the “full
combat readiness” condition. This readiness condition
would probably be inftiated directly from the normal
“constant combut readiness” condition which sgnifies
& routine readiness posture in peacetime. s declara-
tion conld be overt or secret. The USSR and other Pact
rations would slo probably declare “fidl national

Yo Seany
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defense readiness” simultaneously with or soon after

the declaration of “full readiness” for military forces.
In addition, the Soviets would not attack without first
alerting their strategic forces and initiating the mobili-
zation of at least some other general purpose forces.
Minimum preparation and movement time for some
of the dozen or so Pact divisions garrisoned near the
East-West German border and the West German-
Czechoslovak border would probably be about 24
hours,

158. It is quite possible that we would detect the
order to go to “full readiness,” If not,

the passing

ol the orders and the activities required to move to
“full combat readiness” could be the first indicator of
military preparations. Some efforts would be made to
vecall personnel from local leave or temporary duty
and nonessential duties, and some local mobilization
might be evident. Activity levels within garrisons
would be abnormally bigh, and the dispersal and/or
forward movement of the attacking forces would he
unprecedented and impossible to completely conceal.

154. Accordingly, in the extremely unlikely case of
a sudden attack on NATOQ from a beacetime posture,
we judge that US and NATO intelli ce coul
and would report unusual an

increased activity by unit, and dispersion and/
or movement within a few hours after the initiation of
this activity. Such reported activity would provide
sufficient information for Allied commanders and
decisionmakers to take precautionary steps. Because of
the extremely unlikely eventuality of such an attack,
however, intespretation of the purpnse of this activity
could be ambiguous and contentious, and a final
judgment that an attack was imminent might not be
reached befare hostilities began.D

Option Il—Attack With Two Fronts

153. 1t Is not likely that the Pact would prepare a
two-front a..ack farce on a “cragh” basis from a
peacetime readiness posture. It is more Hkely that
during a peried of tenston it would gradunlly raise the
readiness of its farves through the implementetion of
the “incrensed” and “threat-of-war™ readiness condi-
tions. If, in the provess, regional or global conditiong
escalated to the orisis level, the Soviats wanld probubly
bring the Warsaw Pact forces to "full combat readi-
ness” rapidly. “Fall national defenge readiness” would
probably also be declared. There s 8 good chance that

n

we would detect the widespread dissemination of
these commands, although their significance might not
be immediately understood. Even if the commands to
convert to “full readiness” were disseminated without
our direct knowledge, a host of indicators that a full
readiness posture was being assumed would be gvail-
able. Pact political leaders and military commanders
would then begin a wide range of actions—taken on a
compressed time schedule—to complete preparations
of the populace and military forces for war (xefer to
paragraph 112, chapter IV). If initiated from a “cold
start,” these preparations would be .obsery.d, assessed,
and reported to decisionmakers within 24 hours after
activity had been initiated. We have assessed that the
Pact would require a minimum of five to six days to
prepare for a two-front attack from a “cold start” and,
more realistically, seven to 10 days if it had not taken
any previous preparations during a period of tension,
If the Soviets began their Dreparations from a peace-
time posture, US and NATO military commanders
and decisionmakers could expect to have four or more
days to make decisions and counterpreparations, pro-
vided that they reacted expeditionsly to the warnings
issued. These times do not take into account the
likelihood that the forces would be raised to higher
levels of readiness during any period of tension or
crisis, which probably would precede a Warsaw Pact
decision to move to a full war readiness posture,
Assuming that the readiness of the forces had been so
raised, the amount of time required to reach full
combat readivess could be greatly reduced. In this
case, some warnings, however ambiguous, would al-
ready have been given. The Iatelligence Community
would continue to assess the Pact’s war preparations
and issue additional judgments regarding the nature
and extent of these premraﬁmns,l:l

Option Hll—Atiack With Three Fronts

156. If the Warsaw Pact had taken #o previous
measures In time of oxisis to improve its readiness over
aprmal peacetime conditions, we assess that it would
tequire a minkmum of sight to nfne days, and more
realistically 10 to 12 days, to make preparations for a
three-front attack. These preparations could be initiat-
ed by a sequentio] declaration of the wvarions zeadiness
cenditions, or one or both of the intermediate levels of
readivess for the ammed forces and the Pact nations

could be skipped. Proparations wopld have to be’

accomplished using 5 compressed-buildup approach,
andamdﬁsimeﬂmmdbemqudtommmae
these preparations within elght to nine days. This
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would include the mobilization of over 300,000 reserv-
ists in East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia to
bring understrength divisions and nondivisional units
to war-authorized strength; the forward movement of
forces; the activation of wartime command, control,
and communication networks; the psychological prep-
aration of the Pact populace by domestic propaganda
broadcasts; and the establishment of logistic lines of
communication. Moreover, the Pact would of necessity
begin the simultaneous preparation of other forces—
both strategic and general purpose—to allow for nu-
clear escalation and timely reinforcement of first-
echelon attacking forces, The mobilization of well over
400,000 troops would be required, for example, to
bring Soviet ground formations in the Baltic, Belorus-
sian, and Carpathian Military Districts to war-autho-
rized manning levels,

157. As in the case of Option II, the chances are
good that we would deteot some of the widespread
commands to move to higher levels of military and
national readiness, including “full readiness,” and this

alone would provide a strong indicator that the Pact.

was preparing for war. If not, the urgent and wide-
spread activities that would oceur as a result of these
commands would certainly be detected and reported
and would alert US and NATO intelligence organiza-
tions that the Pact was vigorously teking steps to go to
war. A judgment that these activitles signaled war
preparations could be provided to national policymak-
ers within 24 hours after they were Initiated, thereby
providing US and NATO policymakers with seven or
more days of decision and preparation time, provided
that they acted expeditionsly. If, on the other hand,
the Pact had alveady gradually ralsed the level of
readiness of its forces during 2 period of tensian, as we
would expect it to do, the time required for final
preparations would be shorter. In this pase, some
warnings, however ambiguous, would already have
heen given. Following its initial warnings, the Inteili-
gence Comrounity would continue o assess the steps
being taken by the Pact to prepare for war and would
issue aduitional judgments regarding the meture and
scape of the pmmmﬁunsl___l

Option {V—Attack With Five Fronts

158, The pattern of urgent and widespread activity
involved in preparing a full five-fromt Pact artacking
farce would be smilsr to thet of 2 thres-front foree,
but the scope and complexity of the preparations
would be much grester. While we do oot belicve that
the Warsaw Pact would be likely 1o seek to achisve a

five-front attack posture without gradually imple-
menting some readiness measures during a period of
tension, we assess that a minimum of about 15 days
would be required to alert, mobilize, move, and
otherwise prepare the forces—assuming the transition
to full readiness was initiated from a normal peace-
time readiness posture. More realistically, such an
effort might require up to three weeks if initiated
from a normal peacetime readiness posture.D

159. The Pact could initiate military preparations
by sequentially declaring “increased combat readi-
ness,” “threat-of-war readiness,” and finally, “full
combat readiness™; or, it could skip one or both
intermediate readiness conditions. We would have a
good chance of detecting some of these commands.
The USSR and other Pact nations at some point would
declare “full pational defense readiness,” with or
without declaration of the intermediate levels of na-
tional defense readiness. With 15 days or more to
prepare for war, the Pact would have greater opportu-
nities to attempt to mask its intentions in the earliest
stages of preparation, for example, by delaying some
preparations in the forward area. An enormous effort,
however, would be required to make the preparations
necessary (o execute this option within 15 days. US
and NATD intelligence would be able to detect many
changes in the overall posture of Pact forces—even
without direct evidence that Pact ferces had been
alerted and brought to increased levels of readiness.
This would be especiaily true in regard to the mobili-
zation of understrength units in Poland and Czechoslo-
vakia, as well as almost 30 Jow-strength divisions in the
three western military districts of the USSR, the
forward movement of forces—particularly from the
western USSR—and the command, contro], and com-
mupications structure necessary $o ocoordinate and
control these activities| |

