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SOVIET NAVAL INTERACTION WITH THE UNITED STATES

AND ITS INFLUENCE ON SOVIET NAVAL DEM~LOPEENT i

Thomas W. Wolfe UsflU-I-'"fv gL , K.

Jae Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California

I. INTRODUCTION

-The present paper examlniag Soviet-U.S. naval interaction and its

influence on Soviet naval development Is drawn from a larger study

still in progress ov the rmle of the interaction phenomenon in the area

of strategy-foreign policy-nilitary posture. For parposes of presenta-

tioa, the paper is set in a chronological framework of three distinct

periods, selected more or less arbitrarily on the basis of broad

c&,uges in the political and strategic setting in which the postwar

Soviet-U.S. relationship has evolved., A few words on the essential

character of each of these periods may serve to preface the body of the

paper.

The first period covers the years from 1945 to mid-1950, in which

both the Soviet Union and the United States appear to have emerged from

World War II without coherent long-term strategies for competing with

each other as the dominant military powers of the postwar era. These

fir3t five postwar years produced a good deal of exploratory political

maneuver and the gradual jelling of Soviet-American rivalry into the

mutual animosity of the Cold War, but in a military sense the two

ccuntries uvre still essentially engaged in a process of postwar de-

mobilization and reorganization of their forces; only toward the -:nd

of the period did new directions for future military development eg)

to appear. This period of temporary American nuclear monopoly was

brought to a close by several watershed events: Soviet entry into the

Any views expressed in this paper are those of the author. They
should not be interpreted as reflecting the views of T:.4 Rand Corpora-
tion or the official opinion or policy of any of its governmental or
private research sponsors. Papers are reproduced by The Rand Corpora-
tion as a courtesy to members of its staff.

The present paper was prepared for presentation at a Seminar on
Soviet Naval Developments, sponsored by the Maritime Workshop of
Dalhousie University, Halifax, N.S., 22-25 October 1972.
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nuclear age; the establishment of Comrinist rule over mainland China;

and the outbreak of the Korean War.

The second period embraces the decade oi the fifties and the

early years of the sixties, up to the Cuban missile crisis of 1962.

The first years of this period marked a time of critical t-ansition to

intense bipolar competition and the formation of opposing military

alliances in Europe, stimulated to a notable extent by the side-effects

of the Korean War. Duriug the fiiti half of the period the United

States and the Soviet Union began to revise their strategies and to

redirect their military resources under the new conditinns of the

nuclear age, while during the latter hall of the period both sides

entered the missile-space age, and a change in the bipolar character

of their rivalry was foreshadowed by the emergence of the S:Ino-Soviet

dispute. In the Soviet case, the latter fifties found the USSR, under

Khrushchev's leadership, moving toward a new globalism that repre-

sented a departure from the essentially continental orientotion of

Soviet foreign and military policies under Stalin. Soviet support of

"national-liberation" movements and the initiation of Third World

military and economic aid programs in the Middle East, Southeast Asia,

and later Cuba, testified to the Soviet Union's ambition to widen its

influence, and could be interpreted as moves to break down the policy

of containment which the United States had pursued toward the Soviet

Union sinie the late forties.

The third period covers the span of almcst ten 3ears from the

Cuban confrontation to the signing of ;.he SALT I accords in May 1972,

which formally validated the Soviet Union's attainment of strategic

"equality" with tho United States. During this period, the Soviet

Union under the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime greatly improved its g..obal

power status, significantly expanded its naval and maritime Dower,

established a new military-political foothold in the Mediterianean,

and put down a challenge in CzecL,0slovakia to its hegemony in Eastern

Europe. At the same time, however, the Soviet Union experienced re-

current economic difficulties at home, and its worsening relations

with China dictated a major d~version of Soviet military resources to

Asia. In the United States, on the other hand, the domestic backlash
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of the Vietnam conflict helped to bring a new administration into

office and seemed to impose a variety of constraints upon American in-

volvement abroad. The new American mood was reflected in a sJogan pro-

cl iming the need for an "era of nrotiation" to replace that of "con-

frontation." By the close of this period it had become evident that

the relationship between the two superpowers was entering a new phase"

not only had their own overlapping global interests and power made it

necessary for them to begin working out new rules of engagement be-

tween themselves, but at the same time their rivalry was now being

conditioned by a more complex pattern of world politics than had pre-

vailed in the earlier decades of bipolar competition.

11. THE PL-iOD FROM 1945 TO MID-1950

1. European Focus of Immediate Postwar ilitary Alignments

The most critical arena in which interaction between Soviet and

American military power took place in the immediate postwar period was

doubtless Europe, where both sides had deployed the bulk of their war-

time ground and air strength for the defeat of Nazi Germany. At war's

end, the United States and its Western Dartners began an abrupt de-

mobilization which by 1947-1948 left only about ten loosely-coordinated

allied divisii'ns in Western Europe. The Soviet Union also undertook a

substantia.l reduction of its forces from their wartime peak of around

12,0OU,000 men and some 500 divisions, but the forces kept under arms

by the Soviet Union remained very large in comparison with the Western

total, coming to about 175 divisions by 1948.1 Whatever the actual

dimensions of the Soviet Itmobilization may have been, a combined-arms

force of around 30 Soviet divisions plus tactical support aircraft was

left in place in occupied Germany and elsewhere in East Europe.

