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CAPABILITIES OF SOVIET GENERAL
PURPOSE FORCES, 1964-1970

THE PROBLEM

To estimate the role and capabilities of Soviet general purpose forces
over the next six years, especially against the NATO area in Europe.

\

FOREWORD

As considered in this estimate, Soviet general purpose forces include:
(a) theater forces, i.e., ground combat and tactical air forces plus their
associated command, support, and service elements, up through the
level of military districts and groups of forces; (b) naval general pur-
pose forces, i.e., naval forces subordinate to fleets and separate flotillas,
including naval air forces, but excluding ballistic missile submarine
forces; ‘and (c) military airlift and sealift elements. In addition,
Soviet command and service elements providing general support to
all components of the Soviet military establishment are considered
where appropriate. Those Soviet forces which perform other military
missions, namely strategic attack and strategic defense forces, are the
subject of other National Intelligence Estimates and are discussed

herein only insofar as they might be used in -supportv of theater

operations.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A. Despite the rapid .and costly development of Soviet strategic
attack and defense forces, the general purpose forces remain the largest
and most expensive element of the Soviet military establishment. -The
present structure of the theater forces reflects operational concepts
adopted some years ago; which envisaged large numbers of divisions
advancing at high speed across NATO territory in the aftermath of a
nuclear exchange. The Soviets have retained a large number of line
divisions, though their size has been reduced, and have reconstituted

SEEREF~ 1




—~SECREF—

virtually all of them into heavily-armored tank and motorized rifle divi.
sions. They have sharply reduced conventional artillery firepower in
favor of tactical missiles with nuclear and chemical warheads, and
have emphasized speed and shock effect at the expensive of staying
power. The Soviets have made considerable progress in modernizing
their forces, but the costs involved in keeping pace with their own
technological advances and with developments in opposing forces have
resulted in some equipment deficiencies.

B. During the past year we have learned of important develop-
ments not reflected in previous estimates. The manpower in the So-
viet general purpose forces has evidently declined since 1961 and we
believe it is now considerably less than previously estimated. Eco-
nomic and demographic factors were contributory, but much of the
pressure for manpower reductions came from Khrushchev. Some
military men shared Khrushchev's strategic views and called into
question the traditional Soviet preoccupation with large-scale land
-campaigns in general war, but most of the marshals disagreed with
him. Although there is evidence that Soviet military authorities con-
tinued in 1964 to debate basic strategic questions, including the role
and utility of theater forces, the dismissal of Khrushchey has removed
the leading advocate of reductions in general purpose forces.

C. Soviet general purpose ground forces now include 120-140 line
divisions, 60-75 of which are combat-ready; the rest are at reduced or
cadre strength. All Soviet divisions are small by Western standards,
and combat and service support at all echelons of command is very
light. Soviet general purpose forces also include about 3,250 tactical
aircraft, 350 torpedo-attack and cruise missile submarines, 180 major
surface ships, and over 400 naval jet medium bombers. The total
personnel strength of these forces is estimated to be some 1.8-1.9

million men.
' The total manpower in the Soviet military establishment is estimated to be approximately
as follows:

General Purpose Forces ......................... ... ... . 1,800,000-1,900,000
CGround ................ .. ... .... (1,250,000-1,350,000)
Air . (150,000)
Naval ... ... . ............... .. (400,000)
Strategic Defense Forces .................... ... ... . .. 400,000
Strategic Attack Forces .................... ... ... ... .. . 300,000
Command and General Support ............ ... ... . .. ... 300,000
TOTAL ..... E 2,800,000-2,900,000
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D. Since the publication of NIE 11-14-63, the Soviets have acted

to improve the capabilities of their tactical aviation through the intro-
duction of newer models and by increasing capabilities for grdund
attack. ’

E. Tactical nuclear delivery capabilities of Soviet theater forces
continue to improve through the increased availability of missiles, free
rockets and more suitable aircraft. Nuclear and toxic chemical war-
heads are kept under strict political control. Nuclear weapons storage
sites have been identified only within the USSR, but we think there is
a good chance that tactical nuclear weapons are in East Germany.

F.  During 1964 we have observed increased emphasis on improve-
ment of Soviet naval capabilities. The Soviet Navy has been markedly
more active in the Atlantic and the Mediterranean Sea. The Soviets
continue to strengthen their capabilities against carrier task forces
with cruise missile submarines and ASM-carrying jet medium bombers.
Bombers of Long Range Aviation regularly support Soviet naval opera-
tions. Although Soviet amphibious capabilities are unimpressive, ef-
forts are now underway to improve them. Soviet ASW capabilities
beyond their own coastal waters remain negligible.