160. Shouid the Pact opt to prepare a full five-front
attack from & peacetime readivess posture, we judge
that we wonld be able to provide waming within 24 to
48 hours after preparations began. I these forces were
already at & high level of readiness, the time to achieve
£} readiness might be quite short. In this case, some
warnings, however ambiguons, would already bave
been given. In the unlikely event that the Soviets were
%o attempt to guickly bring their forces to full wartime
readiness from a peacetime posture, US and NATO
military commanders and policymakers would have at
Yeast 13 days of deciston and preparation time, provid-
od that they reacted sxpeditiously to the initial warn-
ings. During this period the Community

“Topsea
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would continue to assess the steps being taken by the
Pact to prepare for war and would issue additional
judr 1ents regarding the nature and scope of these
preparations,

D. A Gradual Buildup

161, The Pact could initiate gradua] war prepara-
tions—implemented over 2 period of many weeks or
months—either in response to a prolonged crisis or as a
result of a deliberate decision to secretly prepare for
war and Jaunch a sudden attack. We judge that the
gradual approach to achieving full readiness in reac-
tion to a developing erisis would be the most likely
course of events if the Warsaw Pact were to prepare
for war against NATO. Such an incremental and slow-
paced approach in preparing for war would present
more difficult analytical problems for US and NATO
intelligence than would the rapid, urgent, and wide-
spread implementation of war preparations. A gradual
implementation of war preparations would provide
more time to detect these preparations, interpret
them, corroborate our information, and issue warp-
ings. The early preparations, however, would probably
be difficult to distinguish from routine foree improve-
ments or exercises. The incremental approach to pre-
paring for war would also provide the Pact with
greater opportunities for fmplementing deception
measures, but their effectiveness would depend on the
timing and scope of the preparations as well as the
resourcefulness and innovativeness of the measures
taken.[:l

162. In a erisis period we would -expect the Soviets
and their allies to take at Jeast some prudent measures
to protect their intérests, including activities 1o im-
prove their military readiness and war-fighting capa-
bility, for examuple, the mobilization and preparation
of less ready elements of their force structure. Both the
collection and analytic elements of the US and NATO
intelligence communities would be alert to rwcognize
and promptly report any anusual aotivity. Under crisis
conditions the Pact might well refrain from attempt-
ing to conce .1 some preparations in order to sigos! ity
resolve and to intimidste Western governments. It
might, for example, initiate some overt alerting and
mobiliration of units, direet an overt propagands
campatgn aimed st both domestic and international
audiences, and tmplement some chvioms «ivi] defenss
measures, Int!ﬁscase—-&nvolvingamﬁma
mhmmmmmdmmmmum
Pact was taking steps to enable it to go to war. We
would also be able to judge that fina} WAT preparations

associated with the “Full” readiness condition—includ-
ing the large-scale deployment of combat forces—had
not yet been completed.

163. If a crisis continued and both sides took a
number of preparedness measures in an action-reac-
tion situation, the danger of war as a result of escala-
tion or miscalculation would certainly increase, It
would be particularly difficult under those circum-
stances to judge whether Pact prepsrations were essen-
tially defensive in nature or were being made for
possible offensive operations. Regardless of the Pact’s
motives for initiating these preparations, however, we
would be able to judge that preparations for war were
under way. We would be especially alert to efforts by
the Pact to disguise major military preparations as an
"exercise."[ﬁ

164. Because of the high risks and costs involved—
including NATO counterpreparations and the risk of
miscalculation—the Pact would probably defer overt
and large-seale mobilization, major force deployments,
and other highly wisible and provocative measures
until the final transition to full seadiness for war. We

judge that even after some weeks or months of gradual

preparations, there would still be a discernible differ-
ence in the nature, scope, and page of preparedness
measures which would enable us to provide warnings
that the Pact was initiating the final steps which wonld
enable it to go to war. Pact deception measures and
conditioning, however, could shorten the time avail-
able to defuse a crisls or 1o take countermeasures,
particnlerly if policymakers delayed action while
awaiting unambiguous proof of Pact tntentions. Nev-
ertheless, we are confident that we could inform
decisionmakers that the Pact was Initisting the final
steps that would ensble it ko go to war within 24 hours
after the beginning of the ativities associated with the
transition to & “full readiness™ condition, We would
already have issued warnings~probably repeatedly—
oflhenﬁ!ihwnmsumbdmwwnbythe?act.and
of a growing danger of hostilities.| |

E. Worsow Poct Exercises and Training Patterns

165. Pact military sctivity, whether initiated during
gs.cdslsormﬁndofmh).wmldbembmmm&ny
by the Intelligance Community on a 24-hour basts,
This contivaons surveillanoe of the USSR and the Pact
mﬂmuwﬁnmyideﬁmﬁmhﬁsﬁmdmrminmgﬂ
thesecmmhﬁesmﬂmﬁngﬁxabmmdacﬂv&ym

“moving toward an increased capability for military
ection. Any appsrent high or rising level of acttvity

73
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would be checked to determine whether it was routine
or abnormal

166. Over a period of years the Intelligence Com-
munity has compiled detailed knowledge of major
Soviet and Warsaw Pact exercises, This knowledge
generally indicates that military activity takes place at
approximately the same scenario time relative to the
initiation of hostilities. Although there are certainly
variations, depending on the type of exercise, data
recovery, and other factors, there is enough consisten-
cy to categorize actions by expected phases, such as the
threat assessment phase (increased intelligence collec-
tion and reporting), the activation and augmentation
of command and control systems, and the combat
preparation and deployment phase. This type of anal-
ysis would provide reasonable expectations of deter-
mining at least some of the following:

~— Whether the activity was expected or unusual,
— The focus of the exercise and its scope.

— What portion of the command, contrel, and
communications system was activated.

— The general level of readiness in effect.

— Similarities/dissimilarities to previous exercises.

~ General extent of military activities completed.

~— Military actions remaining o be completed.

— The extent of “live” play versus staff exercising] |

167. While we could not be absolutely certain of
our ability to distinguish between preparations for a
rautine exercise and preparations for a possible hostile
act, certain exercise-related activity does give us con-
siderable confidence that we could recognize unusual
activity. Soviet and Pact exercises, for example, are
routinely limited in scale and scope and rarely involve
the mobilization of large numbers of reservists, espe-
cially in mare than a few units; the large-seale mobili-
zation of reservists, however, is commonly simulated
in exercises. During the past several vears there has
beenatcndencvtodecreasethenumberoftmm
deployed in the field while increasing the emphasis an
large, coordinated command steff exercises which
feature multifront snd multi-TVD operations. Even
when sucd deployments do oceur, it is standard prac-
Hoe——with some exceptions--to field only elements of
divisional units, for example, one or two regiments and
perhaps some support units rather than entire divi-
sions. Conseguently, sny exercise chamcterized by the
fielding or preparation of an uousually larger number
of troops—especially entire mulidivisonal unitse—
would dictate close

168. In additton to participating in cocesions] mager
cxereises, Soviet ardl Warsaw Pact wnits condurt rou-

tine training and other activities that are fairly predict-
able based on the cyclic nature of their training
programs. The annual Soviet training program is divid-
ed into two distinct six-month cycles. These cycles are
separated by the occurrence of troop rotation, that is,
the departure of conscripts who have completed their
service and the arrival of new conscripts. Training is
conducted according to a common set of regulations
that specifies the type of training, the number of lessons
and hours, ‘and the number of field training exercises.
The type and intensity of training depends on the time
of vear, the day of the week, and manning levels within
individual units and subunits. In the past, many units—
including those in the forward area—have provided
troops and transport vehicles, usually beginning in mid-
April, to assist civil authorities in harvesting and trans-.
porting agricultural products; this activity continued
throughout the summer. However, recent information
suggests that the use of Soviet military trucks and
personnel for harv rt will be sharply curtailed,
if not terminated.

169. Our knowledge is not without limitations, but
we judge that we could recognize large-seale nonrou-
tine activities such as the following:

— Shortened or intensified training cycles.

— The large-seale mobilization of reservists in East-

ern Europe or the western military districts of
the USSR.

— Widespread or unusual military training on
weekends or holidays,

— Major changes in training schedules or pro-
cedures.

— Major increases or decreases in manning or readi-

+ mess posture.

We believe that our ability to anticipate the nature
and extent of Soviet and Pact military activity, and to

detect and propedy (nterpret unusual or abnermal

activity, bas fncreased in recent vears® While our
abifity to detect and interpret smususl activity would
not necessarily enable us to determine conclusively
that hostile military actions were imminent, we be-
lieve that we would be able to provide relatively early
Im;mjitha! the Pact was assuming a warlike posture.

