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TVD envisions offensives along three-to-five main axes
of advance in Central Europe. (See figure B-1.) To
carry out these offensives, the Pact probably would
seek, at le -gitially, to organize its first-echelon
forces into three fronts—the Soviet-East German, the
Polish, and the Czechoslovak-Soviet—although a
smaller force might be employed in extreme circum-
stances.

7. C jPolish forces (possibly aug-
mented by some East German and more recently some
Soviet forces) would form a Polish Front of about 15
divisions.

]however, Polish armies have been
used as exploitation forces in the central part of West
Germany. Thisc »
forcesldoes not give us a clear picture of current Soviet
plans. In any case, the Polish Front command struc-
ture s still believed to be in Warsaw Pact plans.

8. East Germany's two armies typically join Soviet
forces from the Group of Soviet Forces Germany and
the Northern Group of Forces to form a Soviet-East
German Front of about 27 divisions. [

Czechoslo-
vakia’s 10 divisions would join the five divisions of the
Soviet Central Group of Forces stationed in that
country to form the Czechoslovak-Soviet Front.[?

]

The Southern Tier Nations of the Warsaw Pact

>y

9. Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania—the Southern
Tier members of the Warsaw Pact—have in the past
played less crucial roles in Soviet plans for war in
Europe than their Allies in the north, and their
capabilities have been correspondingly smaller. Their
lesser status has reflected historically differing Soviet
priorities in this region. More recently, however, the
Soviets, while improving their own forces in the
region, have also pressed their Southern Tier Allies to
upgrade thei®military capabilities and assume more
important roles in war plans. In the event of a war
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with NATO, the Warsaw Pact probably would con-
centrate its initial ground operations in the Southwest-
ern TVD on the Turkisﬁ straits and Austria, with
eastern Turkey as the next most likely area of attack.
Six Hungarian divisions would combine with the four
Soviet divisions of the Southern Group of Forces to
form the Soviet-Hungatian Front and invade Austria
to secure the southern flank of the Western TVD and
possibly to invade Italy or West Germany. Operations
against the Turkish straits would be headed by Soviet
forces from the Odessa and possibly Kiev F ronts with
some Bulgarian forces. To secure their western flank,
the remaining Bulgarian forces would form a Balkan
Front. Romanian forces might be included in the
Balkan Front, or they might constitute a national
Front in the TVD's second echelon. (See figure B-2.)

Lines of Communications and Logistic Support

10. Besides the importance of the NSWP countries,
in the conduct of military operations against NATO,
they also have a critical role in managing and protect-
ing the lines of communications (LOCs) and much of
the Pact logistic support structure within their coun-
tries. Major railroads and marshaling yards are on
Polish and East German territory, and logistic facilities
in Czechoslovakia would also be essential for Pact
military reinforcement and supply. In addition, oil
pipelines for resupply of Soviet forces run through
these territories. In time of crisis or combat, the Soviets
undoubtedly would commit some of their own forces,
such as the Railroad Troops or Ministry of Internal
Affairs (MVD) special troops, to protect their LOCs.
Even so, without NSWP cooperation (such as indige-
nous railroad workers) the Soviets would find contin-
ued logistic support increasingly difficult. If significant
local opposition were to occur, Soviet management of
a quick, successful campaign would be severely inhib-
ited, if not impossible.

11. For logistic reasons, as well as the scale of their
planned commitment to combat, the failure of one or
more NSWP countries to participate in a Pact military
operation involving their territory would also seriously
impair or limit its scope. We believe, therefore, that
the Soviets plan on the use of NSWP forces and secure
LOGCs through these territories to wage a successful
war against NATO.
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Figure B-2

[Hlustrative Warsaw Pact Operations in the Southwestern TVD®
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ANNEX C

MILITARY RELIABILITY IMPLICATIONS

1. The nature of Pact reliability as shown in this
Estimate raises important implications. Though not
exhaustive, the following is representative of such
implications. .