G. We believe that significant changes have also been occurring
in the military forces of the East European countries during the past
several years. East European capabilities to conduct military opera-
tions without the large numbers of Soviet supporting units previously
required are growing. These developments probably point to a grow-
ing awareness on the part of the Soviets that a war with NATO might
have to be fought with the forces already in Eastern Europe. While
the Soviets are evidently disposed to give East European forces greater
responsibilities within the Warsaw Pact structure, the growing political
autonomy of these countries probably tends to reduce the USSR’s con-
fidence in its ability to marshal them for an offensive against NATO.

H. The Soviets could launch a limited objective attack against
NATO with Warsaw Pact ground and air forces already in Eastern
Europe. We believe, however, that if they intended to launch a
campaign against Western Europe, they would seek to assemble a con-
siderably larger force. Under non-combat conditions a 50-60 division
striking force could probably be assembled and organized for combat
against the Central Region of NATO within three or four weeks of a
decision to do so. Such a force would contain about one million men
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(up to one-third of them Satellite troops ), 14,000-17,000 tanks, 250-350
tactical missiles and rockets, and 1,700-2,000 Soviet tactical aircraft.
In addition, the Satellite air forces would be available for support, and
a theater reserve of Soviet and Satellite divisions would be assembled
in Poland and Czechoslovakia. The Soviets would expect the move-
-ment and assembly of forces on this scale to be quickly detected. Any
attempt to reinforce secretly in Eastern Europe would be much slower
and on a much reduced scale.

I In the early 1960’s the Soviets dismissed the possibility of limited
wars between major powers, holding that limited non-nuclear wars
would almost certainly escalate and limited nuclear wars certainly
would.?  Since 1961, Soviet statements on this subject have suggested
a growing acceptance of the possibility of limited non-nuclear con-
flict. The latest of these, which may also have reflected concerns
arising out of the Sino-Soviet dispute, stated that the USSR should
be prepared for protracted non-nuclear war between major powers.
Some characteristics of Soviet theater forces as now constituted could
prove serious handicaps in non-nuclear operations, particularly if such
operations were at all prolonged. Certain recent trends, including
measures to improve tactical air capabilities, point to Soviet efforts to
improve the non-nuclear capabilities of their theater forces. F urther,
improvements in airlift and sealift, the recent revival of Naval Infantry,
and a greater emphasis on airborne operations may constitute initial
steps to acquire better capabilities for distant limited military actions.

J.  Considering that the new regime may be less disposed or less
able to counter the views of the military leaders, we believe that there
will probably not be any substantial further reductions in general
purpose forces in the near term. However, the economic and strategic
situations which motivated Khrushchev have not changed, and there
are basic issues in the military debate which remain unresolved. The
difficulties of implementing the concept of extensive mobilization,
large scale reinforcement, and a general onslaught to overrun Western
Europe in the aftermath of a nuclear exchange have been dealt with
extensively in Soviet military writings. If the Soviets should conclude
that this concept is unrealistic and that the East European armies
could be given greater responsibilities, then the USSR might consider
both a reduction in its mobilization base and a withdrawal of some So-

*For the view of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Department of the Army,
see his footnote to paragraph 151.
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viet divisions from Germany.  Similarly, if the Soviets now take seri.
ously the need to prepare for non-nuclear war, the size and structure
of theater forces will be affected.

K. We believe that modernization of general purpose forces will
continue and that by 1970 a moderate reduction in the number of divi-
sions will have occurred. By that time there will probably have been
some increase in the proportion of combat and service support ele-
ments. The rate of modernization of tactical aviation will probably
increase, although total numbers of aircraft in the force will gradually
decline. In any case, economic and doctrinal compromises, Sino-
Soviet relations and developments in NATO, rather than any single
clearly-defined strategic concept, will probably continue to govern the
development of Soviet general purpose forces.




DISCUSSION
I. SOVIET POLICY WITH RESPECT TO GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

Considerations Affecting the Present Size and Composition of General
Purpose Forces

1. Despite the rapid and costly development of Soviet strategic attack and
strategic defense forces, the general purpose forces remain the largest and most
expensive element in the Soviet military establishment. Historical, geographical,
and political factors have made large-scal¢ land warfare on the Eurasian con-
tinent the traditional preoccupation of Soviet military thought. That preoccupa-
tion has continued into the nuclear-age. It is reflected in the composition of the
Soviet strategic attack forces as well as in the general purpose forces. As is
usually the case in human experience, the present size and composition of general
purpose forces does not reflect a single clear and coherent conception, but is the
net result of the impact of various factors, including the pressures for change
generated by technological developments and changing strategic circumstances,
the limitations imposed by competing demands for funds and other resources,
the rationalizations advanced for the protection of vested interests, and the
inertia inherent in any large establishment. :

