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ABSTRACT / 

AUTHOR: John R. Davis, LTC, MI 

TITLE: Soviet Attitudes Toward MBFR-Past History and Future Prospects 

FORMAT: Essay 

DATE: 11 January 1974 

PAGES: (excluding footnotes and bibliography) 

Negotiations between NATO and Warsaw Pact countries for a mutual 
reduction of forces in Central Europe have begun. In view of domestic 

pressures for a reduction of US forces in Europe, the prospects for 

agreement upon a mutual reduction are largely dependent uoon Soviet 

attitudes. Some insight into those attitudes is discernible from a 

review of Soviet policy and pronouncements since World War II. Stalin 

maintained strong conventional forces to offset US strategic suoer^ority 

Khrushchev reduced Soviet forces but not proportionally in Eastern Eurov»; 
and Brezhnev-Kosygin avoided the issue until unilateral US reductions were 

imminent. Current Soviet views are also explored through the uublished 
papers of individuals and institutions which, presumably, reflect the 

Kremlin's viewpoint. They indicate a favorable climate for mutual force 

reductions but only on the "principle of parity". The future prospects 

are then reviewed, considering such factors as Soviet strategic parity 

Ostpolitik,^cohesion of the "socialist" bloc, military political* influ¬ 

ence, Sino-Soviet relations, Soviet manpower and economic problems, and 

the progress of detente. The conclusion is that some form of limited 
force reductions will be agreed upon the current negotiations. 
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SOVIET ATTITUDES TOKARD MB FR 
PAST HISTORY AIID FUTURE PROSPECTS 

INTRODUCTION 

Negotiations on Mutual Reduction of Forces and Armaments and 

Associated Measures in Central Europe (MURFAAMCE¿/) began in Vienna, 

Austria, on 30 October 1973Nineteen nations are taking part in 
3/ the negotiations, eleven as full participants (those countries "which 

are potential participants in possible agreements related to central 

Europe"^/) and eight others^having "special" (non-dec is ionmaking) 

status. Although the negotiations are closed and supposedly confi¬ 

dential, it has been reported that the "Soviet Union has proposed a 

three-phased reduction of NATO and Warsaw Pact troops in Europe that 

would begin with 20,000 men each in 1975 with further cuts of 5 and 

10 percent in 1976 and 1977, respectively."^/ As reported, the Soviet 

proposal deals only with ground forces, without mention of tactical 

nuclear weapons (of which NATO has the greater number) nor armaments 

(tanks, artillery and tactical aircraft in which the Warsaw Pact has 

a distinct advantage' .^/ 

At this time, it is difficult to predict what the outcome of the 

negotiations will be. Soviet leaders have not said pich on the subject, 

other than to state their willingness to enter into serious negotiations.^/ 

Consequently, as usual: 

• . when assessing Soviet motives, one is limited 
to assessing plausibility and, what is more, to giving 
a Western judgment of what would seem plausible to 
Moscow. It is quite likely that if sane Soviet 
leaders support mutual troop reduction negotiations 
• . . there are others . . . who might be sceptical 
and even opposed to it."2/ 
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It is generally recognized that MBFR is an extremely complex 

problem, and that the negotiations could go on for years.12/ It has 

even been suggested that "the negotiation of MBFR will be . . . so 

complex that it is difficult to visualize how mutual reductions could 

be satisfactorily negotiated, "ü/ On the other hand, it is conceivable 

that a so-called "quick fix" could be readily negotiated. This would 

involve : 

. . a modest manpower cut on both sides. It 

would be really not much more than a token gesture 

as a start on the broader overall problem of East- 

West force levels in Europe, setting aside for later 

negotiations a list of subsidiary questions such as 

inspection and control, verification, nuclear weapons, 

the basic imbalance between IIATO and the Warsaw Pact, 

and the relative cuts between national troops and 

troops stationed on foreign territory."i£/ 

Such an agreement would entail very little military or political 

risk for the Soviet Union while providing an aura of success for the 

negotiations to counter mounting Congressional pressure in the United 

States for a unilateral withdrawal of forces. 12/ It would also provide 

the Soviets with a means of fostering the spirit of detente in Europeiii/ 

without impairing NATO's military security and, thereby, destroying the 

political confidence necessary for the West to pursue detente. 

PAST HISTORY 

In spite of the difficulties and uncertainties to be encountered, 

it does appear that some insight into Soviet attitudes toward force 

reductions in Central Europe, and the likelihood of negotiating a mutual 

reduction of NATO and Warsaw Pact forces in that area, may be gained 

from a brief review of Soviet policy and pronuncements since the con¬ 

clusion of World War II. 
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Stal In’s Postwar Years 

Although the Soviets claimed to have reduced their wartime troop 

strength very substantially-^ during the years 19^5-19^8, it is evident 

that large forces were retained under arms. Many Soviet troops remained 

in Germany and other Eastern European countries, and their presence 

paved the way for the establishment of Communist regimes, and Russian 

political hegemony, in those countries. During the years 1949-1953j^/ 

the Soviet armed forces were reorganized and reequipped, with special 

attention being given to those forces deployed in Eastern Europe and, 

particularly, in East Germany. At the same time, the armed forces of 

the East European satellite countries were reconstituted and expanded. 