2. This Estimate’s assessment of Pact forces as
initially reliable refers to our belief that they would
perform their initial combat missions as ordered. This
does not imply that all these forces maintain equal
levels of combat effectiveness. Combat effectiveness
would vary depending on many factors, of which only
one would be reliability.

3. Penchants for secrecy and security might lead
the Soviets to withhold certain information from their
Allies concerning their plans for combat. Nevertheless,
in nearly every scenario, the Soviets would necessarily
be forced to alert, mobilize, and position large bodies
of non-Soviet Warsaw Pact troops to ensure the most
militarily effective operation. In addition, despite the
possibility that the Soviets would attempt to mobilize
. gxgv;_rtly to keep their intentions unknown in the West
and unclear among their Allies, some actions would
have to be taken that would clearly differentiate the
process from a simple exercis&E

JThese—Breparations would include, of course,
Soviet as well as NSWP units. Without these prepara-
tions, or with only Soviet units alert and ready for
combat, the Soviets face the prospect of initiating
hostilities with a good part of Pact forces at best
confused and at worst so seriously disorganized as to be
unable to perform its missions.

4. Overall reliability is dependent largely on the
fortunes of war once hostilities begin. Warsaw Pact
forces, including the Soviets, could be susceptible to a
wide range of NATO initiatives, including psychologi-
cal operations. For these initiatives to be effective,

however, they would have to be accompanied by
NATO success on the battlefield. Without such suc-
cess, these initiatives would have impact on some
individuals and perhaps small units, but probably
would not seriously affect overall reliability.

5. Because of the traditional historical differences
among the nations that compose the Warsaw Pact,
they should not be treated as a homogeneous military
entity. Under some circumstances, properly differenti-
ated plans and programs could exploit already present
tensions among Pact members.

6. The following list is representative of specific
vulnerabilities that could affect the military reliability
of NSWP forces:

— Cultural, ethnic, religious, and nationalistic ten-
sions within and among the Pact countries.

— Loss of national self-determination.

— Resentment of Soviet domination.

— Overall economic hardship.

— Desire for greater material benefits.

— Fear of superior Western weaponry.

— Desire for more “democratic” freedoms.
— Absence of free media.

— Mendacity of Communist system.

— Unofficial peace movements.

— Conflicting loyalty of political officers.

— Tensions within the armed forces, resulting, for
example, from harsh treatment of new conscripts
and dislike of political officers.

— Frustrations of lifestyle under totalitarian sys-
tems.
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DISSEMINATION NOTICE

1. This document was disseminated by the Directorate of Intelligence. This copy is for the
information and use of the recipient and of persons under his or her jurisdiction on a need-to-

know basis. Additional essential dissemination may be authorized by the following officials
within their respective departments:

a. Director, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, for the Department of State

b. Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, for the Office of the Secretary of Defense
and the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

c. Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, for the Department of the Army

d. Director of Naval Intelligence, for the Department of the Navy

e. Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, for the Department of the Air Force

f
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. Director of Intelligence, for Headquarters, Marine Corps
. Deputy Assistant Secretary for International lntelligence Analysis, for the Depart-
ment of Energy
h. Assistant Director, FBI, for the Federal Bureau of Investigation
i
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. Director of NSA, for the National Security Agency

i- Special Assistant to the Secretary for National Security, for the Department of the
Treasury

k. The Deputy Director for Intelligence for any other Department or Agency

2. This document may be retained, or destroyed by burning in accordance with applicable
security regulations, or returned to the Directorate of Intelligence.

3. When this document is disseminated overseas, the overseas recipients may retain it for a
period not in excess of one year. At the end of this period, the document should be destroyed
or returned to the forwarding agency, or permission should be requested of the forwarding
agency to retain it in accordance with IAC-D-69/2, 22 June 1953. -

4. The title of this document when Used separately from the text is Unclassified.