2. The present structure of the Soviet general purpose forces is based upon
operational doctrines adopted some years ago which presuppose a general war
beginning with a massive nuclear exchange. The Soviet ground forces, with air
and missile support, are expected to advance rapidly, in the conditions created
by the exchange, in order to destroy the surviving NATO forces and thus to
dominate Westen Europe. The naval general purpose forces are expected to
defend against seaborne nuclear attack and then to interdict US support of
NATO in Europe. At the time these doctrines were adopted the Soviets dis-
missed the possibility of a local non-nuclear war between nuclear powers, or of
a war in which only tactical nuclear weapons would be used, holding that the
first would almost certainly escalate into general nuclear war and that the
second certainly would.

3. The Soviets have made a costly effort to modernize their general purpose
forces and to equip them for the sort of war envisaged in the foregoing opera-
tional doctrines. During the past five years they have reduced the number
and size of their line divisions, while enhancing their firepower and maintain-
ing about half of them combat ready. Anticipating operations in a nuclear en-
vironment, they have sharply reduced conventional artillery in favor of tactical
missiles and rockets with nuclear and chemical warheads. Expecting to at-
tack a disorganized and demoralized enemy, they have emphasized speed and
shock effect at the expense of staying power.

4. As a result of this effort, the Soviet general purpose forces have been
substantially modernized, but budgetary restraints have prevented the USSR
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from equipping them fully with the best equipment it could develop and pro-
duce for them. The Soviets have found it difficult to keep pace with rapid
technological advances and the consequently rapid obsolescence of relatively
new equipment, and with the developme’nts in opposing forces.

Khrushchev's Attitude Toward General Purpose Forces

S. During the past several years Khrushchev frequently expressed  dissatis-
faction with the size and composition of the Soviet general purpose forces.
Concerned with the whole problem of the proper allocation of limited Soviet
resources, as the military were not, Khrushchev found it imperative to check
the continuing increase in the cost of the Soviet military establishment as new
strategic weapons systems were ‘developed and deployed. According priority to
the development of missile forces for both strategic attack and strategic de-
fense, he could accomplish his purpose only by reducing the size of the general
purpose forces, or by retarding their modernization in order to spread the cost,
or both. In stating his strategic views, he contended that US and Soviet nuclear
capabilities precluded either US or Soviet resort to general war, and that, if
such 'a war did nevertheless occur, large scale theater operations would be
inconceivable in the aftermath of a massive nuclear exchange. In these circum-
stances, Khrushchev. poured scom on the utility of general purpose forces in the
modern world and advocated a drastic recluction in their size.

The Military Debate

6. Khrushchev’s views were strongly opposed by the military establishment
in general. In order to reduce this opposition, Khrushchev stimulated a debate
among military authorities regarding basic military issues, including the utility
and function of general purpose forces in modern circumstances. Various shad-
ings of military opinion emerged in the debate. At one extreme * were officers
who sought vigorously to defend the existing general purpose force establish-
ment by contending that large scale and protracted land campaigns would be
indispensable for victory in a general nuclear war, despite the devastating ef-
fect of the nuclear exchange upon the enemy. At the other extreme® were
officers who contended that a general nuclear war would necessarily be of
short duration and that the effect of the nuclear exchange would determine the
outcome. This latter contention could be used to support the maintenance of
a standing force which would be smaller but at a highér state of combat readi-
ness. It put’in question reliance upon extensive mobilization, as well as the
concept of a strategic requirement for multi-million man armies to defeat NATO
forces in Europe. :

7. The doctrinal position adopted by most important Soviet military leaders

(including Marshal Malinovsky, the defense minister) was a compromise. This
compromise accepted the decisiveness of nuclear weapons and the probability

* The terms “traditionalist” and “modernist” are sometimes used as a matter of convenience
to refer to military spokesmen taking the most extreme positions in the debate. :
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that a general war would be short, but it also provided for the possibility that
such a war would be protracted and held that the requirement for large theater
forces continued into the nuclear era. Thus these leaders supported a military
policy emphasizing strategic attack and defense capabilities, but they supported
as well the maintenance of large general purpose forces for use in all phases of a
general war. There is much evidence, however, that- debate continued and
that central tenets of doctrine remained at issue.