Together, the Russian and satellite forces served (l) as a buffer against 

an attack upon the Soviet Union and (2) as a "spearhead" for a potential 

offensive thrust through Western Europe to the ocean. Stalin’s policy 

objectives in Europe were to neutralize Germany, impede development of 

NATO military capabilities, and prevent the defection of any of the East 

European satellites. 17/ 

Nevertheless, throughout the postwar years under Stalin, there 

were several Soviet proposals relating to the withdrawal and reduction 

of forces. As early as 1940, the Soviet Union proposed that all members 

of the United Nations"submit information about their troops stationed in 

other countries, including those in Europe, as this would help to solve 

the problem of their withdrawal."^ Again, in 1948, the Soviets presented 

similar proposals. 12/ Eater that same year, and in each succeeding year 

through 1953, the Soviets proposed a one-third reduction in the armed 
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forces of the five permanent members^/ of the UN Security Council, 

within one year. 21/ 

While all of these proposals, no doubt, were intended, at least 

in part, to serve propaganda purposed, they also reflected some very real 

Soviets interests. Obviously, they were anxious to see the US military 

presence, and political influence, removed from Germany and Western 

Europe. Furthermore, each of the Soviet proposals also included a call 

for an immediate prohibition on the use of atomic (and later hydrogen) 

weapons. This was in recognition of, and an attempt to offset, the 

, • 

initial monopoly, and subsequent predominence, of the United States in 

the nuclear field.Finally, the proposals for withdrawal of troops on 

foreign territories, and the elimination of foreign military bases, 

reflected the Soviets efforts to counter the US policy of containment. 

But, whether the Soviets were seriously interested in reducing 

their own forces seems doubtful. "Lacking as yet the means to adopt a 

strategy of nuclear deterrence ... Stalin had no choice • • • but to 

rely on Russia*s traditional theater forces as the primary instrument 

of Soviet military policy .... ¿ÃnàJ the Soviet military posture lent 

itself to deterrence only if the threat of Soviet invasion and occupa¬ 

tion of Western Europe were made to seem credible."^/ 

The Khrushchev Era 

Whereas Stalin’s foreign and military policies were oriented 

primarily upon Europe, under Khrushchevthe Soviet Union began to 

assert its interests and influence throughout the world. To support 

such a global strategy, Khrushchev began to revamp the Soviet armed 
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forces, with emphasis on nuclear weapons and missiles. As a concomitant, 

Khrushchev did effect some reductions in Soviet conventional forces. 

According to Soviet sources, their overall troop strength was 

reduced by nearly 50$, from 5.7 million to about 3 million, during the 

years 1955-1964. Although these reductions were reflected in some 

thinning out of Soviet forces deployed in Eastern'Europe, those forces 

were not cut back in proportion to the overall reduction of troop 

strength. 

The first phase of these reductions, reportedly involving nearly 

2 million men, was initiated in 1955. At the same time, the Soviets 

made a major two-stage disarmament proposal, broader in scope than any¬ 

thing previously proposed.^/ This proposal would have set ceilings on 

the troop strength of the armed forces of the five major powers, pro¬ 

hibited the use of nuclear weapons, and abolished foreign military bases. 

Here, again, the proposal did reflect real Soviet concern about the threat 

of United States nuclear power and the existence of NATO. While the level 

of Soviet conventional forces would have been fixed at 1.5 million, that 

number, along with other Warsaw Pact forces,i=!§/wauld have been sufficient, 

to preserve Soviets military superiority on the continent.¿2/ 

As in the past, the Soviets continued to make similar proposals in 

succeeding years.£§/ Perhaps the most notable aspect of all these proposals 

was the indicated Soviet willingness to accept at least some limited form 

of on-site inspection to verify compliance with the proposed reductions. 

1-9591 the Soviets added a new dimension to their proposals by 

advocating not only reduction of forces, as an interim step, but also 

the "disbanding of all armed forces (land, naval and air forces) and 
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the prohibition of their reoeteblirtaent in My fom.»£2/ ai8 radlcal 

proposal vas repeated in the early IgêC'sÆ/but, vlev of (l) tfce 

internal policy debate on the site of the a^ed forces vhich be6an in 

I960, (2) the Berlin crisis in 1961, and (?) the Cuban nisslle crisis 

in 1962, the sincerity of the Soviets is suspect. 

grezhnev-Kosyrln 

The Brezhnev-Kosygin regime set out to bring the Soviet Union's 

military posture more in line vith its growing global interests and 

Obligations. They undertook a substantial program to build up Soviet 

etrategic force to the point Aere, now, they are dual, and perhaps 

superior, to those of the United States, ihe Soviets also undertook 

other programs to develop more mobile and versatile conventional forces 

witi, which to project Soviet militaty presence beyond Europe in support 

of Soviet policy. 