1Most of the 175 Soviet divisions were understrength, and many of
them duubtless could not be considered operational. Just how many re-
mained in an operational status, however, has never been established.
Likewise, the total number of men kept under arms has been a contentious
issx.i The official Soviet figure first given by Khrushchev i- 1960
placed the figure at 2.8 million in 1943, while Western estimates have
pu. it at about 4 million in the 1947-1948 period.
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It was this visible Soviet military presence at the threshold of

Western Europe - ',Ad its role in facilitating the gradual absorption

of the East European countries into the Ccamunist ld -- which gare

rise initially to serious concern in. Zhe West thza: an "imbalance of

forces" existed that mi.ght prejudice the postwar security of Europe.

Although much of the impetus for the subsequent r$aring of Western

Europe undoubtedly deriv ad ir- one way or another fram an underlying

fear that postwar Europe lay exposed to prepondez&r= Soviet conventional

power, response to this implied threat in the ear4 post-jar years actu-

ally involved little in the way of direct military countermeasures in

Europe. The initial commitments of American assistance to Europe were

primarily political and economic through such aves as the Truman

Doctzine and the Marshall Plan in 1947, and where military aid was

vouchsafed to discourage or contain Soviet encroactents, it concerned

mainly countries peripheral to Western Europe like :ran, Greece, and

Turkey. Even when the United Sta es took the unprecedented step of

coitting itstIf to the military defense of Europe through the North

Atlavt.ic Treaty Organization in April 1949, the regisite forces to

support this ne-Y alliance remained largely on paper, except for the as

yet relatively modest American strategic delivery cLpability and a navy

that had primarily devoted its wartime effort to tb- conflict with

Japan and was stLA uncertain what its postwar vocz-.ion was to be.

Prom the Soviot viewpoint, the early postwar situation in Europe

was one in which tho Soviet Union had little to fear from the remnants

of allied military forces left in Western Europe. Jot only had the

Western allies acquiesced to Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe and made

clear through demobilization that they did not contemplate trying to

dislodge the Soviet armies there by force, but in Viestern Europe it-

self recovery from the political and economic dislrcations of the war

was manifestly the first order of busines,;.

Given these circumstances, Stalin'b decision to maintain a sub-

stantial forward deployment of Soviet ncilitary forrms after the war

would appear to have been primarily based on such kcoad considerations

as the need to underwrite the political division of Europe and the con-

viction that Europe was the central and decisive aiina of world
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politics, and hence a region in which the Soviet power position must

be made secure. In at least one respect, however. inter..ction between

the Soviet Union's postwar military posture and that of the United

States may have been an important factor in StaL.n's determination to

keep strong Soviet theater for'es deployed in Europe. The kind of

continental military power at the disposal of the Soviet Union was

ill-suited to bring direct pressure to bear ,)n the United States,

whose sources of strategic nuclear and maritime power lay largely be-

yond Soviet reach. However, by krepiug visible elements of its con-

ventional forces deployed in the European theater, and by taking care

not to dispel the impression that they were prepared for a rapid ad-

vance to the Atlantic, the -oviet Union could in effect hope 'o make

Western Europe a hostage for American good behavior. Although zhe ex-

tent to whV.-h Stalin had actually embraced a specific concept of
2

"hostage Europe" remains sabject to historical dispute, it would ap-

pear thrt the Soviet postwar stance in Europe was shaped to a signifi-

cant degree by Stalin's having banked on the threat of Soviet land

power as the main counterpoise to U.S. nuclear power.

2. Aims of the Soviet Union's First Postwar Naval Programs

As a major continental land power but a relatively weak sea power

whose naval operations in World Wtr II had been confined largely to

enclosed home waters, tht Soviet l-ion found itself after the war facing

a potential coalition that would h.iie ,Dost of the world's naval power

at its disposal. The initial Soviet reaction, coming at a time when

po, twar economic reconstruction and the claims of other elements of the

armed forces were making heavy demands on Soviet resources, did not

suggest a Soviet decision to challenge the surface supremacy of Western

naval power. Rather, the Soviet Union's first postwar naval programs

seemed tc be aimed in two directions: to carry oui the traditional rle

of supporting the seaward flanks of the ground forces and defending

2For discussion of this point, see Thomas W. Wolfe, Soviet P¢cvr
and Dirope: 1d45-i970, Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, Maryland, 1970,
p. 33.



76

Soviet coastal areas; ati to prepare for a new mission of interdict-
tug Western sea communications, especially those between -he United
States and Europe. For the latter mission, eipphasis was placed on
building up the. Soviet submarine fleet, drawing in part on German sub-
marine technology and boats acquired through reparations. For example,
the first modern attack submar.ne of the postwar building program, the
W-class, -f which close to 200 units were built beginning in the late
forties, was influenced by the German Type MXI design, as was its
Z-class follw-on, conctruction of which began in 1951.3

Although a large submarine prcgram oriented toward interdiction
ight be consic.-red the logical response of a continental power tr*
superior Western naval strength, ';oviet naval ambitions under Stalin
evidently di.1 not stop there. By 19. it would appear, the naval
leadership had gained Stalin's approvai for a 10-year construction plan
providing for ex-,ansion of the surface flsets and to include, in addi-
tion to several cUa;ses of cruisers an'" destroyers, at least four air-
craft carriers. Because this program of surface-ship construction was
sharply cturtailed shortly after Stalin's death and before any carriers

were laid down,5 it remains unclear Chether the path of Soviet naval

3Siegfried Breyer, guaide to the Soviet :avy, United States Naval
Institute, Annapulis, Md., 1970, p. 47.

4See Robert W. Herrick, Sovi : ;cva Srter.,, United States Naval
Institute, Annapolis, Md., 1968, pp. 63-64.