8. The latest word in this debate, before the fall of Khrushchev, was pro-
nounced by Marshal Sokolovskiy in an article published in August  1964.
Sokolovskiy, who has occupied a middle position in the debate, now declared
it indisputable that a general nuclear war would be of short duration. He also
indicated that it would not be necessary or even possible to 6ccupy some enemy
territory which had been subjected to massive nuclear attack. At the same
time, he presented a new rationale for maintaining the strength of theater
forces. He added the thought, new in public Soviet writings, that the
USSR must prepare for the possibility of protracted non-nuclear war. This new
consideration may have reflected notice of current US emphasis on “flexible re-
sponse” instead of “massive retaliation.” It may also have reflected growing con-
cern regarding the possibility of an armed conflict with Communist China.

9. The Soviet concentration on preparation for a general nuclear war has im-
paired the capabilities of the general purpose forces for non-nuclear warfare,
although their inherent capabilities for such warfare remained formidable.
Sokolovskiy’s statement is the latest and least equivocal of a series of Soviet ex-
pressions over the past few years suggesting growing acceptance of the possi-
bility of non-nuclear conflict between major powers. If now the Soviets take
seriously the possibility of a protracted non-nuclear conflict, some adjustments
in the composition of the general purpose forces on that account are likely to
follow.

10. Soviet general purpose force structure provides an inherent capability for
limited nuclear warfare. Although there was brief reference to the possibility
of limited wars involving tactical nuclear weapons in the military press in 1963,
the Soviets continue to insist that any use of tactical nuclear weapons would
trigger a strategic exchange. Limited nuclear warfare against NATO would
pose acute problems to the Soviets in that their most significant nuclear delivery
capability against European targets rests with MRBM/IRBM and medium
bomber forces whose bases are inside the USSR.4

Implications of the Fall of Khrushchev

11. Khrushchev put new pressures on the size of Soviet general purpose forces -
in the last year of his regime. Toward the end of 1963, he put through his
ambitious new chemical industry program, announced a small reduction in the
overt defense budget, and launched new proposals for some further cut in total
military manpower. Given Khrushchev's strategic views and the known improve-

‘For the views of the Assistant Chicf of Staff, Department of the Army on this subject,
see his footnote to paragraph 151.
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ments in strategic attack and defense forces during the past year, we think
these initiatives must again have been at the expense of general purpose forces.
Finally, in September 1964, he gave notice of his position in the next round of
cconomic planning by forcefully stating that defense “is at the proper level.”
In view of the continuing expansion of strategic attack and defense forces, this
statement implied that he intended to impose still further cuts in general purpose

force allocations.

12. Many factors contributed to Khrushchev's fal. We have no reason to
believe that it was initiated by military leaders, but we believe that his strategic
concepts. and his attitudes toward manpower and funding made his-overthrow
agreeable to most of the marshals. We believe that his removal will not bring
about any sharp changes in the allocation of resources to defense. Upward
pressure would in fact be felt if the new regime were to hold general purpose
forces at present levels while continuing to build strategic attack and defense
forces and to maintain recent growth rates of military R&D.*

13. All things considered, we think that the size of the general purpose forces
will remain relatively unchanged in the near term. But over the years, Khru-
shchev’s successors will be subject to many of the same pressures which moved
him. They will almost certainly not find the problems of an unfavorable strategic
balance and a strained economy any more tractable than he did, and .it is likely
that they will come to consider a return to the policy of restraining the growth
of military spending. Before long they, in their turn, will probably be seeking
ways to reduce the cost of the general purpose forces.

14. The strategic debate has been muted for the past several months and it
may remain so for a time, but we think it will continue because fundamental
issues have not been resolved. Among these, of course, the role and utility of
general purpose forces looms large. Future Soviet policy towards these and
other types of forces will continue to be shaped, not only by a variety of stra-
tegic, historical, technical, economic, and political factors, but also by differing
views about the relative importance of these factors and by shifting compromises
among these views. Among the key elements of uncertainty at this time are
the possible effects of a prolonged struggle for power within the top Soviet
political leadership and the effects of the future course of Sino-Soviet relations.
For all these reasons, the size and composition of Soviet general purpose forces
during the period of this estimate will probably not reflect any single, well-defined

strategic concept.

li. PERSONNEL STRENGTHS

15. Our estimates of total Soviet military manpower are based primarily on
two types of analysis. The first uses demographic data indicating the availability
of fit males for military service by year and information on the operation of the

*The four percent reduction in the announced 1965 defense budget cannot be taken to
reflect the trend in total defense expenditures, a considerable part of which is financed from

other budget categories.
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conscription system. The second proceeds from order of battle and uses esti-
mates of types and numbers of Soviet units and their peacetime manning levels.