Although the Soviets continued to sponsor various disarmament 

proposals («*., nonproliferation of nuclear weapons), these proposals 

contained nothing new relating to the issue of troop reductions, ñ, 

fact, fro. 19Ê5 on, while the United States was actively engaged in 

ground combat in Vietnam f-i»*» 
Vietnam, the Soviets scrupulously avoided the subject. 

This was due, no doubt, to their desire not to assist the US military ' 

effort, making troops withdrawn from Europe by agreement with the 

Russians available for deployment in Southeast Asia. 

During this pericd, however, interest in sane form of troop 

reductions in Europe seems to have been growing within NATO.3* the 

communique issued following the NATO ministerial meeting in Paris, in 

December 1966, hope was expressed that conditions would evolve between 



East and West "which would permit a gradual and a balanced revision in 

force levels on both sides."-22/ a year later, after the NATO meeting 

in Brussels, the communique reaffirmed the view that, "if conditions 

permit, a balanced reduction of forces on both sides could constitute 

a significant step toward security in Europe."12/ Finally, at the June 

I960 meeting in Reykjavik, the NATO foreign ministers adopted a decla¬ 

ration on MBFR in which they called upon "the Soviet Union and other 

countries of Eastern Europe . . . to join in this search for progress 

towards peace. Tv:o months later, the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact 

allies invaded Czechoslovakia, and in the communiqué following their 

November I968 meeting in Brussels, the NATO foreign ministers reported 

that "prospects for MBRF have suffered a severe setback."!^/ 

Although there had been no Warsaw Pact response to the "Reykjavik 

Signal," the NATO initiative was renewed in I970. Following the minis¬ 

terial meeting in Rome that year, a new declaration was issued inviting 

interested states to hold exploratory talks on mutual and btvlanced 

force reductions in Europe, with special reference to the Central 

Region."36/ The criteria which were to serve as a starting point for such 

talks were that: 

"(a) Mutual force reductions should be compatible 
with the vital security interests of the 
Alliance and should not operate to' the mili¬ 
tary disadvantage of either side having 
regard for the differences arising from 
geographical and other considerations. 

(b) Reductions should be on a basis of reciprocity, 
and phased and balanced as to their scope and 
timing. 

(c) Reductions should include stationed and 
indigenous forces and their weapons systems 
in the area concerned. 

"(d) There must be adequate verification and 
controls to ensure the observance of 
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agreements on mutual and balanced force 
reductions."37/ 

A month later, for the first time, the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime 

indicated some interest in discussing reduction of armed forces. 

Apparently sensing that there would be no Européen Security conference, 

which the Soviets anxiously sought,^/ without some consideration of 

NATO's MBFR proposal, the Warsaw Pact foreign ministers, meeting in 

Budapest, expressed a willingness to discuss "the question of reducing 

foreign armed forces on the territory of European states," either as 

part of the security conference, "or in another form acceptable to the 

interested parties."¿2/ No reference was made to "balanced" reductions, 

nor to the reduction of "national" troops. Although subsequent Soviet 

pronouncements referred to "reduction of both 'foreign' and 'national' 

forces in Europe,"^£2/ they have never accepted the usage of the term 

"balanced". 41/ 

For about nine months after the Budapest meeting, the Soviets 

gave no further indication of a willingness to negotiate on armed forces 

reductions. Then, in a speech to the 24th Party Congress, Brezhnev 

declared that the Soviets "stand for the reduction of armed forces and 

armaments in areas where military confrontation is especially dangerous, 

above all in Central Europe. "^/ Shortly thereafter, at Tbilisi, Brezhnev 

made his noted "winetasting" speech: 

"In connection with the West's reaction to the 
proposals advanced at the Congress, I should like 
to note the following detail. Some NATO countries 
are displaying an appreciable interest, and in part 
some nervousness as well, on the question of the 
reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central 
Europe. Their representatives ask: Whose armed 
forces—foreign or national—and what armaments— 
nuclear or conventional—are to be reduced? Per¬ 
haps, they ask, the Soviet proposals embrace all 
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this taken together? Jh this connection, we too 

reí6 * qUestion to ask: not such curious people 

ÍW ^PerSOn Vh° tries to Jud£e the taste of a 
Tfïw/Î appcarance &lone> without touching it? 