5The history of periodic Russian interesz in carriers is a long
one which goes back to the Imperial Navy in W/orld War 1, when two sea-
plane carriers accommod ring eight aircraft each were first used in a
bombing raid along the Black Sea coast in 1916. During the late
thirties, Stalir contemplated a carrier program and sought unsuccess-
fully to obtain designs from the United States. According to unveri-
fied accounts, i carrier was actually laid down in the Marti yard at
Leningrad around 1940, but the project was abandoned when war came.
After World '4ar II, the Soviets obtained the only Germaa carrier, the
e'tmag.-d ,mzr* ' but it sank inder tow to Leuingrad in 1947.
Had this -hip not been lost, it might have become the nucleus for the
postwar carrier program authorized by Stalin but later cancelled un:ler
Khrushchev.
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4-:-opaent would have tended to follow that of tLe United States,

especiaily wl .a n:ard to creating ,ffensive sulking forces built

around aircraft carrier-.
0

As it turned out, Soviet naval developmeat ue to move in new

directions under Stalin's successors, with the a. tation of missile

technology to naval warfare marking the prime stw in mode-nizin- the

Soviet navy. The crucial decisions behind the nw course of naval
6

development, which were not taken until about the zid-fifties, appar-

ently were the product f both a techuologica.ly !nnovative naval

comand and a perceived need to optimize Soviet awal capabilities

against the kinds of threats posed by U.S. sea poser. The fact that

resources available to the Soviet navy remained rather severely con-

strained may also have sered as a spur to Luxative thinking with

regard to future ravai development.

In the c~ae of the United States, there was relativLy little

reaction in the early postwar years to Soviet naval activity. Any

real challenge on the seas from the Soviet Union appeared to lie far

in the future, and like the rest of the America =1litary establishment,

the U.S. Navy was going through a process of retrenchment which included

mothballing a large part of the wartime surface a amphibious forces,

and a major cutback in naval air strength. Althoqh still dedicated

to the concept of attack carriers as the heart of the navy'-, offensive

striking power, the United States essentially reared on its oars in

this field; in fact, a nrm carrier approved in LV-8 -- as a ste;

toward modernization of this element of U.S. nava3 power -- was can-

celled the following year. For all practical pur;oses, awareness of

the Soviet Union as a serious naval competitor and itinovator was not to

become a significant factor in U.S. naval plannimq for almost a decade-

and-a-half after the end of World War 11.

6Useful backgroasnd on factor,, influencing these decisions may be
found in Nicholas G. Shadrin, Deoelornet of Var: .ari..ine Pwr,
unpublished doctoral dissertation, %:eorge Washing:jn Uni..,rsity,
Washington, D.C., June 1972, Vol. 1, pp. 101-110. See also pp. 9-14
below.
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III. THE 1950-1962 PERIOD {

1. Continucd Western Perception of the USSR As a Second-Rate

Sea Power

During the greater part of this period there continued to be rela-

tively little Auerican concern over the naval aspcto cf Soviet mili-

tary ,jower, except for the interdiction chreat pmed by ti.e large Soviet

submarine force in tte, event hostilities in Europe should require ex-

tended sealift support from the United States. Some crttics of the

alleged tendency of the U.S. Navy to rest on its laure.s in the ab-

sence of a significant postwar cha.lenge on the high seas have charged

that there was even failure to perceive the threat of the modern sub-

-aarine in its full dimensions. 7 Although Stalin had lauiched an ambi-

tious surface-ship construction program by 1950, 3s nor'ed above, much

of the program was suspended shurly after his death in 1953, and the

Soviet Union therefore appeared likely to remain Sndefiritely a second-

rate sea power, ranking far behind the United States in most of the

major elements of naval power, apart from submarites. Khrushchev's

own publicized pronouncements in the mid-fifties vn the obsolescence

of large surface warships, and the suspected low regard of the Soviet

ground forces-domitnated high command for naval poer, contributed to

this impression in the West.

Somewhat later, the jestern impression that te future develop-

ment of the Soviet Navy had faced a crisis after Stalin's death was

confirmec by such Soviet naval leaders as Admiral S. G. Gorshkov, under

whose era get,.c leadership the fortunes of the So-iet Nzvy began to

impr~ie from the mid-fifties on, Writing retrospectively in 1967,

Gorshkov said: 'Unfortunately, we had some quite influential 'authori-

ties' who believed that the appearance of nuclear weapons meant that

the Navy had completely lost its significance as a branch of the avmed

forc, s. In their opinion, all the basic tasks of a future war could

be resolved without participation of the Navy at all. . . . Not

7See, for example, Captain Robert H. Smith, USN, "A United States
Navy for the Future," .::¢, 3tatae .''aa ,s'.'. Frc¢.':.,.j,
March 1971, pp. 19, 21.
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i.nfrequently, it was claimed that land-based missiles alone would

suffice for the destruction of surface stike for s and even of sub-

marines." 8  It is not entirely clear who the "influential authorities"

were whom Gorshkov had in mind, but related evidence would suggest that

they included Marshal Zhukov and other military lailders with ground

- rces backgrounds, and perhaps for a time, ar least, Khrushchev also.

At any rate, o.iy toward the end of the 1950-1962 period, after

it gradual. became apparent that the Soviet Unix under Khrushchev

bad not called a halt to further naval developmera but rather had di

verted it in new directions to take advantage of vissile technology,

did the Un'ted States begin to look upon the Scviet Union as a poten-

tially seriou: naval competitor.