16. We are confident that the Soviet military establishment totaled about 3.6
million men in 1959. The sccurity forces, which are also manned through con-
scription, are believed to have numbered an additional 400 thousand men at that
time. Included in these forces were some 3 million conscripts, mostly from the
large draft classes born in 1937, 1938, and 1939. The subsequent draft classes,
composed of men born during World War II, were much smaller, and the Soviets
were faced with the problem of replacing about a million men per year from
draft classes only marginally able to supply enough manpower.

17. Motivated by both economic and strategic considerations, Khrushchev
in early 1960 announced his plan to reduce total military manpower to 2.4 million
by the end of 1961. We estimate that by early 1961 Soviet military forces had
been reduced to about 3 million men plus about 250 thousand security troops,
including some 2.4 million conscripts. At that time the reductions were stopped,
in part because of the deepening Berlin crisis and the US military buildup in
Europe. Some reserves were called up and some conscripts were retained
beyond their normal release dates, with the result that the total strength of the
armed forces increased. However, these temporary expedients did not solve
the basic manpower problem. '

18. Demographic data for the period 1961-1964 suggest that there was pressure
to reduce military manpower levels and that the Soviets would have had dif-
culty in maintaining their force level. It was during this period that the effects
of the low Soviet birth rate during World Warll were most keenly felt. At the
low point during this period, the number of men becoming eligible for induction
into the armed forces fell to less than half of the number eligible in 1958. Such
constraints would not necessarily have required a reduction from early 1961
levels of military manpower, provided that the Soviets were willing to draft an
unusually high percentage of the eligibles. At this very time, however, the
economy was faltering and had a great need for manpower, particularly for the
higher quality manpower which the armed forces were also absorbing in increas-
ing numbers. Thus, the pressures exerted by the smaller size of draft classes

were reinforced by pressures from the civilian economy.

19. In 1962 the Soviets departed from normal draft procedures and ordered
two classes (1944 and 1945) to be registered for conscription in 1963. This
measure probably reflected an intention at the time to maintain the existing
strength of the armed forces. In the fall of 1963, however, when these two classes
of conscripts could have been inducted, only one was called up. The one class
inducted in 1963 was squeezed hard, i.e., the number of deferrals was reduced.
It is conceivable that this and the other classes in the 1961-1964 period were
squeezed hard enough to maintain military manpower at the 1961 level (about
3,000,000). We believe it more likely that there has been a moderate decline,
on the order of 100,000-200,000 men.
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20. The order of battle approach to an estimate of military manpower pro-
duces results which are generally consistent with the demographic analysis.
Current evidence indicates that the total number of ground force divisions was
reduced rather sharply during the 1959-1960 force reductions, but has remained
generally stable since mid-1961. There are indications that both the TOE ¢
strengths and the actual manning levels of Soviet ground force units have been
decreased. When new manning factors are applied to current estimates of order
of battle, the result is a calculated range of some 2.6 to 3.1 million men in the
Soviet armed forces, excluding security troops. The extremes of the calculated
range are the sums of all highs and lows for all force components. Neither
extreme is likely to reflect the actual total personnel strength, and the mcthodology
itself provides no basis for judging where within the range the actual total is
likely to fall. However, the middle portion of this calculated range reflects a
probable range much the same as that derived from the demographic data. We
therefore estimate that the current total strength of the Soviet military establish-
ment is 2.8 to 2.9 million men, excluding security troops.

21. The following table presents our estimate of the current distribution of
total Soviet military manpower:

ESTIMATED SOVIET MILITARY MANPOWER

Strategic Attack Forces ............r.. ... .. ... 300,000
' Strategic Defense Forces .......................... e 400,000
General Purpose Forces .. ......... ... ... ...coaeinnn. 1,800,000-1,900,000
Ground .................iaia.... ( 1,250,000-1,350,000)
Naval ......... ... ... ... ... ... (400,000)
Al (150,000)
Command and General Support .......................... 300,000
TOTAL . e *2,800,000-2,900,000

* This range represents a considerable downward revision of the 3.25-3.45 million
range (including 2.15-2.35 miillion in general purpose forces) presented in NIE
11-14-63. It is the result of new evidence leading to new analysis, however, and
should not be taken to indicate that the Soviets have reduced their forces by this
amount since the publication of our last estimate.

{ll. SOVIET THEATER GROUND FORCES

22. Soviet ground forces are characterized by a large number of heavily
armored line divisions which, even at full strength, are substantially smaller than
US divisions. In general, the smaller size of Soviet combat units in comparison
with nominally corresponding US units reflects a different concept of their em-
ployment. Although Soviet divisions generally have less equipment than US
divisions, they have a high proportion of tanks relative to manpower. Soviet
divisions have less organic combat and service support than US divisions, even
relative to the differences in overall size, and are backed up by less nondivisional
combat and service support. This is due in part to the Soviet concept of the role

* Tables of Organization and Equipment.
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of ground forces in general nuclear war, emphasizing speed and shock effect
at the expense of staying power. For reasons such as these, any description
of Soviet ground units in terms of equivalents or percentage equivalents of like-
named US units can be of little value in portraying relative capabilities.