¥ Befer to

the Interagency
Memotandum, NI KM §0-10017FX, $%e Sovtet fnoo-

Emajwuwm:mmfmlw ing, Outober 1980] |
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VI. LOOKING AHEAD

170. The evolution of technology and its applica-
tion to military activides will result in continuing
improvements in Soviet and Warsaw Pact military
capabilities and command and control systems. One of
the major consequences of this trend is that some
traditional military indicators of war preparations are
becoming more ambiguous (see the inset on pages 26-
28). Increased Soviet application of computer technol-
ogies and more rapid and capable communications
and transportation systerns will also make the warning
process more complex,

17). At the same time, US collection capabilities are
continuing to improve and in the next few years will
produce an explosion of data as well as ifi
improvements

[Improvements in interactive

tasking and other aspects of collection will significant-
ly enhance the flexibility and responsiveness of collec-
tors in a wide variety of situations. The implications of
this trend are that there will be much more data
available on the USSR and the Pact.

172. Cumulatively, these trends will place greater
pressure than ever on the analytical components of the
warning system, compelling accelerated efforts to
develop new methods and tools, especially new warn-
ing indicators. Additionally, there is a need for more
expeditious means of conveying and displaying warn-
ings to policymakers. Some of these methods and tools
are already beginning to be available, and they dem-
onstrate that the context of decisionmaking in its
widest and most integrated sense is an essential ingre-
dient in assessing intent and the meaning of acts that
carry it into effect. Even with technological advances
in collection, we believe that some of the most signifi-
cant improvements in our warning posture will come
in the analytical sphere during the period of this
Estimate.

173. In addition to the above, a number of develop-
ments in the USSR and the Pact could influence our
ability to warn (see inset for some examples). While
none of these developments would alter the warning
judgments of this Estimate, they could influence the

context in which warning judgments might be made in

the future,

Potential Developmants Affecting Warning
(illustrative)

Event

Change in Soviet leadership.
Establishmen! of permanent high commands of

forces opposite NATO's contral and seuthern regions.

Crisis in Eaatern Burope or the USSR,

Military manpower constrinty in the Pact.

Significance

The advent of & more confrontational leadership could
{ncrease the number of potential triggering points for a war
in Europe,

This would reduce the time required to convert the Pact’s
sommand and control structure from a peacetime to a
wartime posture,

Although the Pact hus westhered suany crives, the cumula-

- tive effect hus been to increase the expectatian that new

ones will occur snd may affect Warsaw Pact plans snd
oapahilities for war and thes the warning problem.

The consequences of this might be seen in a number of
sreas wherein soeasures o overcome the

75

compessgtory
onnstraints should provide warmdng indicators.
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Warning of War in Europe:
Changing Warsaw Pact
Planning and Forces (u)

¢ The warning times we associate with possible Warsaw Pact
preparations for war with NATO in Central Europe have increased
significantly from those set forth in 1984.

* Pact military planners would prefer and are most likely to attempt
to conduct a well-prepared attack involving five to six fronts with
Jour fronts in the first strategic echelon. We skould be able to
provide about four to five weeks of warning of such an attack. l:l

* We recognize that circumstances could cause the Pact to commit
its forces to an attack after the completion of mobilization and
movement, but before completing the postmobilization training
necessary for minimum offensive proficiency. The warning times
would be shorter, but the Soviets would judge suck an attack as
highly risky.

* Announced Soviet and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact unilateral reduc-
tions, if completed, and given no reduction in NATO capabilities,
should significantly extend preparation time because of the great-
er need in the first echelon for currently low-strength divisions
from the western USSR.[ |

Setrat_
MH NIE 4-1-84
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Figure 1
Projected Warsaw Pact Echelons

in the Western Theater of Military Operations {TMO
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Kev Judgments

The warning times we associate with possible Warsaw Pact preparations
for war with NATO in Central Europe have increased significantly from
those set forth in NIE 4-1-84. These changes are 2 direct consequence of
Soviet assessments of improved NATO military capability, our improved
understanding of the Soviet process of transitioning to war, and changes in
Soviet peacetime readiness. Accordingly, before unilateral force reduc-
tions, we assess that:

o Pact military planners would prefer and are most likely to attempt to
conduct a well-prepared attack involving five to six fronts with four
fronts in the first strategic echelon. We should be able to provide about
four to five weeks of warning of such an attack. The increased time
needed to prepare this attack option results from increased reliance in the
first echelon on “not ready” divisions from the western USSR.

An attack with three fronts in the first echelon remains a possibility in
some circumstances. We should be able to provide about two to three
weeks of warning of such an attack. Our assessment of the increased time
needed to prepare these fronts for sustained offensive operations results
from new judgments about the time required to prepare Soviet forces
based in Eastern Europe.

We recognize that circumstances could cause the Pact to commit its
forces to an attack after the completion of mobilization and movement
but before completing postmobilization training necessary for minimum
proficiency for offensive operations. If so, we could provide at least two
weeks of warning of a four-front attack or at least one week warning of a
less likely three-front attack. We believe, however, the Soviets would
judge attacks before completion of postmobilization training as highly
risky because of the reliance on reserves lacking such training.
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Figure 2

Announced Warsaw Pact Unilateral Force Reductions
in the Western Theater of Military Cperations
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Announced Soviet and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact unilatera! force reduc-
tions, if completed, should significantly extend preparation time because of
the greater need in the first echelon for currently low-strength divisions
from the western USSR. Warning of our assessed most likely attack
option—four fronts in the first echelon—would increase by about two
weeks. If the Soviets elected to attack after only mobilization and
movement, warning times would increase by almost a week.

These preparation and warning times after unilateral reductions assume
that NATOQ capabilities remain at current levels. Unilateral NATO
reductions could diminish Pact perception of their requirements for success
and, therefore, reduce warning time.

The ongoing Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Talks are likely to
result in an agreement establishing numerical parity between NATO and
Warsaw Pact forces below current NATO levels within the Atlantic-to-
the-Urals zone, From peacetime parity, the Soviets would have to reestab-
lish major forces in order to generate the capability to attack successfuily
and sustain the offensive to.the depth of the theater. This requirement
would increase preparation time considerably over what we have assessed
in this Memorandum. Alternatively, the Soviets could increase the readi-
ness and combat power of residual forces through higher manning levels
and acquisition of modern equipment. This wonld require reinvesting the
savings achieved by reducing their forces under CFE into defense and
restructuring their forges and vedistributing their equipment. These small-
er forces would be capable of launching attacks for limited objectives with
warning times more like we are accustomed to today. We do not believe
such attacks for limited objectives would be attractive to Pact planners
because the risks, to include escalation o nuclear war, would far outweigh
any potential short-term gains.

We are confident that for the period of this Estimate we will be able to de-
tect and report significant disruptions or a seversal of present political,
sogial, and econemic trends in the Warsaw Pact countries. Although these
indicators will remain ambiguous with regard to actual national war
preparations, they will continue to signal that the potential for a crisis had
increased. '

This information :s}u{: l:’

|
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Discussion'

Reasons for the Reassessment

Warsaw Pact plans and forces for war against NATO
in Central Europe changed greatly between 1982 and
1989, resulting in the Pact’s perceived need to rein-
force its first strategic echelon in Eastern Europe with
forces stationed in the western USSR before the
outbreak of hostilities. Further, our understanding of
the Pact’s process of transition to war has improved.
These two factors have led us to reevaluate US
capability to provide warning of war in Europe, In
addition, changes are under way that affect the future
of Pact nations and forces and that affect the warning
equation for the near and long-term future:

» Unilateral force reductions in both Soviet and non-
Soviet Warsaw Pact forces are reducing the peace-

! This Mecmorandum to Holders updates our estimates of warning
presented in NIE 4-1-84 (Top Sec une
1984, Warning of War in Europe.
In 1988 the Intelligence Community approved an estimate
{(Mcmorandum to Holders 83-10002) that judged that, as a dircct
consequence of the assessments of improved NATO conventional
defense capabilities, during the 1980s the Warsaw Pact changed its
preferved and most likely option for a sustained theater offensive
against NATO to an attack involving five o six fronts with four
fronts in the first strategic echelon. This Memorandum examines
the US capability to warn of war in Europe over the next two to
three years in light of that judgment together with reassessments of
peacetime readiness and transition to war reflected in NIE 11-14-
89. {t also considers the warning implications of two other changes
currently under way; (1) the ongoing unilateral reductions in Pact
conventional forces; and (2) our improved capability to discern
waraing indicators from political, social, and economic ch

in

time air and ground forces available in Eastern
Europe and selected areas in the western USSR.