2. Effect of U.S. Strategic Threat on Soviet .x-il Develo:nent

By contrast with the low level of U.S. react53n to Scviet naval

forces in the early and mid-fifties, the Soviet Uion was certainly more

responsive to the tit.aat posed by American naval :-.er, showing itself

particularly sensitive to the problem of counteri U.S. carrier strike

forces. In retrospect, many observers trace the beginnings nf a proce s

of "optimizing" the Soviet Navy against its U.S. -val to this period

when the strategic nuclear threat from carriers bf-gan to loom large but

the Soviet Union's resources for count.aring it by -uilding up carrier

forces of v-s iwn remained limited. According tZ 3' -e exposi.ions of

the reactl.on thesis, it was almost solely Soviet response to the strate-

gic delivery threat, as first embodied in U.S. carier strike forces and

subsequently in the ;-r s SLBM force, which drove Soviet naval devel-

opment in the direction of a special-function force optimized fcr stra-

tegic warfare miss:n,

In this view, even tce later fo-ward depl¢mant of Soviet naval

power which began about 1962, A nd which mark( , the _,merg nce of a "blue-

water" navy, was essentially the continuation oif an effort to engage the

seaborne strategic thrtat as far off-chore as possible, rather than a

step toward a worldwide general purpose n.3val capility. 9

8S. G. Gorshkov, "The Develooment of the Zoviet Naval Art,"..r <":

sborni, No. 2, February 1967, p. 19.

A leading exponent of tae tb,,sis that defensive reaction to the
strategic nuclear threat has dominated Soviet rsva! dLvelooment is
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There is certainly no doubt that Soviet perception of a threat

from carrier-borne aircraft influenced the development of countering

Soviet naval prugrazb in the fifties. Beginning in 1952, after a
€

six-year postwar pause in carrier construction, the U.S. Navy had

started building a new series of large, modern attack carriers. This

building program, incidentally, had in part been stimulated by the

same U.S. reaction to the Korean War which had given impetus to the

buildup of SAC in the early fifties, and it also oved something to

internal institutional rivalry which encouraged the U.S. Navy to seek

i~s own share of the Zunds that Congress seemed willing tr devote to

offensive strategic weapons systems.

By 1958, seven of the -ew .;trike carriers had bcen laid down,

three oieer carriers had been extensively moderized, and the intro-

duction of longer-range nuclear delivery aircraft such as the A-3D

had begun, permitting wider areas for carrier operations against the

Soviet Union, including the Mediterranean. In the latter instance,

it has been observed that Soviet deployment of a submarine squadron

to a base at Vallona in Albania in the fifties might be considered a

countering move to the prior appearance of CVAs in the Mediterranean.
10

That the Soviets perceived the growth of U.S. carrier strike

forces as a serious threat seems hardly open to question, judging both

Commander Michael MccGwire, a retired British naval officer. For state-
ments of MccGwire's views, see the papers "Soviet Naval Capabilities and
Intentions" and "Soviet Naval Procurement," both reprinted in the Con-

gressional Record, July 1, 1971, pp. E-6850ff. A critique of some as-
pects of MccGwire's thesis by James Cable, "Political Applications of
Limited Naval Force," may be found in the same issue of the Conaressional
Record. A treatiment which recognizes the itfluence of changing tech-
nology and geography on Soviet perception of the carrier and Polaris
threats, but which is less inclined than MccGwire's analysis to posit
these threats as the exclusive driving force behind Soviet naval evolu-
tion, is given in the previously-cited doctoral dissertation by Nicholas
G. Shadrin, pp. 102-130. For another critiqu.! suggesting that MccGwire's I
thesis of a So' iet naval response coupled ext.lusively to the U.S. stra-

tegic threat represents overstatement, see Robert G. Weinland, The hng-
ing Mi s3ion 3Str'cture o t; Soiiet davy, Paper No. 80. Center for Naval
Analyses, Arlington, Va., November 1971.

1 0See Geoffrey Jukes, "?.3 ,m.: ?cean in Soviet Naval Policy,
Adelphi Papers No. 87, May 1972, The International Institut_2 for Stra-
tegic Studies, London, p. 5. Another form of Soviet reaction to stra-
tegic threats from the ",editerranean can be said to have occurted when
it was announced in the spring of 1963 that a ? Zaris sub was on patrol
there; shortly thereafter, the Soviet Union advanL2d one of its
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11

So'viet military literature in general. However, it is less clear

whether Soviet assessment of the threat was clouded by misperceptions

that may have had a definite impact cn Soviet naval planning. Some

analysts, including Commander MccGwire, believe this was the case.

Among the misperceptions charged to the Soviets was the initial

view, circa 1953-1954, that the threat of U.S. carrier-borne aircraft

was limited largely to Soviet naval base areas in the north. 1 2 This

Soviet assessment is said to have been revised two or three years later

n the Soviets realized that A-3D aircraft could reach Pussia's

industrial areas from the Norwegian Sea c-Ld the Eastern Mediterranean.

Fimilarly, another Soviet D..sreading supposedly applied to the original

Polaris program, which was first evaluated as posing only a complementary

threat along with carriers from the northern arc. Again, this assess-

ment is said to have given way about 1961 to realization :bat the

Polaris threat w's not limited to the Arcti, but ex+ended through 2700

of arc from the Norwegian Sea to the IndiL, ocean. Whether in fact

the Soviets at fir z consistently underrated the geographic and techno-

logical potenti.L of these seaborne threatu is difficult to document.

If they did so, howev.ur, and if their subsequent re-evaluations gener-

ated fundamental changes in Soviet naval proraz3, -hen this would at

least imply a high degree of countering reaction to the U.S. seaborne

st:ategic threat.