Types of Divisions

23. Soviet motorized rifle and tank divisions are both armored-type divisions,
having as their main maneuver elements motorized rifle regiments and tank
regiments. The motorized rifle division has three motorized rifle regiments and
one tank regiment, while the tank division has three tank regiments and one
motorized rifle regiment. These tank regiments are equipped with medium tanks,
except that a few tank divisions have one heavy tank regiment. In both divisions
the motorized rifle regiment has an organic tank battalion and armored personnel
carriers are provided for the infantry elements. Soviet battalions are small: the
motorized rifle battalion contains fewer than 400 men, and the tank battalion
fewer than 200.

24. We have much less evidence on the organization and strength of the Soviet
airborne divisions. They are similar in structure to the motorized rifle division,
but considerably smaller. They have no tank units and are lighter in artillery.

Strengths of Divisions

25. We have fairly good evidence regarding the actual strength of the Soviet
divisions in Germany, but little evidence regarding the strength of the divisions
in the USSR. Soviet military writings refer to divisions at three different levels
of strength—"at or near full strength,” “reduced strength,” and “cadre.” From
Soviet descriptions of the intended use of the divisions in these three categories
we deduce three different peacetime manning levels, as follows:

a. Category I (combat strength) divisions are intended to form the first eche-
lon of Soviet ground forces in the initial operations of a war. The Soviet divisions
in Germany, Poland, and Hungary are obviously in this category, as are some
others in the border areas of the USSR (see Table 1, Annex). We estimate that
the motorized rifle divisions in Germany have an average strength of about 9,500;
the tank divisions, an average strength of about 7,800. No Soviet divisions are
likely to have a higher level of peacetime manning. The divisions in this category
might receive some minor augmentation in anticipation of war, if the circum-
stances permitted, but they are, by Soviet definition, ready for immediate com-
mitment to combat without augmentation.

b. Category II (reduced strength) divisions are intended for the early rein-
forcement of the Category I divisions. They are probably maintained at about
two-thirds of the strength of Category I divisions, with some subordinate units
in cadre status. They could be fleshed out with reservists and made ready to
move to the theater of operations in a week or so.
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c. Category III (cadre strength) divisions are intended to provide a base for
reserve training and mobilization. They are probably maintained at about 20
percent of the strength of Category I divisions, with most of their officer comple-
ment but few troops. All the divisions in this category are believed to be
motorized rifle divisions. They could be fleshed out with reservists in a week or
so, but would not be effective against powerful enemy forces until they had
undergone a considerable period of training. They could be used earlier for
mopping-up operations, line-of-communications or internal security duties. or
reconstruction work.

Numbers of Divisions

26. We estimate that the total number of Soviet line divisions'lies somewhere
between 120 and 140. Improved evidence and continuing analysis during the
past year have provided the basis for narrowing our range of uncertainty, and
have changed the nature of the uncertainty. Our previous spread (110-140 divi-
sions) reflected, in large part, uncertainty as to the continued existence of entities
which might be considered divisions. The actual existence of all the entities
included in our current estimate, at least during 1963-1964, is strongly supported
in evidence; the spread of figures reflects uncertainty as to whether all of them
are divisions. '

27. We believe that the probable number of Category I divisions falls within
the range 60 to 75; Category III, 30 to 45. The remainder are Category IL
We make this estimate with more confidence than hitherto, on the basis of im-
proved information. It should be noted, however, that divisions can change from
one category to another fairly readily without producing indications recognizable
to US intelligence for some time. In view of the evident stability in total numbers
of divisions over the past several years, it is probable that any manpower reduc-
tions were absorbed by shifting some divisions to lower categories and by paring
down the already austere non-divisional combat and service support elements of
the ground forces.

28. Order of battle methodology continues to produce a total number of divi-
sions near the high side of the estimated range of 120-140 ground divisions, i.e.,
138 divisions. We use the order of battle figure as a matter of convenience when
discussing probable distribution of Soviet divisions by type and location in suc-
ceeding paragraphs and in our tables. However, this is not intended to suggest
that this figure is any more probable than any other within the 120-140 range.

