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STAFF MEMORANDUM NO, 17-68 o o :
SUBJECT: The CIA/DIA Joint Study, "Soviet Capabilities to T

Reinforce in Central Euxope" - Some Support from ;V”.a -

" NOTE

The attached memorandum is a staff study prepared withm the_“.;f ‘ P

Office of Netional Estimates, It relates to and it is hoped

makes some contribution to the intelligence community s current ; o

the CIA/DIA ;joint study of” Soviet reinforcement capa’b111ties

is being addressed m recipients of that study' SRR
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20 Méreh 1968

STAFF MEMORANDUM NO. 17-68 e
SUBJECT: The CIA/DIA Joint Study, "Sov’iet Capab 1113

Reinforce in Ceutral Europe" - Bome Suppor from
TRONBARK _

1. A recent survey of classified SOViet military writings

in the early 1%0'8 (:ln the IRONBARK series) has 'turned: up several

Joint study

i.e. that Soviet 11ne divisions):a

previously eetimated. The IRONBARK art cle alao

insight into other ﬁndinga of the :joint stuqv graup vrespecting

the apparent levela of combat and serviee eupport "I’he relev Ce

of the TRONBARK material aurvewed to date a\zggeata that som

further exploitat_iop of ,thi_s.qo_\’xrce, gna;(:,,"pe;pro

Pindings of. ﬁhe- J’biz’xt »’Stﬁ‘dy’ EE

2. The initial report of the CIA/DIA ,joint “study group was

concerned with thoae elements of the Soviet" gro d f




forces in the European area.'

divisions 1n the western USSR

higb-res olution photography.

1t rocused primarily'uponzza’lin
which hed bee - .- ‘

Analysis of this photo

" MRD

Men - Prdposed: , : : 9,500:17 '
 Current Estﬁhafe 10 600 g
Equipment ~ Proposed ' ,600"' '
Current Estimate 3,200”'”




3. The new, smaller TO & E's were used a8’ a8’ meas ;
combat readiness. The stw found tbat vith the exception of th
three armies of the Beloruaaian MD, t.he force :

suffer from sizeeble equipment shortages and do ot represen

source of mediate reinforcement 1n the forward a
divisians would require as meny as 1, 000 additional piecea °
equipment to resch full 70 & E strength.) The ae 'russian unité 1

appear to be maintained at or near full strensth,;

seven tank divisions in, Belomsia 1ack_th _"_ artillet believed to

be aaaigued to such u.nits. 'J.'he atuthr concludes hat

russian divisions could be deployed to central EurOpe within“three ;

veeks from the time of decision, "'Maw weeks i.'v.ould be' required g T
to bring the other divisions in the western ussa up ‘to ccmba

readiness.

Comparison with IRONBARK :fdétéi'ié:is ‘

on Soviet . order-of-bnttle.

But in drawing compariaons with other




the renge of u,900~7 300.. The higher figure falv

Joint atudy group. . 'I‘he Marshal cited the numbe




 the following order- :

of the US ROCID ("Pentcxnic") infantry divis on 8 come
6,800-9,200, the upper end of which is" only slightly maller than .

the study group's 9,500. Malinovsky credited tbe.MRD.w [th

tanks then the Us division's 125, but "less" artiuery‘ han the’

6 pleces in the US division, Consistent with thie, “the

group took no 1ssue with current estimate 0

artillery pieces for tbe MED. L

7. Malinovsky oonaidered Sov.net divisions a the'
still too heavy for efficient Operation. ) "We must find: ways ‘to

lighten the divisions t‘urther " T‘he paucity of adminiatrative

transport which the study group found in .s. _many military canpounds

in western tBSR suggest that Ma]inovsiw's effor 3 te
division tail amd to achieve futher ughtening'" £ baggag ver

successful,

8. A comparison of the writings of othe'

TRONBARK collection tend to corrcborete tms theeia.' o -the

with the troops (in regi




cambat ..." Malykin then went on to argue against rediiction

to two calendar day requirements., Two years later 0010nel

in a division ees provide for the condnct of a battle for only

two days ..." Colonel Zemskov also made 8 plea -for‘an increas

in the logistical tail, but it :I.s obvious that he wa,' bucking

the trend.

9. The treatment of the, sub;)ect ot‘ “combat ¥ diness in the

TRONBARK material helpa to’ explain the considerable varietions-

1n unit ctrength moted i the _Jo'int study

Dzhelauvkhov writing in the firat 1aeue ot’ the 1962 Milit ary Th '6@?" t,

identified the unita kept at "conetant cmnbat. readineas" .a,s



Straw)" The author went. on to point out that

mobilization in event of war."

readiness for all units.

zation", The initial report does 1nd:lcate “howe ver tha" ‘there -

One, for example, stete

of use “"only several weekﬁ at‘ter the beginni

Other a\xthors have reated_th




" The ﬁiobt; pﬁzzuhg fact unco‘vered'-by the". study: group was

the lack of artillery regiments 1n the seven tank ivisions f

the Belorussian MD. The report concluded t;hat the uniformty o

almost au exhausted. -

12,
commitment, one would expect them to heve all '

corbat equipment, The' explanation may lie in the Soviet vie

the circumstances under wbich these for‘ -s

As set forth 1n Maunovsky's arbicle 1ac'




different missions.: Units eannarked fo
longer.term (as" in the case of a conventional va :
require artillery, Cedre units, which provide the r ary framework
for mobllization for couventionnl war, would certainly:require ‘

all types or conventional weapons,’