^5" vagueness, this can certainly be 

r^â?e tô ïaî>,iS necescary iE to muster the 
solve to taste the proposals that interest vou 

which, translated into diplomatic language, means 
to enter into negotiations.^ ^ 

IMS speech was sisntfieant in that it cace Just five days before 

the vote in the US Senate on the Mansfield acendcent calling for a with¬ 

drawal of one half of the US forces stationed in Europe. Brezhnev's 

words obviously played a part in the defeat of that amendment.^ 

Surely, the Soviet leader was aware of the impending vote and, there¬ 

fore, the ticing of his speech seems to indicate that the Soviets are 

not anxious to see a sudden and substantial, unilateral withdrawal of 

US forces from Europe. 

There are several reasons for such a Soviet attitude. Ihey may 

fear that a unilateral US withdrawal would shock Western Europe into 

g ater defensive unity. While the Soviets might try to soften the blow 

by making some reductions of their own, that might actually aggravate 

the situation by encouraging the United States to make further unilateral 

reductions. 

The Soviets may see mutual reductions as offering greater flexi¬ 

bility for the redeployment of their own forces. Although, if necessa^,, 

they could always unilaterally withdraw some troops fron Eastern Europe 

to reinforce those stationed in the Chinese border, such action would be 

open to Chinese charges of aggressive Soviet Intentions in Asia. Uni¬ 

lateral Soviet withdrawals might also have an unsettling effect upon 

some East European countries. 
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Mutual reductions would appear tc reflect peaceful Soviet inten¬ 

tions in Europe and, thereby, further the cause of detente. Necotiating 

mutual reductions would also offer an opportunity for the Soviets to 

have a direct influence on NATO troop levels particularly the imposition 

of a lower ceiling on the Bundeswehr. Finally, such negotiations might 

provide a framework within which to deal with US forward-based nuclear 

weapons systems(FBS), a difficult issue so far in SALT. 

In response to Brezhnev’s invitation "to enter into negotiations," 

NATO representatives meeting in Lisbon in October, decided to send an 

emissary "to conduct exploratory talks with the Soviets and other inter¬ 

ested governments on the subject of mutual and balanced force reduc¬ 

tions.^/ The person selected was Manilo Brosio, former Secretary 

General of NATO. But Mr. Brosio was never received in Moscow or any 

other East European capital. There are at least two reasons for Soviet 

reluctance to pursue exploratory talks with the "NATO Explorer”. First 

was their concern that the negotiations might move forward too quickly; 

they wanted to condition their participation in the negotiations upon 

Western agre<iment to the convening of a European security conference. 

Second was their opposition to the idea of negotiating reductions of 

aimed forces on a bloc-to-bloc basis.—^ 

A breakthrough on exploratory talks came during the Moscow 

summit meecing between President Nixon and Soviet leaders in May 1972. 

They issued a joint communique in which both sides agreed "that the goal 

of ensuring stability and security in Europe would be served by a 
Í 

reciprocal reduction of armed forces and armaments, first of all in 

Central ^urope."líZ/ Later, in September, "Soviet officials proposed 

f 
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a timetable for beginning exploratory talks and subsequent negotiations 

on MBFR in parallel with /the Conference on Security and Cooperation in 

Europe/ CSCE."-^ The NATO countries in Central Europe, or having troops 

stationed there, responded by inviting similarly situated Warsaw Pact 

countries, including Hungary, to begjn "exploratory talks on this matter 

. . . beginning on 31 January 1973."^*" 

The preparatory talks dragged on for five months. Again, 

apparently, summit negotiations were required to break the deadlock. At 

the conclusion of Brezhnev's visit to Washington in June 1973, a joint 

US-Soviet communique was issued stating that negotiations on mutual 

reductions of forces and armaments end associated measures in Central 

Europe . . . will begin on October 39, 1973."^/ Three days later, the 

preparatory talks were concluded. 

CURRENT SCVIET VIEWS 

Perhaps the best available source of current Soviet views towards 

MBFR is to be found in the published papers of individuals and institu¬ 

tions which, presumably, reflect the Kremlin's viewpoint. Since the 

Soviet approach to MBFR is subject to political as well as military 

considerations, the Soviet view of likely political developments in 

Europe in the years ahead is important. A study made recently by the 

Institute of World Economics and International Relations of the Soviet 

Academy of Sciences provides some unusual insight into Soviet thinking 

on this subject. As reported, the study concludes that: 

"The EEC is now one of the realities of European 

economic and political life. The enlarged EEC will 

have a greater role in international economic rela¬ 

tions. But it faces severe problems in creating 
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economic and monetary union, and in attaining the 
goal of political union. By the end of the decade 
progress will have been made towards establishing 
a mechanism for coordinating the foreign policies 
of the member countries. The EEC may face financial 
and production instabilities. . . . 