» The prospect of an arms control agreement that
would result in mutual reductions to quantitative
parity raises questions of fundamental changes in
Pact military capabilities and strategy in Europe.

« Political, social, and economic changes in the War-
saw Pact countries have improved our confidence in
our ability to detect deliberate preparations to shift
these nations from peace to war footing. The further
establishment of arms control inspection regimes
reinforces our confidence,

way in the Soviet Bloc. We intend tor all of our
about potential warning of war in Europe within the next two years.

This Memorandum presents the waming of war implications of
the judgments contained primarily in National Intelligence Esti-
mate 11-14-89 (Top Secret| February 1989,
Trends and Developments in Warsaw Pact Theater Forces and
Doctrine in the 1990s and the Memorandum to Holders of

Interagency Intelligence Memorandum 83-10002, (Top Secret
mamh 1988, Employment of Warsaw Pact
orces Against 7A Four Front Attack. Readers are referred

to these documents for the detailed supporting evidence behind the
judgments on Warsaw Pact transition to war, preparation times,
and plans for attacking NATQ. Iaformation on Soviet readincss,
which directly affccts warning time, is contained in Interagency
Intelligence Memorandum 82-10012 (Secret), March 1983, The
Readiness af Soviet Ground Forces, For recent views on warning of

the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.

This Memorandum’s main focus—assessing the warning of war
implications of the Warsaw Pact's preferred four-front-attack plan
and gur improved understanding of the Pact process of transition to
war—concerns developments that occurred before Gorbachev's
conventional arms control initiatives. These developments by them-
selves call for the issuance of a new assessment. The warning
implications of both the Warsaw Pact unilateral reductions and the
period after a possible conventional force reduction treaty also
necessitate assessment, but our judgments of these warning impli-
cations must be more tentative becanse of the major changes under

nuclear war, sce Sovier Strategic Nuclear Attack Opinfons:
Sele sues for Warning and Policy, due to be issued in October
1989

This Memorandum does not address previous warning consider-
ations about Pact developments on NATO's flanks, recent changes
in Eastern Europe and the relationship of activitics in the Persian
Gulf 10 a European war. The predeployment preparations and
dispersal of the Pact navies prior to war would provide significant
warning indicators. A detailed assessmerit of the Savict naval threat
can be found in NIE 11-15-89, Soviet Naval Strategy and Pro-
grams Toward the 21st Century!j

.
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Definition: Warning of War

The Intelligence Community attempts to give early
warning that an enemy has begun preparations for
war or is on a course of action that poses a serious risk
of war: we define this as warning of war. Because itis
unlikely that we will have definitive intelligence of a
Warsaw Pact decision to prepare for war, the Intelli-
gence Community monitors and analyzes the tota)
process in which the Pact countries prepare for war,
including changes in diplomacy, propaganda, political
life, the economy, and the posture and readiness of the
armed forces (see inset). This Memorandum does not
focus on warning of attack, the communication that
an adversary is not only preparing its armed forces for
war but also intends to launch an attack in the near
Suture. Under most circumstances, these specifics
could be provided only late in a crisis. {For further
details on warning thresholds, see the annex) ]

Warsaw Pact Perceptions of NATO

Warsaw Pact military threat assessments starting in
the mid-1970s have come to regard NATO’s defen-
sive capabilities as increasingly more robust. Pact
military writings indicate that Pact planners tend to
overestimate NATO’s modernization efforts and the
battlefield capabilities of its new weapons systems,
but these assessments have influenced Pact estimates
of the size of the forces required to ensure battlefield
success. Threat asséssments by the Pact have focused
on the following changes in NATO:

* NATO’s tactical defenses are thicker and denser
and are saturated with antiarmor weapons.

* NATQ’s defenses have become more responsive,
can shift forces from one sector to another, and can
mass tactical or operational reserves against threat-
ened breakthrough. Pact planners fear that NATO
can now probably detect Pact concentrations and
shift forces to reverse unfavorable force balances in
selected sectors of the front.

* Ground-based and airborne air defenses are being
modernized and expanded.

Seorar_
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Warning as a Process

Warning of war is not a single event but a
process by which warnings of increased threat
are communicated. The Intelligence Community
strives for a warning process that trades cer-
tainty of the intention to attack for time to
allow policymakers to pursue options designed
to deter or otherwise act on an impending
confrontation. The warning systemt cannot Jore-
tell with certainty at a definite point that war
will occur. Instead, a series of warnings of
increased enemy capability would be issued
that would become less ambiguous over time.
For example, the Alert Memorandum issued by
the Director of Central Intelligence in April
1981 during the Polish crisis concluded that the
Soviets believed military intervention in Poland
was necessary and that this intervention could
take place with little further warning, but it was
unknown whether the decision to intervene had
been made.

* NATO’s ability to augment defenses through rapid
reinforcement from outside continental Europe and
the mobilization of reserve forces from within
Europe has increased. Pact planners now believe
NATO can prepare its forces for large-scale war in
10 days.

* NATO’s doctrine remains committed to a forward
defense, but it has acquired significant strategic
depth with the near-certain involvement of French
territory and forces in a NATO-Warsaw Pact

. conflict]

Pact judgments that NATO is capable of a deeper
and stronger defense argue for narrower Pact attack
seclors, a denser configuration of forces in the first
strategic echelon, and a greater preponderance of
forces on line in the attack. These points are reflected
in current Pact military writings and exercises.
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Warsaw Pact Views on the OQutbreak of War in
Europe

The possibility of war with NATO dominates Pact
military planning. In assessing the threat posed by
NATO, Warsaw Pact military authorities assume for
planning purposes that NATO's intentions are
“aggressive,” although some senior Pact officers view
this assumption skeptically. The Pact’s basic peace-
time planning assumption—upon which the Pact
structures and prepares its armed forces—envisages a
war in Europe arising from military actions taken by
the West.’:|

On the other hand, public statements by senior Soviet
leaders and recent arms control proposals indicate
that they regard the likelihood of NATO aggression
as low. A major change, in their view, probably would
follow a series of international crises that would
clearly signal an increased NATO threat. In the
absence of such crisis, we assess that the Soviet
leadership currently sees the possibility of war in
Europe as low,

The Pact’s concept of.a period of threat—a severe
deterioration in international relations resulting from
intense East-West crises in third areas, Western
exploitation of serious instabilities in Eastern Europe,
and possibly an internal crisis in the West that leads
to Western adventurism—is fundamental to their
thinking about the outbreak of war. Pact military
planners generally dismiss the notion of an accidental
outbreak of a major war. They also believe that a
massive Western attack launched without a major
crisis is a very remote possibility. Such a “bolt-from-
the-blue” attack is judged so unlikely that it can be
largely ignored in military planning except for pru-
dent measures to keep essential portions of Pact forces
at a high state of readiness. Finally, although conflict
with the West could begin outside Europe—for exam-
ple, in the Middle East—the Pact judges that escala-
tion of the war to the European theater by either side
would require a separate, major decision,

Warsaw Pact Plans for War in Europe

Pact military writings have traditionally stated that a
war with NATO could be won only by a sustained

theater-level offensive. These sources indicate that
Pact planning includes both offensive and defensive
contingencies. Traditionally, Soviet planners have
preferred to seize the initiative at the beginning of a
war by launching what they describe as a preemptive
attack against NATO after at least some mobilization
of Pact forces. Their current assessment is that a
preemptive attack has become increasingly difficult to
execute, If the Pact is unable to carry out a preemp-
tive attack because of either military or political
constraints, it would assume an initial defensive oper-
ation posture. Ongoing force generation would in-
crease the Pact capability for a theater-level counter-
offensive. 3.5 ( C)
On the other hand, Pact public statements and other

recent evidence indicate a preemptive attack may no

longer be a component of Soviet military doctrine.