Ground Armies and Corps

929. Some 92 Soviet line divisions are incorporated into about 19 armies and
9 corps.” The remaining divisions are not. These latter include the seven air-
borne divisions, which are centrally controlled by a directorate in Moscow, and

*The Soviet corps is not an intermediate echelon between division and army, but rather
is in effect a small army.
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the six divisions subordinated to the two groups-of-forces headquarters in Poland
and Hungary. ’

30. Soviet armies are of two types: combined arms armies and tank armies.
The combined arms armies usually consist of two to four motorized rifle divisions
and one tank division; the tank armies, of three or four tank divisions. There
are indications that the Soviets now intend to include a motorized rifle division
in their tank armies. This change would make such armies more effective in a
defensive role or in non-nuclear warfare. At present, Soviet tank armies have
no army artillery except a Scud missile brigade.

31. Soviet armies and corps are much smaller than those designations would
suggest, not only because of the relatively small size of their constituent divisions,
but also because of the paucity of their non-divisional elements. For example,
the strength of the five armies in the Group of Soviet Forces Germany (GSFG),
which are deemed to be close to combat strength, ranges from 35,000 to 55,000
men. In GSFG each of the combined arms armies has some 10,000-13,000 men in
non-divisional elements (headquarters and combat and service support units);
each tank army, some 8,500-10,000 men in such elements.

32. The five armies in GSFG are probably the only ones that are combat
ready, with all their divisions in Category I and with their non-divisional sup-
port at a level which would permit commitment to combat without augmenta-
tion. We believe that the armies and corps in the USSR have some divisions at
reduced or cadre strength and generally lower levels of non-divisional support,
averaging perhaps two-thirds of wartime strength in the latter respect. However,
three armies on the western borders of the USSR appear to have at least three
of their divisions in Category I and are therefore probably at a higher level of
combat readiness than the others.

33. In the event of war, most Soviet armies would be grouped into fronts.
The Soviets wartime front is an echelon roughly corresponding to a Western
army group, but including a tactical air army. The size and composition of a
front would vary with the conditions within a given theater of operations. The
Group of Soviet Forces Germany (GSFG) can be considered the nearest equiva-
lent of a wartime Soviet front currently operational. It contains five ground
armies, and one tactical air army. Front-level units in GSFG include about
16,000 men in combat support, 25,000 in headquarters and service support, and
over 10,000 in miscellaneous housekeeping functions. GSFG is tailored to meet
its particular mission in East Germany; wartime fronts would vary in numbers of
armies and divisions, as well as in numbers of combat and service support troops.

34. The Soviets envisage general war campaigns broken down geographically
into Theaters of Military Operations (TVDs), defined as land and sea areas lying
along a single operational-strategic axis. Evidence has revealed four of these
TVDs—the Northewestern, including Scandinavia; the Western, including West-
ern Europe and Great Britain; the Southwestern, including the Balkans, Italy,
and all the shores of the Mediterranean; and the Far Eastern, with areas un-
specified. There are probably one or two more in Central Asia.
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35. Historically, there has been no permanent echelon of command between
the front and the Supreme High Command in Moscow, and we have no evidence
of Soviet plans to organize such intermediate headquarters. The complexity of
operations in the communications zone in the rear of Soviet fronts, however has
increased cnormously since World War II.  Air defense, logistics support, and
damage control in the rear areas of widely separated operations would be ex-
tremely difficult to coordinate directly from Moscow. To meet these problems,
the Soviets may plan to provide intermediate headquarters, particularly for TVDs
in which they envisage more than one front or the use of non-Soviet units. If
so, such headquarters might control additional headquarters and communica-

. tions zone units, such as railroad troops, sealift and airlift units, and adminis-
trative support elements. © We believe that the 15 Military Districts inside the
USSR would provide most of the headquarters and the supporting units for
fronts and for any TVD headquarters which would be activated in wartime.
Since TVDs include sea as well as land areas, any TVD organization would prob-
ably include some naval elements. N

Ground Force Training

36. Soviet forces contain very few professional NCOs, but proportionally
more junior officers on whom the responsibility for training largely devolves.
There is about one-third turnover in troop strength each year due to the Soviet
three-year conscription policy. The recruits are assigned directly to units and
are trained almost entirely within those units. While this system per-
mits effective utilization of the pool of conscripts and eliminates the need for
a large separate training establishment, it also causes a drop in combat efficiency
cach winter as new recruits replace trained men. The increasing technical com-
plexity of Soviet theater forces has accentuated the problems associated with
the annual turnover of large numbers of conscripts. There is some evidence
that the Soviets are now attempting to expand their corps of technically-trained
enlisted men by offering additional inducements to re-enlist, although the harsh
discipline in the Soviet Army tends to make such efforts unsuccessful.