"Two basic trends will characterise military and 
political relations: 'on the one hand it is probable 
that processes of detente will unfold, made concrete 
by agreaments limiting the development of certain type.3 

of armaments and their utilisation, and by a general 
reduction of the military potential of the European 
states, without lessening their security. On the other 
hand, there will take place a subsequent improvement in 
armed forces and armaments, especially with respect to 
their quality; the tendency for the military potential 
of Europe to increase will remain fairly strong.' This 
will take place against the background of an equillibrium 
between the military power of the two systems, and above 
all of the Soviet Union and the United States. 

"The possibilities of using military force in a direct 
way will decrease; the use of military force, and its 
uncontrolled developm-n., will be increasingly limited 
by political agreements; but this trend could be upset 
by Western attempts to create a 'superior force.' 

The Warsaw Pact and NATO will remain, though perhaps 
with a decline in the importance of their military 
functions. 

"On MBFR: 'the preliminary negotiations, which could 
take several years, will, if successful, make it 
possible to reach an agreement on principles and 
criteria. The process of reduction itself, which 
will have a comprehensive character, will make it 
possible to achieve a perceptible decrease in the 
absolute mass of armed forces, while maintaining 
proportions which can ensure the same security and 
the absence of advantage to one of the parties. The 
negotiations about reducing armaments and armed 
forces in Central Europe will be conducted, without 
doubt, in parallel with, and independently of, the 
efforts to convene the All-European Conference. 

"The processes of economic integration in the two 
parts of Europe will not necessarily lead to their 
isolation from each other."51/ 

Following these conclusions, the study sets forth, in decreasing 

12 



order of likelihood, three possible European models which might prevail 

at the end of the decade: 

/Peaceful coexistence/ 

general recognition of the principle of peaceful 
coexistence between states with different social 
sys terns ; 

the maintenance of European security will become 

the main principle regulating relations between the 

states of the two systems, without modifying their 

opposition in social and ideological matters; 

economic integration in both parts of Europe, 
but not their mutual isolation; 

'it is possible that ideas of an Independent 

Europe' maintaining friendly relations with the 

USSR and the US, or having direct links with the 

US, but not opposed to the socialist countries, 

will prevail. Political and military integration 

on the basis of anti-communism and 'antianticism'/sic/ 
will not represent a dominant aspect of the pro- — 

cesses of Western European integration.' 

"- growth of commercial and scientific-technical 
cooperation and exchanges; 

"- 'if a qualitative evolution of strategic arma¬ 

ments in the world does not lead to a general 

disequilibrium of forces, a gradual limitatior 

of the military functions of the blocs will be 

seen, starting with an All-Europeen rejection 

of the resort to violence and the gradual, evolu¬ 

tion of the process of reducing airnaed forces and 

armaments. An active struggle will begin for the 

creation of a European structure without blocs. 

'The first important stage on the path of 

reducing armed forces and armaments will probably 

be concluded. Evidently this will consist of the 

withdrawal of some of the foreign troops, the 

reduction of national forces in the Central 

European region, and the reduction of military 

budgets. Agreement will probably be reachèd on 

the creation of nuclear-free, disarmed and neutral 

zorns, and on other measures directed towards the 

demilitarization of Europe. The decrease of war 

potential in the whole of Europe will be started, 

without prejudicing the security of any of the 
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parties, and with strict regard to the equilibrium 

of armed forces and armaments at each stage of the 

reduction. 

"’Following the course of the process of detente, 

the organ which will have been created after the 

All-European Conference will gradually take on 

more and more importance in the field of coordi¬ 

nation and control. 

"'The situation in Central Europe will be 

normalized . . . 

"'The Mediterranean will remain without doubt the 

region least touched by detente. The absence of 

stability and of a final settlement to the conflict 

in the Near East, the activity - more forceful than 

elsewhere - of the military policy of certain Western 

states, creating a potential threat to the vital 

interests of the socialist countries and the neces¬ 

sity of counter-measures on their part, the diversity 

of the political, economic and military interests of 

the states of the region . . . all that will contri¬ 

bute to maintaining in the Mediterranean a confronta¬ 

tion more rigid than in other European sub-regions. 

It is pssible that at moments there will be crisis 

situations, but the threat that conflict situations 

will appear that are capable of turning into global 

conflicts will diminish.'" 

/integrated Western Europe/ 

"- the development of a European security system will 

be halted; 

right-wing forces in the West will weaken detente; 

the final settlement of the Central European situa¬ 

tion will not be attained; dangerous instability in 

the Mediterranean; 

"- Western European integration will proceed towards 

the creation of a closed military-political bloc; 

"- strengthening of military blocs, and increase 

in the level of armed forces." 