These statements suggest that the Soviet political

leadership has rejected traditional military prefer-

ences for preemption and will rely on a doctrine of

strategic defense. According to these statements, Pact

forces would establish defensive positions and conduct
counterattacks only to recover lost Pact territory; a

continued offensive into NATO territory would be

conducted only after prolonged attempts to end the

war had failed.

The most dangerous scenario, in the Pact view, would
be 2 NATO attack after rapid NATO preparations.
Pact officers have noted that NATO has greatly
accelerated its mobilization capabilities over the last
10 years and can prepare its first strategic echelon for
operations in 10 days. This speed, combined with the
advantages offered by high-technology weapons, re-
sults in NATO’s capability to mount a determined
aftack,

3.5(c)

Soviet writings, nevertheless, indicate that they be-
lieve they could detect NATO preparations early
enough to keep NATO from achieving a decisive
advantage. The Soviets envision rapidly prepared
NATO assaults against Pact forces that were neither
fully ready nor fully deployed. In their view, however,
Pact forces would contain NATO after gains of about
100 kilometers, with subsequent plans to counter-
attack. ’
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Warning of Attack in the Southwest, Northwest, and
Oceanic TMOs .

Soviet military planners have traditionally viewed the
Western Theater of Military Operations {TMO) (op-
posite NATO’s central region) as the single most
important theater of operations in a future war
against NATO. Within their theater strategy, the
Soviets also plan for combat operations against US
and NATO forces in the Northwest and Southwest
TMOs, as well as the Atlantic and Pacific TMOs,
Announced and ongoing force reductions in ground
and air forces in the Northwest and Southwest
TMOs, as well as naval force reductions, will lengthen
the Soviets’ preparation time for operations in these
theaters. Though the Soviets may not undertake ful}
combat operations in all theaters simultaneously, they
will probably be able to generate and mobilize forces
in these other theaters within the timelines of their
mobilization of forces within the Western TMO.

The Peacetime Readiness Status of Soviet Forces

The Pact’s force posture opposite NATO in the
Western TMO reflects Pact beliefs about the most
likely scenario for war initiation in Europe—after an
extended crisis——and operational planning for initial
combat actions. The crisis period would allow suffi-
cient time 10 mobilize Pact forces. The ability to
mobilize large theater forces rapidly instead of main-
taining immediate combat readiness of the entire
force is the goal of Pact military planners

Of the 103 ground forces divisions in the Pact’s order
of battle in the Western TMO in 1989, just over half
arc considered *‘ready™ and the remainder “not
ready” (see table 1), Ready divisions, however, are not
fully manned in peacetime. The most ready Soviet
motorized rifle and tank divisions—those stationed in
Central Europe—are manned at 80 to 83 percent of
authorized wartime levels. Almost all the Soviet
divisions stationed in the Western USSR are not
ready. Soviet aircrews and missile units are manned
at close to wartime levels as a safeguard against an
unexpected attack. Support units are manned at levels
of 15 and 30 percent of intended wartime strength.

eorag

l
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" Ready? 1

R R T S T
S 3 - 30 63
Nori:Sovict WarsawPact 21. " 19~ . B
* Figures represent motorized rifle, tank, and airborne divisions,
bSaoviet ready divisions are manned between 50 and 100 percent
and possess full sets of recent equipment. These divisions corre-
spond 1o US category A and B divisions.
< Sovict not-ready divisions are manned up to 50 percent, generally
have older equipment, and often do not have full equipment sets,
These divisions correspond to US category C and D divisions|

Many support units intended for wartime do not exist
in peacetime and would be formed only after mobili.
zation. These judgments of undermanning were rela-
tively new when NIE 4-1-84 was written. Since then
we have reached assessments of their implications—
reflected in NIE 11-14-89—for the time required to
fully prepare Soviet forces in Central Europe for

3.5(c)

3.5(c)

" sustained offensive operations at authorized wartime

strength.

Transition to War

Pact planners have developed a flexible system of four
stages that allows the Pact to mobilize its forces either
rapidly or incrementally (see inset), If time permitted,
Pact forces could be mobilized on a gradual basis
through each stage until full combat readiness was
achieved. Until this last stage is reached, Pact forces
could be held at an intermediate level or the process
could even be reversed. Ordering “threat of war”
readiness or especially “full combat readiness,” given
the extensive disruption of the economy, would indi-
cate the Soviets probably Jjudged war to be likely but
not necessarily inevitable. In an emergency, the stages
could be compressed, and peacetime forces would
move directly to full combat readiness.
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Soviet Alert Stages

Constant Combat Readiness. The normal
peacetime readiness status of the Soviet armed
Jorces. Routine training and activity take place.
Leaves and passes may be granted at comman-
der’s discrelion.l:ﬁ

Increased Combat Readiness. Unit personnel
are recalled from leave or temporary duty, and
division subunits conducting field training re-
turn to garrison. Mobilization and contingency
planning are reviewed and updated by staffs.
Unit personnel remave equipment from storage
and begin 1o prepare reception points for reserv-
ists. The division's field command post (CP) is
partially manned and deployed to a dispersal
area. Staffing at garrison command center is
increased.

Threat-of-War Combat Readiness. Units deploy
Jrom garrison 1o dispersal or assembly areas.
The control of the division is transferred from
the garrison command center to the field CP.
Selected reservists with specialized skills ma
Join the unit| | :

Full Combat Readiness. Full mobilization
takes place and reservists join their units. If
required, equipment mobilized for the units
also arrives. Units establish their wartime com-
mand, control, and communications structure.
At this point, the alert, dispersal, and mobiliza-
tion process is complete. Subsequent steps such
as training, final preparations, and deployment
would take place after this stage in the alert

- process is complete. '

Both ready and not-ready forces require mobilization
and training to achieve full combat readiness. Before
the initiation of the unilateral reductions in 1989, we
estimated that Soviet forces based in East Germany,
Czechoslovakia, and Poland would need at least two
to three weeks to prepare for sustained offensive
operations at authorized wartime strength: one to two
weeks to mobilize and transport reservists from the

I
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USSR to Eastern Europe to fill out Soviet units, and

an additional week to integrate the reservists into

units and to train them. This is a significantly longer

time than presented in NIE 4-1-84, where we estimat-

ed this same force could be prepared in 10 to 12 days,

and results from our improved understanding of Pact
peacetime readiness 3. 5(0)

We estimate that not-ready divisions in the western
USSR would require about 45 days to fully prepare
for sustained offensive operations. Qur asséssment of
Soviet military planning and training practices indi-
cate that on average five days are required to alert,
disperse, and mobilize these divisions. Thereafter, the
reservists would engage in individual and then tactical
training. By about the 30th day, the average division
is minimally capable of offensive action, and by about
the 45th day, the average not-ready division is capable
of conducting sustained offensive combat. These times
do not include movement time. 3.5((;)
We recognize that circumstances could cause the Pact

to commit its forces to an attack after completion of
mobilization and movement but before completing
postmobilization training. Before unilateral reduc-

tions, we assessed that the Pact could bring Soviet

forces in Central Europe to authorized wartime

strength in one to two weeks. Within the same time

period, the Soviets could also deploy forward from the

western USSR lead elements of a fourth front. As

Pact military writings indicate, use of not-ready

forces without postmobilization training entails a very
significant degradation in combat proficiency (we

. have assessed this could be as much as 70 percent for

a low-strength cadre division). Consequently, we be-

lieve the Soviets would judge attacks after completion

of only mobilization and movement as highly risky

because of the reliance on reserves lacking the mini-

mum necessary postmobilization training to consum-

mate offensive success. 3. 5(0)

Warsaw Pact Attack Options

Pact leaders face 2 major dilemma in deciding to
attack NATO. Preparedness, and the combat poten-
tial, sustainability, and resilience that p_reparations




C00638425

Approved for Release: 2016/03/28 C00638425

would generate, has to be balanced against the advan-
tage of attacking quickly to preempt NATO's mobili-
zation, reinforcement, and establishment of an orga-~
nized defense. Overall, we conclude that Pact military
planners would prefer and are most likely to attempt
to conduct a fully prepared attack involving five to six
fronts with four fronts ? on the first strategic echelon.
We have continued to note indications of this prefer-
ence through early 1989

We cannot rule out the possibility, nevertheless, that
during a crisis the Soviets might choose to launch a
preemptive attack on NATO without taking the time
to fully prepare their forces. We have no evidence to
indicate what series of events would persuade the
Soviets to diverge from their preferred option and
launch combat operations from a posture of less than
full preparedness. The most important determinant
perhaps would be the Soviets’ estimation of the degree
of control they possessed over the immediate crisis.
They could believe, for example, that a NATO attack
was imminent and they must rapidly react or that
incremental mobilization of both sides had shifted the
correlation of forces against the Pact and that the
Pact could not afford to delay until mobilization was
complete. Pact intelligence collection focuses on moni-
toring NATO’s readiness status, and significant
changes in that status during a crisis would be key
decision points for Pact planners. In such circum-
stances, the Pact could commence operations after
only mobilization and movement. Soviet military
planners clearly recognize that it would be 2 political
decision whether to make further preparations while
attempling to dcfuse a crisis or Lo conduct a preemp-
tive attack with available forces.