On the other hand, though the evolving character of the seaborne

thieat can be said to have spurred Soviet efforts to counter it farther

out to sea, the same logic can hardly be stretched to account directly

for the priority also given by the Soviet Union to acquiring a capa-

bility for submarine delivery of nuclear weapons against strategic

recurrent prop.:_al to designate the Maditeira.lean a nuclear-free
zone. Hcvever, the suo'tained deployment of significant Soviet naval
forces to the Mediterranean began only in 1967, by which time other
motives in addition to countering the U.S. strategic Lhreat also
appeared to be involved.

11 See Thomas W. Wolfe, Soviet Strategy at the Crossroads, Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1964, pp. 185-186.

12See Mccrwire, in Congressional Record, July 1, 1972, p. E-6852.
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targets in the Un" ted States. In short, this offensive _ission, which

would also require forward deployment, does not seem to square with

the thesis that a defensive reaction co a technolcgically and geographL.-

rally expanding U.S. strategic threat can adequately account for the

course of Scviet naval evolution.

3. Important Soviet Naval Decisions of the Mid-Fifties

Whatever the merits of the argument that Soviet naval programs

since the mid-fifties have been almost entirely tied to Soviet percep-

tion - and periodic misperception - of the strategic threat from the

sea, it would appear, as Admiral Gorshkov once asserted, that decisions

Laken in the mid-fifti2s did ind~ed mark "a new stage iii the development

of the Navy."' 3 At least three im.'or :ant choices bearing on future

Soiet naval dev ilopment apparently jere embodied in the decisions of

the mid-fifties.

One of these was to create "an ocean-going Navy" capable of "con-

ducting combat operaticns" in either nuclear or non-nuclear wars, and
J14also of "supporting state interests at sea in peacetime.' A second

choice was predicated ufn a "radical change in the technical base,"15

and involved an innovative .incept which may have owed as much to

internal competition for resources with other elements of the Soviet

armed forces as to externa. competition with the United States. It

amounted essentially to opting for a variety of mi,.sile systems which

did not require large capital ships,16 but which could be packaged

aboard smaller surface ships, submarines, and long-range aircraft. A

third important choice was a. negative decision tc forego the building

1 3Mors)i Sbornik, No. 2, February 1967, p. 20.
141bd. , p. 2C.

15Ibid., n. 20.
16It may be noted that a tendency to proclaim the decline of large

capital ships has been a recurrent theme in the history of Soviet naval
affairs, often interpreted as a rationalization for economic and tech-
nical obstacles to their construction. Wh.lether the mid-fifties deci-
sions to make missile-platforms of smaller ships and submarines should
be regarded mainly as a further example of such rationalizing, or as an
imaginative move consonant with the actual passing of the "big ship era"
in naval afrairs, remains for future historians to settle.
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of large attack carriers, although the idea of helicopcer carriers

configured for anti-submarine warfare apparently remained an open

option which was later taken up, befcrs Khrusilchev left the scene,

with the start of constuction of the Moskva class of ASW helicopter

carriers.

Precisely wheu the decision against postwa- construction of attack

carriers may have been taken has not been established, but circumstan-

tial evidence suggests that it probably came within a year or two after

Stalin's death, and perhaps shortly after Gorshkov ;s chosen by

Phrushchev to succeed A.mira:" N. G. Kuznetsov as head of the navy in

iE55. As late as 1951, Kuznetsov is reliably report:ed to have said

while briefing a group of subordinate officers that carriers would be-

come available "before lo.ng," implying that Stalin had approved renewal

of the carrier construction project he had suspended prior to World

War 11.17 Gorshkov subsequently defended the negative decision against

postwar carrier construction in terms suggesting his own participation

in the decision at the time other Stalinist programs for capital surface

ship construction were being cut bac%.18 The primary grounds he gave

were the increasing vulnerability of large carriers in the nuclear-

missil, age and the assertion that carriers could not "compare with the

striking power of underwater and air forces," presumably meaning land-

based aircraft in the latter case. Another unstated consideration may

have been the high cost of large modern carriers, plus the long develop-

ment lead time necessary before the Soviet Union could hope to have even
19

a few operational carriers at sea, thus making a matching effort to

compete with the West in carrier strike forces a rather dim prospect.

17See Herrick, Soviet Alaval Strategy, p. 64; Commander T G.
Martin, USN, "A Soviet Carrier on the Horizon?" United States 'r1n.al
Institute Proceedings, December 1970, pp. 49-50.

18Morskoi Sbornik, No. 2, February 1967, p. 19.
19According to some stimates, the period involved to acquire an

initial carrier would be on the order of seven years, with about five
more years required before a small number of operational carriers co,.ld
be available. See Brever, hde co the Soviet .'. ,, p. 193; James D.
Hessman, "The Soviet Union Moves Ahead," Ax-cd F.-rccs Jo(rna, August 17,
1970, p. 30.
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Implementation of the various naval policy decisions of the mid-

fifties was strung out through the ensuing years of the Khrushchev

period aud into the regime of his successors,, so that it is difficult

t. acertain whether a single "optimal" plan of naval development was

adhered to or whether the Soviets continued to feel their way among

various alteraatives for coping with the changing character of the

Western naval threar. At any rate, some of ti'e steps set in motion

under Khrushchev can be identified. One of these was to change the

composition of the land-based naval air arm by introducing Badger

medium jet bombers armed with air-to-surface missiles20 and a few

long-range Bear turboprop bomLqrs, thus converting what had been essen-

tially a short-range air arm, suitable mainly for coastal operations
"and air defense of littoral areas,21 into a force with improved offen-

sive and reconnaissance capabilities against Western naval forces at

sea.