^Ill European Security SystemJ 
A European Security System has been created, and 

the military blocs dissolved; 

"- the threat of force or of its use is made 

impossible by 'em extensive system of mutual 
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undertakings;' the All-European institution takes 

final shape, endowed with rights which guarantee 

equal security for all and an effective system of 

control; foreign troops are withdrawn, and national 
forces are reduced by conanon agreement. '52/ 

Several noteworthy points emerge from this analysis concerning 

Soviet attitudes towards MBFR. To begin with, some progress toward the 

reductions of armed forces seems probable, although the amount of 

progress will be determined by developments in East-West political 

relations. The negotiation of such reductions will take several years, 

with only the first stage concluded by I98O. Contrasted with the reduc¬ 

tion of forces will be an increase in the military -potential of those 

that remain. In the absence of a Western technological breakthrough, 

military force, as an instrument of foreign policy, will be increasingly 

limited. NATO and the Warsaw Pact will remain in existence but their 

military functions may decline in importance. 

The extent of West European political and military integration 

is a matter of deep Soviet concern. They will actively oppose the 

formation of a West European defense union, although they recognize that 

West European economic integration is a reality. While the Soviets are 

anxious to see US presence and influence reduced, they fear that a sudden 

and substantial US withdrawal could push Western Europe towards greater 

military integration. Therefore, a gradual US reduction would be pre¬ 

ferred. Finally, along with the nomalization of relations in Europe, 

there will be an increasing potential for conflict in other areas, 

particularly the Mediterranean and Near East.-^/ 

Another recent Soviet study,¿¿/by Anatoly Grcmyko (son of the 

Soviet foreign minister) and an associate at the Institute for the 
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U.S.A., is a?do informative. This study "implies that the Kremlin ought 

to go l'ail speed ahead In improving relations with the United States, in 

spite of the objections now being voiced by some of Russia's cold 

i»55/ 
warriors."—< As reported, the reason for Soviet optimism is the decline 

in the power of the US military-industriell complex: 

"The implied message is that American corporations 

now stand to make greater profits from a peaceful 

world than from arms sales, and that they will, 

therefore, see to it that the foreign policy of 

the United States is shaped accordingly. There 
will, evidently, be peace in time."5b/ 

The views of two Soviet commentators, dealing specifically with 

issues in the pending MBFR negotiations, are also of significance. 

Both of them strenuously reject the Western concept of "balanced" or 

asymmetrical reductions: 

"The Western powers also tend to utilise the vagueness 
of the 'balanced reductions' concept, giving it a 

twist that would enable them to secure unilateral 

military advantages. Thus, there was much talk of 

'asymmetrical reductions,' which meant that the 

Warsaw Treaty forces would be reduced by a far larger 

proportion than those of NATO. The Western powers 

sought to justify such 'asymmetry', which would 

infringe upon the security interests of the socialist 

countries, by various 'arguments', including the 'geo¬ 
graphic factor'."57/ 

However, in the Soviet view, "the 'geographic factor* on the 

whole plays no particular part."5§/ Among the reasons given for this 

conclusion are: 

” • • • that NATO's military command has at its 

disposal a wide range of transport facilities, 

an intricate network of airfields, the extensive 

communications system of Western Europe, all the 

various NATO transport aircraft and so on. The 

Soviet Union, on the other hand, has enormously 

long land frontiers and is obligated to mañitain 

considerable forces not only in the West tut also 

in the East and the South for their defense."52/ 
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Furthermore, the point is made that, if the Soviets were required to 

redeploy troops westward from the Urals or Baikal, the distance would 

exceed that between New York and London. 

The Soviets also argue: 

. . that the alignment of forces in central 

Europe cannot be considered in isolation from 

that in other regions and from the alignment of 

forces on the global scale, especially'taking into 

account that mobile units, aviation, rocket forces 

and naval forces now constitute a largq percentage 

of the armed forces, and the sphere of theiç opera¬ 

tion cannot be limited to a narrow region."£2/ 

Thus, in the Soviet view, if the distances from Western Europe to the 

United States and the Soviet Union are important, so are the distances 

from Alaska or Okinawa and Vladivostock. In addition, the Soviets point 

to the number of US military bases around the world, the US aircraft 

carriers which roam the seas, and the "large troop contingents in the 

USA . . . ^which/ are 'Europe-oriented'. „61/ 

Finally, one of those Soviet commentators discussed the question 

of balanced reductions as it relates to the Warsaw Pactfs preponderance 

of armor in Central Europe:^/ 

. , comparison of just one arm of the forces pro¬ 

vides very little. Whatever the differences that 

exist in the alignment of forces in, for instance, 

the armored divisions, for determining the military 

potential of each side, one must examine the overall 

correlation of forces in all its aspects."il/ 

Among the factors zo be considered in the "overall correlation of forces" 

are their structure, military doctrine,, appraisals of theaters of opera¬ 

tion, tactical and strategic missions and the logistics base. The 

Soviets acknowledge that, "at the present time it is extremely difficult 

to make an appraisal of the overall correlation of all types of armaments 
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mainly because there are still no objective coefficients for comparing 

various t;.-pes of armaments."^ii/ Furthermore, they would insist that any 

such appraisal must include a correlation of conventional and strategic 

nuclear forces. 