A Five-to-Six-Front Attack With Four Fronts in First

Echelon

The Soviets, in our view, adopted this option during

the 1980s because: :

* They believe that a European war would probably
have a protracted conventional phase lasting weeks

" Although not directly comparable to any Western organization, a
ront is similar o a NATO army group and its associated air forces
in size, level of command, and function. There is no standard
organization for a front. It usuzlly is composed of three to five
vumbined arms armies, each including three to five tank or
motorized rifle divisions and ajr forces with as many as several
hundred tactical wircraft, The overall size of a typical from would
depend on the mission assi and would probably range from
200,000 w 400,000 mcnflinrd

Sévsat
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if not months, or that nuclear use may not accur at
all.

* They estimate that NATO’s conventional defense
capabilities have improved and that more Pact
forces will be required on line to overwhelm
NATO’s rapidly generated and more robust forces.

* They think that a preemptive attack against NATO
has become more difficult and that they must
prepare for a defensive phase at the beginning of a
war, .

¢ They expect severe losses in the conventional phase
of a major war.

The introduction of a fourth front on line in the first

" strategic echelon allows Pact planners to narrow the

attack sector in which each fromt would operate, thus
increasing the density and depth of attacking forces.
The first strategic echelon would comprise about 65
Warsaw Pact divisions. Evidence indicates that the
fourth front would concentrate against the V US
Corps and VII US Corps, while a front made up of
the combined Western Group of Forces (formerly the
Group of Soviet Forces, Germany) and East German
Army would operate on the theater’s main axis of
attack against Belgian and British forces of NATO's
Northern Army Group.

Not all of the component armies of a fourth front
would need to be forward deployed before offensive
operations began, nor would its force structure neces-
sarily correspond to the peacetime force structure of a
Soviet military district. Evidence before unilateral
reductions indicated that one army from the Western
Group of Forces (already stationed in Germany) could
be subordinated to the fourth front and act as its first
operational echelon. Two to three armies from the
western USSR probably would complete the fourth
front’s organization (see figure 1 on page iv). The
forward deployrr;cnt of one of these armies from the
western USSR to East Germany before hostilities
probably would provide sufficient forces for the fourth
front to commence operations.

We judge that the Soviets would require four to five
weeks of preparation for a fully prepared four-front
attack. This judgment assumes that the lead army of
the fourth front to be moved forward from the western

2016/03/28 C00638425
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USSR has at least one ready division and that its not-
ready divisions ate given the opportunity to conduct
some of the necessary postmobilization training before
the initiation of combat. Because of the importance
the Soviets ascribe to the contribution of the fourth
front, we believe the Soviets would perceive signifi-
cant risk to the overall success of their offensive if
they committed these forces with little or no postmo-
bilization training. We cannot rule out the possibility
that the Soviets might judge circumstances as compel-
ling them to commit their forces with little or no
training. In that case, preparation time could be as
little as two to three weeks. On the other hand, the
Soviets might delay their attack beyond four to five
weeks to allow the not-ready divisions needed in the
first echelon and others whose follow-on contribution
would also be important to fully prepare for sustained
offensive combat.

An Attack With Two te Three Fronts

in First Echelon

A three-front attack would involve initially only those
Soviet and non-Soviet units already in place in Cen-
tral Europe-—about 50 divisions. This is the same
three-front attack option from NIE 4-1-84. Before
unilateral reductions, we judged that under this ap-
proach the Soviets would be prepared to conduct
sustained offensive operations with two to three weeks
of preparation. This period would enable the Soviets
to bring their forces deplayed in Central Europe up to
full strength and conduct some training. We cannot
rule out the possibility that the Soviets might judge
circumstances as comgpelling them to commit these
forces without any postmobilization training, in as
little as seven to 14 days. Shorter preparation times
would seriously compromise sustainability because it
would permit the logistics structure, which is routine-
ly maintained at very low manning levels, to be only
incompletely mobilized. Pact writings indicate that
their planners believe such an attack would be risky
owing to limited postmobilization training for the .
lower readiness units, damage and delay to key forces
still in transit from the western USSR due to NATO
air attacks, and the vulnerability to an attack of a
poorly dispersed logistics infrastructure. For these
reasons, we assess that a three-front attack is far less
likely than the preferred four-frent option with its
lengthier preparation time, which promises less risk
and more certainty of success in a sustained theater-
level offensive.
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Before unilateral reductions, Pact sources indicated
that the smallest force the Pact might use to initiate
offensive operations against NATO would consist of
two fronts in first echelon made up of Soviet forces in
Eastern Europe together with East German and
Czechoslovak national forces, or about 37 divisions.
The Soviets and their allies, however, do not practice
this option. Pact planners probably believe that
NATO’s improved defense and mobilization capabili-
ties would quickly offset the early advantages
achieved by a two-front attack. Moreover, if early
success were achieved by the Pact forces it probably
could not be exploited and sustained due to a shortage
of adequately manned divisions and limited logistic
support capability. The risks and complexities inher-
ent in such an option lead us to conclude that a two-
front Pact attack is highly unlikely,

Unreinforced Attack

We continue to assess that there is little chance that
the Pact would initiate war against NATO from a
peacetime readiness posture. The Pact does have some
capability to attack NATO on short notice using
ground and air units garrisoned near the West Ger-
man border, perhaps 15 divisions and several hundred
tactical aircraft (with no front organization). We
assess these forces could initiate operations within 24
hours of receiving an attack order. Pact military
writings indicate an expectation that such an attack
would, at best, enjoy marginal success because of
NATO’s rapid ability to react and reverse force
balances; an attack could be neither well supported
nor sustained, and the entire Pact infrastructure for
war would be unprepared and, therefore, vulnerable.

]

Warning of War

We are very confident that the US and NATO
intelligence organizations will detect many military,
political, and economic indicators of Warsaw Pact
preparations for a war with NATO. Although we
believe that the unprecedented scale of the activities
would clearly indicate the Soviets’ intention to en-
hance their readiness for war, we cannot be confident

3.5(c)