37. The Soviet ground forces conduct extensive individual and unit level
training. There is no reason to doubt the professional competence of the officer
corps. Training of commanders and staffs at all echelons receives special em-
phasis. However, there are some deficiencies in the nature of Soviet training,
evidently occasioned in part by a desire to conserve funds and to avoid wear-
and-tear on the most up-to-date equipment, and also by a penchant for theoretical
training methods. There is good evidence that training ammunition for tanks
and artillery is allocated sparingly and that most firing practice is conducted
with sub-caliber weapons. Tank main armament firing is probably quite limited
by Western standards. There are indications that field training exercises with
troops at levels above the regiment are relatively infrequent and that in con-
sequence the larger unit commanders and staffs have relatively little opportunity
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to practice the solution of real tactical and logisti'cal problems which can be
appreciated only when large forces are active in the field.

Land Armaments

38. In the two decades since World War II the Soviets have continued the
process of reorganizing ground force units while introducing a wide range of
new types of equipment, including missiles and combat vehicles. In some in-
stances, successive generations of the same type of equipment have been pro-
duced. At any given time during the period, however, the distribution pattern
of equipment has been uneven as the development and production of newer
models overtook the gradual issue of previous equipment. Thus Soviet ground
forces are not fully equipped with the latest available material; imany of the
older models remain in service. Category I divisions probably have first priority
for the issue of new equipment. .

39. We have conducted a thorough review of all evidence bearing on Soviet
production and inventories of land armaments and conclude that our evidence
does not permit an estimate of total Soviet production and inventories of ground
force equipment within useful ranges of confidence. There is little doubt that
the Soviets have produced large quantities of a wide selection of items. As
many as 80 models of land armament may have been produced since the end of
World War II, and production in sizable quantities of at least 60 of these models
is substantiated by firm evidence. Soviet divisions appear to have all the equip-
ment required for adequate training or comitment in combat although older
models remain in use in many units. There is evidence that even obsolete equip-
ment, such as the T-34 tank, is in many cases retained for routine training in
order to extend life of newer equipment on hand.

40. The Soviets have exported several thousand T-54 tanks, and we believe
they have almost certainly produced a sufficient quantity of various versions of
this tank to satisfy the wartime requirements of all Category I and II divisions.
It is possible that enough are available for Category III divisions as well, but
there is some evidence indicating that T-34 tanks are substitute items in such
units. The latest medium tank has a 115 mm smoothbore gun and has been
designated T-62. We believe that this model is not intended as a replacement
for the main battle tank, and that it will be assigned primarily an anti-tank role,

_perhaps replacing heavy tanks for this purpose.

41. In NIE 11-14-63 we estimated that there was a shortage of armored per-
sonnel carriers (APCs) in Soviet units. Evidence acquired during the past year
indicates that the motorized infantry elements requiring APCs are smaller than
previously estimated, and that more men are carried per vehicle. Consequently,
we now believe that Soviet divisions have APCs in sufficient numbers to trans-
port their motorized infantry. The bulk of the APCs in motorized rifle divisions
are the first generation BTR-152s, which are not amphibious and lack cross-
country mobility and are thus not compatible with Soviet operational doctrine.
Infantry elements of tank divisions have been largely reequipped with the
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tracked amphibious carrier, BTR-50p. The later and much improved amphibious
BTR-60p has appeared in very limited numbers.

42. Authoritative Soviet military spokesmen have discussed equnpment deﬁ-
ciencies and obsolescence in the open press. Some of the standard substitutes
believed to be prevalent in Soviet divisions are: carlier model T-54 medium tanks
for later models (T-55, T-62); early model APCs for BTR-50p and BTR-60p;
and 82 mm recoilless rifles and earlier anti-tank guns for anti-tank missile-systems
(Snapper/Swatter). These and other substitutes can be used to perform
the functions of later models, with the significant exception of the older APCs.
In some categories of equipment, such as general purpose trucks and POL trans-
porters, there have been good indications of shortages. All things considered,
we conclude that the Soviets probably have enough land armaments in inventory
to equip fully their 120-140 division force at wartime strength, but that few, if any,
of the line divisions are likely to be completely equipped with latest model items.

Mobilization Potential .

43. The Soviets have available large numbers of trained reservists who could be
used for filling out existing understrength units or mobilizing new units. About
one million of these reserves would probably be required to fill the current force
to wartime strength; this would involve fleshing out existing units and mobilizing
a large number of additional combat and service support units for armies and
fronts.8 Stocks of materiel on hand at or near existing units, supplemented by
engineer items and motor transport from civilian sources, would probab