The views of this Soviet commentator conclude with the observation 

that, "if we are to approach the question of reduction of armed forces 

and armaments in Central Europe from realistic positions then the only 

possible principle is the principle of parity reduction."£5/ The 

principle of parity" was endorsed by Brezhnev in a speech just before 

the negotiations began: 

"How are the reductions to be carried out? V/hat 

method is to be used? Whether it is to be an 

equal percentage reduction or by an equal number 

is still to be discussed by the participants of 
the negotiations. 22/ 

However, even an equal percentage reduction" means a larger reduction 

of Warsaw Pact than MATO forces, if that percentage is applied only to 

troops within Central Europe. 

FUTURE PROSPECTS 

Historically, there have been a number of reasons, from the 

Soviet point of view, for maintaining a powerful military presence in 

Eastern Europe.^/ With those forces, the Soviets sought to make Western 

Europe a hostage to restrain the United States, which then possessed 

superior strategic forces. But now, there has been a marked change in 

the strategic balance; the Soviets have attained parity with, and may 

well have surpassed, the United States.^/ Furthermore, the focal point 

of US-Soviet competition has shifted from Europe, and the chances of an 

armed conflict there now seems remote. 



Another function of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe has been to 

maintain the division of Germany and prevent the resurgence of military 

power in West Germany. Today, "(t)here is no strong pressure from any 

quarter for a reunification of Germany; nor does such pressures /lie/ 

seem likely to arise in the near future."^/ And> Ostpolitik could pro¬ 

vide openings for the Soviets to influence West German policy, and drav 

the teeth of potential revanchist elements. Also, relations between the 

two countries have been improved by the treaty negotiated in 1970 in 

which "the territorial integrity of all states in Europe in their present 

boundaries"2£/ was recognized and accepted. 

Still another function served by Soviet forces in Eastern Europe 

is that of maintaining the cohesion of the "socialist" bloc. Several 

times in the past, the Soviets have used, or threatened to use, mili¬ 

tary force to maintain Communist regimes, or otherwise control the 

course of events, in Eastern Europe. And, events could occur sometime 

in the future which would lead the Soviets to believe that military 

intervention was necessary again. While the experience with Czechoslovakia 

in 1968 demonstrated the capability to rapidly mobilize forces in the 

western military districts of Russia and move them into Eastern Europe, 

that experience also probably convinced the Soviets of the desirability 

of retaining troops in Eastern Europe rather than having to reintroduce 

them in a crisis situation. On the other hand, it does appear that the 

present number of Soviet troops in Eastern Europe (approximately one- 

fifth of the Soviets' total ground-combat forces^i/) is far greater than 

is necessary to preserve Soviet political hegemony. "Besides, the Soviet 

Union appears to be seeking to replace, or at least to supplement the mili¬ 

tary instruments of domination with economic and political instruments"^ 
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Present Soviet fo^ce levels in Eastern Europe may be explained, 

in part, simply by inertia; the Soviets have for many years maintained 

on the order of 25-30 divisions there. Furthermore, the military 

appears to have gained greater political influence under the Brezhnev- 

Kosygin regimeJJ/ than it had under Khrushchev, and the senior military 

commanders still have a strong ground force orientation. These aging 

veterans of World War II seem loath to accept the concept of strategic 

deterrence, focusing instead upon the need to prepare for large scale 

ground combat in the event that mutual deterrence fails. However, while 

the military may be reluctant to give up the advantages offered by the 

Soviets' strong forward deployment, it appears that there will be growing 

pressure upon the military to justify that position if the process of 

detente continues. 

Soviet military tninking on force levels in Eastern Europe will 

be influenced also by future Sino-Soviet relations. The Soviets are 

obviously concerned about the prospects of becoming embroiled in conflict 

on two fronts, east and west, at the same time. This concern has probably 

been intensified by the rapprochement between the United States and China. 

The Soviets began building up their forces gradually along the 

Chinese border in I965 or I966. Following the clashes between Russian 

and Chinese forces along the Ussuri River and the Siiikiang border in 

1969, the Soviet buildup was accelerated: 

"By I97O, Soviet divisions in the Sino-Soviet border 
area had increased from 15 to 17 stationed there in 

1965 to almost double that number, while three years 
later the total reportedly came to more than 40. This 

buildup, it appears, was not accomplished by transfer 

of forces from the European front, but rather by mobili¬ 

zation which raised the overall number of active Soviet 

divisions from about 140 to l60.!'7ji/ 
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If there is to he a further buildup of Soviet forces along the 

Chinese border, it may be necessary for the Russians to reconsider the 

question of redeploying some of their existing forces in Eastern Europe. 