3.5(c)
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that we would have a tonsensus within the Intelii- the amount of preparation time the Pact leaders
gence Community fegarding Soviet intentions to initi-  believed wag necessary for their own forces. Although
ate hostilities. Nevertheless, confidence in our ability  we have no direct evidence, we believe serious delays
to detect the indicators of Soviet preparations is in NATO mobilization, for example, could cause
strong.zl Soviet military planners to abandon their preferred
four-front option and attack with less complete prepa-
A Pact decision to prepare for war with NATO would rations. Alternatively, Soviet decisionmakers could
undoubtedly set in motion multitudinons activities conclude that lagging NATO mobilization would
and lay out a timetable for these preparations, but it enable them to relax the pace of their own prepara-
would more than likely not specify the exact date and tions in an effort to avert hostilities|
time of attack or irrevocably commit the Soviet
leadership to war, The Soviets would most likely Warning of an Unreinforced Attack
increase their readiness gradually as a crisis devel- As a theoretical construct, a Pact attack on NATO
oped. We believe that the entire process from the first from a peacetime posture would be planned to provide
sign of mobilization to the initiation of hostilities as little warning to NATO as possible. A Pact attack
could take many days or weeks longer then the from garrison could be prepared in as little as 24
“reasonable minimum™ times discussed below, The hours. It is possible that we might detect the order to
political and economic indicators significant to the move to full combat readiness, but it is more likely we
carly stages of a developing crisis are addressed on would detect abnormal activity levels in garrisons
page 11 within a few hours of initiation. Such reported activity
would provide the opportunity for Allied commanders
The warning assessments presented below, however, to take precautionary steps, Because of the extremely
are keyed to the time we think the Pact would need to  unlikely eventuality of such an attack, however, inter-
complete the preparations necessary to achieve our pretation of the purpose of this activity could be
assessed minimum proficiency for offensive opera- ambiguous and contentious, and a final judgment that
tions. We assume in these cases that the Soviet an attack was imminent might not be reached before
leadership has called for immediate full-scale prepa-  hostilities began.
ration for war at the maximum pace possible, We
recognize that circumstances could cause the Pact to Warning of An Attack With Two to Three Fronts in
commit its forces after the completion of mobilization First Echelon
and movement but withoyt the minimum necessary If the Pact had taken no previaus measures to improve
postmobilization training, We believe, however, that its readiness, we estimate that an attack with two or
the Pact would view such an attack as highly risky three fronts in first echelon would require two to threc
because of the reliance on reserves lacking postmobili- weeks of preparations, Upward of | million reservists
zation training. For these times, see table 3 op page would have to be mobilized in the western Soviet
10. The actual decision to attack would come later Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and East Germany to
depending on Soviet Jjudgments made during the bring understrength divisions and nondivisional units
developing crisis that would be keyed to their evalua-  to the authorized strength for war, Preparing the lines
tions of NATO’s actions,| of communication through Eastern Europe would also
* Tequire substantial effort, Moreover, the Pact would
These warning times also assume that US and NATO  begin the simultaneons preparation of other forces——
policymakers make timely decisions to react to the both strategic and general purpose—to prepare for
rapidly developing crisis and the growing Pact threat, nuclear escalation and the timel reinforcement of
1f decisions were postponed and if Pact preparations forces in Eastern Europe.d 3-5(0)
continued, the breparation time available (o NATO
would be reduced. During a crisis, the Pact would
closely monitor NATO preparations. Its assessment of
NATO military capability would strongly influence
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We have a good chance of detecting some of the
communications that accompany rising levels of mili-
tary readiness. Moreover, we would detect the urgent
and widespread activity that occurred as a result of
extensive mobilization and the preparation of lines of
communication. We would detect and report these
indicators to policymakets within 24 hours after the
initiation of these activities, thereby providing two to
three weeks of warning. On the other hand, if the Pact
had already gradually raised the level of readiness of
its forces during a period of tension—as we would
expect it to do—the time required for final prepara-
tions would be shorter. In this case, some initial
warnings probably would have already been given.
Following these warnings, the Intelligence Communi-
ty would continue to assess the Pact’s preparations for
war and would issue additional judgments about the
nature and scope of these steps,

Warning of a Five- to Six-Front Attack With Four
Fronts in First Echelon

The pattern of urgent and widespread activity associ-
ated with a fully prepared four-front attack would be
similar to that of a three-front force, but the scope
and complexity of the preparations would be much
greater. If the Pact had taken no previous measures to
improve its readiness, we assess that it would require
about four to five weeks of preparation to alert,
mobilize, move, and most important—provide some
basic training for these forces.

As in the previous cases, if the Pact began prepara-
tions from peacetime readiness levels, we would detect
and report the preparations within 24 to 48 hours of
their initiation, allowing about four weeks of warning
before the outbreak of hostilities. It is more likely,
however, that the Pact would gradually raise force
readiness during a prolonged period of tension. Such
measures could decrease somewhat the overall prepa-
ration requirements once the decision for full-scale
mobilization and possibly war was made, but they
would almost certainly cause the Intelligence Com-
munity to issue warnings regarding the increased
readiness of Pact forces, Partial measures to increase
Pact readiness would not eliminate the requirement
for the Pact to take a highly visible series of steps over
a substantial period of time to prepare to execute this

“Saver_

attack option. Enormous and unprecedented mobiliza-

tion of Pact forces would still be required. We believe,
therefore, that even after widespread prewar partial
measures had been taken, Pact forces still would need

two to three weeks of preparation. 3.5(c)

Warning Implications of Warsaw Pact Unilateral
Force Reductions

The announced reductions of Soviet forces in Eastern
Europe and East European national forces, if fully
implemented, will significantly lower Pact force levels
in the forward area (see table 2 and figure 2 on page
vi). Six Soviet tank divisions, plus critical combat
support units such as bridging, and substantial
amounts of additional equipment are scheduled to be
withdrawn. Scheduled tank reductions amount to
about half of Soviet tanks in Eastern Europe. Non-
Soviet Warsaw Pact forces, which currently comprise
a large proportion of the forces in Eastern Europe, are
also to be reduced. Moreover, forces inside the Soviet
Union are to be restructured and are to lose tanks and
possible artillery from their structure. Equipment
moadernization and restructuring of remaining Soviet
forces in Eastern Europe may offset to some extent
the loss of combat capability, but non-Soviet Warsaw
Pact forces are not taking similar steps] | 3.5(c)

These reductions—which are well under way—proba-
bly will render an unreinforced Pact attack practically
impossible and will require the Pact to rely more
heavily on currently not-ready divisions to support
either a two-, three-, or four-front attack. Pact plan-
ners will likely conclude that—without reinforce-
ments from the western USSR roughly equal to two
fronts—their forces remaining in Eastern Europe
after the unilateral cuts would not possess the advan-
tage over current NATO forces needed to initiate and
sustain offensive operations to the depth of the the-
ater. The Soviets probably would believe that to attain
sufficient combat power in the theater they would
have to gencrate enough not-ready divisions to replace
the withdrawn Soviet divisions, as well as the disband-
ed East European formations. Such greater reliance
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Totak: < -

Saviet )

East Germany

Polend .

Cazechoslovakia . : L
* The equipment from these divisions is to be stored jn unit sets.

“This table iw

» Minimum time frequired to mobilize and move necessary combat ¢ Greater reliance on “not-ready” forces from the western USSR
forces, The Soviets could decide to commit forces at this point but will increase both movement and preparation times. Pastunilateral
would consider such use highly risky. reduction figures include an average of 25 days of postmobilization
b Includes mobilization and movement times as well as additional training because of the heavy reliance on low-strength cadre

time required to bring divisions 1o the equivalent of battalion-level  divisions from the western USSR, This training is required to bring
training, which is the Community assessed standard for “minimum divisions 10 equivalent of battalion-level training, which is the
proficienc; to initiate offensive operations” defined in Interagency standard for “minimum proficiency to initiate offensive operations”
intelligence Memorandum 82-10012 (Secrey), March 1983, The defined in HM 82-10012.

Readiness of Soviet Ground Forces.

This table iSvore] | - 3.5(c)
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on the early commitment of currently not-ready divi-
sions from the Soviet Union for sustained offensive
operations would stretch out Pact preparations to 40
to 50 days. We cannot rule out the possibility that the
Soviets might judge circumstances as compelling
them to commit their forces without the minimum
postmobilization training necessary for offensive oper-
ations, in as little as 18 to 25 days.

Our assessment of preparation and warning times
after the Pact’s unilateral reductions are complete
assumes that NATQ remains at current force levels.
The extent of Pact preparations—reinforcement of
forces in Eastern Europe, and training—required to
conduct a potentially successful offensive campaign is
driven in large measure by Pact assessments of
NATO military capability. 4s a result, unilateral
NATO reductions outside the context of a conven-
tional force reductions agreement could diminish the
Pact’s assessment of its force requirements for suc-
cess and thus reduce the preparation time needed for
the Pact and the warning time available to NATO.