Another series of steps marked the beginning of a deal process of

convertL'g some conventionally-armed Soviet surface ships to missile

armament and of introducing new destroyer and cruise- classes designed

from the start as missile-launching platforms. This process, which was

initially focused upon adapting surface-to-se'rface cruise missiles to

naval use, began in 1957 with modification of the KotZin-class destroyer

to carry the SS-N-I cruise missile; the product of this mating became

known as the KiZdin-class, of which only four units were built. Shortly

thereafter, the Krupnyi-class destroyer, designed as a surface-to-

surface missile ship, was laid down, -ath eight subsequently v.o be built.

Parallel with these milestone programs, which gave destroyers a missile

striking capability of 100 to 150 miles, sh(rter-range surface-to-surface

20By the end of the 1950-1962 period under discussion here, the
naval air arm had received some 300-400 Badgers capable of launching
air-to-surface cruise missile- :he ,'!iitayi Balance: 1.963-1964,
Institute for Strategic Studies, London, September 1963, p. 4.

21A substantial reduction in the overall aircraft strength of the

naval air arm at this time was due largely to transfer out of inter-
ceptors as the air defense mission in coastal areas was progressively
taken over by the PVO.
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missiles (the Styx of about 20 miles range) were installed in some

Komcar-class patrol boats, followed by similarly-equipped Osa-class

patrol boats.

Sometime during the process of introducing su, face-to-surface

missile capabilities into the Soviet surface fleet in the late fifties,

it evidently became apparent that a serious deficiency would exist in

providing air 1 -ferse protection for ships obliged to operate beyind

land-based air coverage. The answer to th'i problem was sought both
22

by converting some existing ships into SAM platforms and by laying

down new destroyer and cruiser classes designed to carry surface-to-air

missiles and in some cases combining air defense and surface-to-surface

missile armament, as well as ASW rockets. 23  Most of the guided missile

ships to be produced under these programs did not begin to appear until

after 1962, but the basic reorientation of future surface force develop-

ment around such ships had become established by the early F4ixties.

One point of interest here is why the incorporation of air defense

missilry lagged several years behind the first adoption of surface-to-

surface missiles for anti-ship purposes, particularly since SAM. tech-
nology was already available. 'While the explanation may lie partly in

technical difficulties of adapting land-based defensive systems to

shipboard use, other factors, such as a poor institutional interface

between che land-based PVO and the Navy, or simply a higher priority

on offensive missile packages, may have entered the picture also. The

rationale for first concentrating on anti-ship offensive missiles could

be explained, for example, as an expedient measure to counter the

carrier threat. That is, surface units fitted tn fire surface-to-surface

22The first of these steps, apparently initiated in 1960 or 1961,
was conversion of a Sverdlov-class cruiser, the Dzerznh.aki, intc a
SAM platform, using a naval version of the SA-2 Guideline missile.

2The first new class to combine surface-to-surface and air defense
missile armament was the ? ynda-clzss cruiser. The first keel of this
class was laid in Leningrad in June 1960. It was equipped with the
SA-N-I, a naval version of the SA-3 Goa air defense system. For details
on other surface ship conversions and new classes which followed the
Kynda, see Breyer, jide ro :;he Soviet .7at')y, especially pp. 255-275. See
also pp. 26-32 below.



missiles in an initial surprise attack against a U.S. Crrier might

have been considercd expendable but capable of creating enough damage

to permit submarines and aircraf- to finish the job. 24

4

., Expanded Soviet Submarine Program T14der Khrushchev

Although surface ship programs received moie atzezition in the

latter fifties than Khrashchev', denigration nf surface warsaips might

have sugges ted the principal Soviet nav . effort IurMag n&is regime
25

clearly lay in the submarina field. Here, Khrushchev had Inherited

an active building piogram centered on W and Z-clths icn -range attack

submarines. This program was not slowed down when Stalin's surface-

ship construction plans were cut back. Rather, the cutback freed some

shipbuilding resources for an accelerated submarine program26 -- in

keeping with the mid-fifties decisions to mate missile technology with

the submarine to provide both a itrategic strike capability and to

counter the U.S. carrier threat.

Whether these two missions shared ,qual priority at the time is

difficult to say, but chronologically ai: least, a prbject for develop-

ing a ballistic missile capability, more suitable for striking land

targets than for anti-ship use, apparently came slightly ahead of the

first Soviet cruise-missile project. Incidentally, the popular con-

ception that the Soviets turned to miss.le-launching subs only after

observing the U.S. example does not stand up. Shortly after World War II

the Soviets showed some interest in an abortive German project for firing

the V-2 ballistic missile from a submarine-towed container. A serious

24This is essentielly the ratioaiale attributed to the Soviets by

Admiral Elmo R. Zumualt, U.S. Chief of Naval Operations. See his inter-
view, "Where Russian Threat Keeps Growing," U.S. dews & World Report,
September 13, 1971, p. 75.

251n the postwar years from 1945-1970 the Soviet Union produced 14
new classes of eubmarines, inany of which had several distinct variants.
The great majority of these were built or authorized during the period
Khrushchev was in power.

26The post-Stalin cutback in surface naval ship construction not
only freed :onsiderable shipbuilding capacity for conve-sion to submarine
constructiot,4 but it also permitted the use of some vacated buildine ways
in Leningrad and Black Sea yards for comercial ship construction, thus
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Soviet effort to develop the submarine as a aissile-launching platform

was underway at least as early as thz U.S. experiments %nth the Regutua

cruise missile which preceded iniciiti., of the Pol.ais prograz in

early 1957.