In fact, even in the absence of any further buildup of Soviet forces, 

"the criticallity of an expanding labor force to attainment of economic 

growth goals may lead them to resume substantial demobilization of 

military manpower along the lines of Khrushchev’s troop reduction 

programs. "12/ Aside from the question of manpower, however, there 

would not seem to be much of an economic savings in a reduction of 
, • 

troops from Eastern Europe unless the forces withdrawn were demobilized. 

In addition to the manpower shortage, the Soviets seem to be 

experiencing other economic problems as well: 

"In brief, while Soviet military technology and 

the defense production sectors of the economy 

have managed to compete quite successfully with 

the West, it has become increasingly evident 

that the Soviet Union is encountering many diffi¬ 

culties in adapting the civilian sectors of its 
industrial system to the scientific and technical 

revolution of the modern era. "—2/ 

Much of the impetus behind the Soviets’ interest in pursuing the policy 

of detente with the West has been the pressing need to acquire Western 

technology and managerial skills. However, although the Soviet leaders 

seem to be concerned about meeting the rising consumer demands, they 

do not appear to be under any significant domestic pressure in this 

direction at present. Furthermore, such economic considerations have 

not been the dominant motive in Soviet policy in the past, and probably 

will not be in the future. 

The Soviets are also interested in detente as a means of increasing 

Russian influence in West European affairs. They could see troop 
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reductions as a means of reducing US influence in Europe, weakening the 

unity of NATO, and slowing the process of West European integration. 

At the same time, they would have some concern that increasing East- 

West contacts could lead some East European countries to attempt to 

assert greater autonomy in the conduct of foreign and domestic affairs. 

While a reduction of forces might tend to lessen Soviet political 

leverage in Eastern Europe, it would not reduce the Russians' military 

advantage in the area. A negotiated agreement will not change the 

geography, and the Soviets are not about to agree to a "balanced" reduc¬ 

tion which would take away their present superiority in conventional 

forces.^/ In all likelihood, the Soviets will even object to the pre¬ 

positioning of equipment in Europe for possible future use by US forces 

which are to be withdrawn. 

Finally, there will be the question of verification, how to insure 

that agreed reductions of forces have been carried out and adhered to on 

a continuing basis. The Soviets probably will urge reliance on national 

78/ 
means and will oppose any on-site inspection.—' They seem certain to 

resist any effort to permit outside observers to travel freely throughout 

their closed Communist society. The public dissent of noted Russian 

intellectuals is entamassment enough for the Soviet leaders; they cer¬ 

tainly will not want to do anything which could result in further dissi¬ 

dence. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of discernible Soviet attitudes, it appears that agreement 

will be reached upon some limited form of mutual force reductions in the 

current MURFAAMCE negotiations. The size of that reduction will not 
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significantly reduce the Soviets’ combat capability in Eastern Europe nor 

will it alter the existing military imbalance as between the forces of 

NATO and those of the Warsaw Pact. Any more extensive reduction of 

forces will be dependent upon the status of East-West political relation! 

and will require a considerably longer period of time to negotiate. Of 

primary Soviet concern in such negotiations will be the US stockpile of 

nuclear weapons in Europe and its FBS 
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Eastern Europe, of which 430,000 are in Central Europe and the bulk of 

those are in East Germany. See Erickson, "Soviet Military Power " 

USSI Report 73-1. p. xiii; IISS, The Military Balance, p. 93. * 

Holloway, p. 8. 

12/ 
Marshal Grehko, the Soviet Minister of Defense was recently 

made a member of the Politburo. 

74/ 
_ . Wolfe, Worldwide Soviet Military Strategy and Policy, p. 30. 

This buildup, no doubt, was responsible for the increase in the strength 

.of SoviP-t arraed forces by more than one million men since I969. 

31 



25/ 
Bureaucrat! 

Control, pp 

Woife, Soviet Interests In SALT: Political^ Fermom-tr», 

c Strategic Contributions And Impediments To ^rms 
. 10-11.- 

!§/ 
Wolfe, Soviet Interests In SALT: 

Bureaucratic And Strategic Contributions And 
Control, p. 3. 

Political, Economic. 

Inpedinents To Arms 

—' "Any 'favorable' outcome to these trootf reduction talks -- 

favorable in the sense of reducing an obvious imbaxu.’ce and reducing 
Soviet conventional superiority — seems to be remote." Krickscn, 

"MBTR: Force Levels And Security Requirements," Strategic Review. 

Summer 1973» p. 42. 

¿-I Even the Soviets' own proposals for on-site inspection., made 
back in the 1950's, were limited principally to fixed control posts at 
ports, railheads and airfields. See, e.¿., "Soviet Proposal Introduced 

in the Disarmament Subcommittee: Reduction of Armaments, the Prohibition 

of Atomic Weapons, and the Elimination of the Threat of a New War, 

May 10, 1955," D/S, Documents on Disarmament. 1945-1959, pp. 466-67. 
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