Political and Economic Developmenis and
Implications for Warning

The dramatic political, social, and economic changes
in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe in the last
few years—stemming principally from President
Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and reform—have
increased the visibility of the likely preparations that
would have to be undertaken for a general war with
NATO. The West has obtained unprecedented, if still
limited, access to the Pact countries including the
Soviet Union. In addition, arms control agreements
enable US inspectors to monitor the status of some
critical Soviet forces and military activities, increas-
ing the difficulty of the Soviets’ conducting covert
military preparations, to some extent. Such improved
access would allow the Intelligence Community to
more rapidly assess major changes associated with
national war preparations. Conversely, a widespread
curtailment of such access would itself be an indicator
of a change in the strategic environment

At the same time, some indicators of economic mobi-
lization have become even more ambiguous, making it
difficult to determine whether specific changes are

11
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Warning of Industrial Mobilization

US and Alied incelligence for many years have
considered Warsaw Pact measures io prepare
the general populace for the rigors of a major
war to be important warning indicators but had
difficulty in detecting or properly evaluating
them. Beginning in 1984, the US Intelligence
Community began a special collection and ana-
Iytical program to develop data bases on Pact
economic activity in peacetime in order to warn
of changes that might indicate the start of
industrial mobilization. Research on critical
industrial sectors has produced a sample of
nondefense industries which have characteris-
tics importani for warning. First, Western tech-
. nicians have access to them; second, the plants
are important in satisfying civilian needs in
peacetime; third, they have plans to change
production during industrial mobilization. Any
Significant production changes at these plants
would be important early warning indicators.
Increased contacts with the West and Gorba-
chev's policy of glasnost have improved our
ability to collect data and our confidence in
interpreting them to determine the status of

these facilities.,:]

associated with national war preparations. The useful-
ness of industrial indicators, in particular, bas been
degraded by the implementation of reforms, which
have disrupted normal operations. For example,
changes such as in the composition of the work force
or the size of stockpiles might signify the introduction
of new product lines or more efficient plant opera-
tions. Likewise, denial of access to individual Soviet
industrial plants previously open to Western visitors
might not arise from a concern with concealing
mobilization, but rather from a desire to protect new
technologies or to disguise sensitive production activi-
ties. Until the economic environment stabilizes some-
what, industrial indicators will remain less useful than
in the past in warning of Pact national war prepara-
tions.

Sevrat
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Warsaw Pact National Defense Readiness Plan

Peacetime ment and supplies held in national reserves, togeth-~
er with limited numbers of reservists, vehicles, and
The economy satisfies routine requirements for the equipment, may be called up from the national
armed forces and creates the necessary stockpiles economy. Movement restrictions are placed on
required during mobilization and the initial stages {ransport equipment with mobilization assign-
of war. ments. Measures could e implemented nation-
wide or select; vely, immediately or gradually,
Period of Threat
Preparatory measures are taken to increase na- State of Immediate Threat to the Nation. Includes
tional readiness to convert rapidly to a war pos- tmeasures which lead to a definite transition af the
ture. These measures conld range from a limited bopulation, economy and civil defense apparatus
callup of men and equipment to a full mobilization (o g wartime posture. Government and state orga-
of the population, economy, armed forces, the nizations begin to assume full wartime missions
territorial and border forces, and the civil defense  and provide additional mobilization support 1o the
establishment. To guard against Pprecipitate eco- armed forces. Industry is canverted to the produc-
nomic disruption during a period of gradually tion of war materials under warlime plans.
increasing or fluctuating tension, the period of
threat is subdivided into two phases; Wartime

Increased National Defense Readiness, Produces  Full National Defense Readiness. The nation ison
Jew changes in the national economy, but measures  a war footing and production is organized in the
would be designed to assure that mobilization manner best suited to Support the armed forces.
could be accomplished rapidly and efficiently if These measures would be implemented, if possible,
ordered. Limited organizational changes in the before the war,

government and Communist Party occur. Eguip-

]
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Restructuring and modernization have not degraded  Qutlook

the overall ability of the Pact countries to support

preparations for a war, In addition, Pact governments Warning Implications of Mutual Conventional Force
have not dismantled the institutions responsible for Reductions ’

managing the process. Given the activities likely to The ongoing CFE Talks are likely to result in an
take place in this process (see inset), we believe that agreement establishing numerieal parity between
we will detect and report significant disruptions to or NATO and Warsaw Pact forces below current

a reversal of present trends that could signal a change NATO levels within the Atlantic-to-the-Urals zone.
in the Soviet assessment of the likelihood of war., The Within the context of this treaty, an intrusive monj-
changes would indicate that the risk had increased for toring and verification regime will be implemented to
a crisis that could lead to war. :

|
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ascertain treaty compliance, which will be substan-
tially accomplished by the regular presence of foreign
inspection teams. Although the reductions themsclves
will affect warning, the intrusive monitoring inherent
in a CFE-type agreement would reduce the Soviet’s
ability to generate forces without detection] |-

Regardless of the ultimate level of parity, we believe
that, once Pact forces reduce to the same level as
NATO, the Soviets would no longer be confident that
they could achieve offensive (or counteroffensive)
goals to the depth of the theater with these forces.
Soviet military planning factors would indicate that
only the possession of substantial military superiority
can ensure success to the attacking side. From peace-
time parity, the Soviets would have to reestablish
major forces in order to generate the capability to
attack successfully and sustain the offensive to the
depth of the theater. The requirement to reestablish
forces capable of large-scale offensive operations to
achieve traditional theater-strategic goals in Europe
would increase preparation times considerably over
what we have assessed in this Memorandum. Specific
times would depend on several factors not yet
known—including the readiness at which post-CFE
forces were maintained, the disposition of withdrawn
equipment, the possibility of limits on forces east of
the Urals, the state of the defense industries, the
necessity to produce additional equipment, and Soviet
willingness to risk shifting forces from other regions.

If the Soviets were willing to reinvest potential savings
from reducing their forces back into defense, and
restructure their forces and redistribute their equip-
ment, they could increase the readiness and combat
power of residual forces through higher manning
levels and procuring modern equipment. These small-
er, but on average more ready, forces still would not
be capable of launching theater-strategic offensive
operations without the substantial effort to reestablish
additional forces described above. These smaller
forces would be capable of launching smaller attacks
for more limited objectives, however, with warning
times more like we are accustomed to today. We do

I

that the risks of limited-objective attacks far outweigh
any potential short-term gains, and that foremost
among these risks would be the expansion to large-
scale war, including the ultimate risk of triggering

nuclear war] |

Economic and Political Changes

We are confident that for the period of this Memoran-
dum we will be able to detect and report significant
disruptions or a reversal of present political, social,
and economic trends in the Warsaw Pact countries.
Although these indicators will remain ambiguous with
regard to actual national war preparations, they will
continue to signal that the potential for a crisis had
increased and warrant a change in the vigilance of the
US and NATO.[::]

3.5(c)
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not believe such attacks for limited objectives would

be attractive to Pact planners for the same reasons we
discount them today, and which were outlined in NIE
4-1-84. These reasons center around the conclusion

13 -
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Annex

Warning Thresholds

In assessing the likelihood of war, the Intelligence
Community sees a number of important thresholds for
warning:

« First is the development of a crisis or rise in tension
that might provide the context for war, Whether
such a crisis developed gradually or suddenly, early
indicators would include changes in diplomatic style
or tactics, an increase in hostile propaganda,
changes in foreign access, and travel restrictions in
Pact countries. Warning at this carly stage would be
more confident if the Soviets also began unusuat
military activities.

Second, if the Soviets decided that the crisis con-
tained a serious possibility of war, they would also
begin making changes to civil and economic life.
The pace and extent of disruptions would depend on
how fast the crisis developed. In some extreme
situations, the Soviets might not be able to take
many measures beforé the outset of hostilities.
Long-term developments of warning significance
could include measures to tighten internal controls,
stop some industrial production, shift more to mili-
tary products, and reorganize national finances,

Approved for Release: 2016/03/28 0006384é5

labor and natural resources. In a more rapidly
developing crisis, such measures might be restricted
to the recall of reservists with critical skills and the
mobilization of civil transportation resources needed
10 support military mobilization.

Third, the clearest warning threshold would be the
start of mobilization of conventional military forces,
including activation of wartime command and con-
trol communications, diversion of civil manpower
and other resources to improve military logistics and
transportation, and the recall of reservists. Although
it would take 24 to 48 hours to confirm the scope
and extent of the activity, warning that widespread
mobilization activity had begun would be almost
unambiguous.

The final warning threshold would be detection of
military movements that indicated the Pact armed
forces were making final attack preparations.
Warning of war might be issued hours to several
days before an actual attack but we would have high
confidence that war was imminent

?;.5(0)
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