The i 4rsr Soviet program to bear fruit was the modification of a

Z-class diesel submarine 2 7 for surface launb of a ballistic missile

(probably the SS-N--4 of about 3C0 nautical mile range), the first fizing

of which reportedly took place in September 2955. Roughly parallel with

this program, the first of a series of modificat-tons of the W-class 2 8

was begun to test the cruise-missile concept that was to become the basis

for submarine-launched missile systems primarily intended to counter the

Western carrier threat. Bc : the ballistic and cruise-missile systems

initially tested on modified W and Z-class diesel subs were incorporated

in follow-on classes of diesel and nuclear--powered submarines which

began building in the late fifties and early sixties.
29

In interaction terms, it would thus seem that the initial Soviet

moves to incorporate missile technology into the expanding submarine

program of the fifties owed little to American technological or concep-

tual example, although response to the operational threat of U.S.

giving the Soviet merchant marine its first big boost under the
Khrushchev regime. See Shadrin, op. cit., Vol. II, p. 388.

27The missile-carrying conversion of the Z-class, of which about
ten units were modified, became known as the Z-V class.

28The W-class diesel submarine, the first modern attack type of the
postwar b '..ding program, proved to be the workhorse of the Sovie. sub-
marine fleet icr -many years. Large numbers of at least six different
attack versions wecc built, in addition to smaller numbers of three
modified designs for firing cruise missiles.

29The Initial ballistic missile system, the SS-11-4, which had to
be fired from the surface, was fitted into the G-class diesel and the
H-class nuclear submarines. A longer-.range (700-mile) ballistic missile
system, the SS-N-5, capable of submerged launch, was subsequently in-
corporated ir conversions of both G and H-class subs. The initial cruise
missile system, a submarine version of the SS-N-3 derived from the land-
based Shaddock, was fitted into J-class diesel and E-class nuclear subs.
All of these missile-firing submarine classes preceded the nuclear-powered
Y and C-classes which were to appear toward the end of the sixties, and
which were fitted respectively with r.4 ballistic and cruise missile
systems.
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largely in terms of reaction to the longer reach of American seaborne

strategic arms, Soviet naval forces were also taking on new responsibil-

ities for support of worldwide Soviet political interests linked in no

direct way with homeland defense. In the latter connection, it is of

some interest that Admiral Gorshkov, in a recent series of articles on

the historical development of the Russian and Soviet navies, chose to

emphasize the theme that Imperial Russia's rulers paid heavily for not

understanding "the significance of sea power" in the "attainment of

political goals."
51

To some extent, Soviet economic interests were probably also in-

volved in the outward thrust of the Soviet Navy in the latter sixties.

From the close of the Khrushchev period in 1964 through 1970 the Soviet

merchant fleet had grown from about 6 million te more than 15 million

deadweight tons, and the Soviet Union had become progressively more en-
52

gaged in .,.ernational trade and shipoing. It is worth noting that

a large Soviet merchant fleet without global naval forces to stand be-

hind it would tend to offer hostages to Western naval power in the event

of a crisis; thus, this potential constraint on Soviet policy may have

been among the incentives for extending the blue-water reach of the naval

forces.

3. Soviet Naval Building Programs

The increasing visibility of the Soviet Navy during the sixties was

largely a function of its progressive shift to forvard deployment, but

at the same time building p-ograms for both the submarine and surface
forces were also gradually _nanging its structure. These progrr s were

by no eans all carried out on a smoothly-meshed and uninterrupted basis;

indeed they seemed prone to a more-than-average quota of reco:figurations,

backfitting, and other readjustments. Uhether this was primarily due to

No. 51See S. G. Gorshkov, "Navies in War and Peace," ,crskoi S4 cr,:ik,

No. 4, April 1972, p. 23.
5 2See Fairhall, op. cit., pp. 119-148. See also: Shadrin, op. cit.,

pp. 292-299; ,'e- - £ot', Center for Strategic and International
Studies, Georgetown University, Washington, D.C., June 1969, pp. 73-92.
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in the late fifties to inspire estimates that the Soviet Union would

be capable of mounting a "devastatlzg" attack anst the United

States by ballistic-missile launch .ng nuclear .oubm:%rines "early in
tne 196s. "33

Such estimates, like the partllel "missl.e pp" alarm over a

prospective Soviet land-bued &CM( &hreat, tendei tu be somewhat prema-

tu-e. The so'urtegic attack potential of Soviet misile iubmarines by
the clcie of the 1950-1962 period remained quite limitftd, with the

Soviet SLBH program lagging well behind the rapid growth of the

American PoZaris fleet in the early sixties. It was only after a

hiatus of same five years from 1962 to 1967, during which Soviet sub-

marAne designers carried ou. a major effort to develop a ballistic

missile submarine technology roughly cciparable to that of the Polar is,

that the Soviet Union was to find itself in a position to begin closing

the margin in SLEBM forces between itself and the Dmited States.

33 Pep;,;'t of the Underseas Warfare Advisoir' Pa"zeZ to the Sub-
coxmittee on .litcr App licarions, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
U.S. Congress, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1958,
p. 3.
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19. THE PMOD FROM 1963 TO EARLY 1972

A. Shift to Forwrd Pattern of Soviet Deployrent

In tho period f-om the Soviet decisions of thic mid-flfties which

nhar ed a z,.w pata of naval development until after the Cuban crisis oi

1962, the Soviet navy remained largely restrcted to the traditional home

waters of its four territorial fleets, even though new technologies intro-

duced into the submarine and surface building programs were gradually

transforming the character of Soviet naval power during these years.

Only the submarine forces had begun training for big off-shore cruises

and or.casional under-ice operations in the Arctic, and even in this case,

ar a Soviet admiral later acknowledged, "the technology was basically

ready for long cruises, but the men turned out to be insufficiently ready

psychologically., 3 4

Not only because the "visibility" of the Soviet navy in out-of-area

operations was still quite low in the period from the mid-fifties into

the early sixties, but also because Soviet naval power played no role

to Apeak of in such recurrent crises of the period as Suez, Lebanon and

Cuba in which displays of a U.S. naval presence proved an influential
35factor, there was relatively little occasion for direct interaction

with Western naval forces and, on the whole, the Soviet nz.y was not yet

perceived as presenting a significant chal!erSe on the high seas to

Western naval power.

This situation began to change, however, afte: the Cuban missile

crisis, which itself hao produced a close but short-lived interaction

between U.S. naval forcE" ond Soviet supply vessels en route to Cuba.

34 Rear Admiral A. Contayev, "The Path to the Ocean," Mor7koi Sbornik,
No. 10, October 1971, pp. 47-52.

35 During this period, the U.S. Navy, by contrast with its Soviet
counterpart, was enjoying what one essayist has :alled a "kind of Golden
Age" in terms of "Cold War prestige." Captain .obert H. Smith. USN,
United States Naval Institute Proceedinos, !!.'ch 1971, p. 19.
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During the nextr five vears - prior to the Arab-TsTaseli conflict of
June 1967, which was to bring te Soviet Navy's %unrgence fra. its home

waters aramatically into the public eye - then was a gradual bu." steady

whi gt toward a tore forward pattern of Soviet naval deployment. This

inclw .d the extension of out-Af-area exercise% to the North and Nor-

vegian seas, the regular monitori; of Western naval exercises, the

entry of a small force of surface s4a!ps aud submarines into the Mediter-

ranean during the Cyprus crisis in 1964, the adoption of replenishment-

at-sea practices, the more frequent conduct of submarine patrols in di,-

tent waters, and a round-the-world submerged crtAM by a group of nuclear-

powered submarines in 1966. In this period, incrnmed attention also

was given to improving off-shore ASW capabilities aiainst Polari8 sub-

marines, a mission described in 1963 as "the moa Important task of the

Soviet Navy," 36 as well as to improving Soviet apfbious-landing capabili-

ties by introduction of new types of landing ships and reactivation of

naval infantry forces in 1964.

In interaction terms, the upsurge of Soviet-naval activity between

1962 and 1967 has been variously interpreted. According to some views,

it can be attributed primarily to the shock of the Cuban episode itself,

which, by dennstrating Soviet inability to contest U.S. control of the

sea approaches to Cuba, led the Soviet leadership zz embark on corrective

measures paralleling the post-Cuba buildup of Iazid-7ased ICBM forces.

A variant of this view ascribes a central role to Mmiral Corshkov him-

self, who is said to have been so vankled by the Cnban "fiasco" that he

ordered his fleet commanders to get their forces to sea and keep them

there. 
37

According to another interpretation, the Cube events had little

to do with the progressive forward deployment of Sm7iet naval forces

after 1962. Rather, a continuation of the process of seeking strategic

36Marshal V. D. Sokolovskii, et al., Voennria Srrategiia C:i*Zltar
Strateg;), 2nd ed., Voenizdat, Iloscow, 1963, p. 398. As compared with
the first edition of this work in 1962, the second edition in 1963 re-
flected a pronounced increase of emphasis on the n*ed for vigorous
measures to counter tne Polar*s threat.

37See Commander T. G. Martin, USN, in United &-tes V!:;cl Institute
Proceedin.s, December 1970, P. 50.

: \\
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deftnse against the carrier and Polar-c threats is said to have drawn

the Soviet Navy forward, with the critical factoz dui S this period

having been successi~e increases in the range and lethaiity of American

submarine-laLmchd ballistic missiles: for example, the Pol 'is A-i,

which was becoming available in operational numbers by 1961, b d a range

of 1200 nautical miles; the A-2, operational in June 1962, 1600 nauti-

cal miles; the A-3, operational in September 1964, 2500 nautical miles;

while in 1965 came authorization to develop the Poseidon missile of

equal range and greater payload than the A-3.
38

A third interpretation, to which the author of the present paper

teould subscribe, considers essentially that single-factor e-cplanations

of Soviet naval policy are unsatisfactory, and that beth a response to

the "lessons" of Cuba and to the changing dimensions of the seaborne

strategic threat were probably involved in the period in question. In

addition, Soviet naval programs which began to come to fruition in the

mid-sixties under the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime had their genesis fcr the

most part in development activities initiated earlier under Khrushchev,

so that a considerable element of continuity independent of response to

immediate events must also be recognized.

This is not to Imply, however, that a single optimal plan laid down

in the naval policy decisions of the mid-fifties was undeviatingly fol-

lowed thereafter. There uere, for example, occasional internal debates

over roles and missions, particularly with regard to the Soviet Navy's

share of strategic strike functions, an issue w=hich seems to have been
39

especially contentious from 1959 to at least 1963. Incidentally, the

very fact that the outcome of this internal debate was generally favor-

able to the Soviet Navy, according it a charter to go ahead with a major

38For a previously-cited argument along this line, see Michael
McGwire's articles in 2onress.onai Record, July 1, 1971, pp. E 6852-
6853. See also Geoffrey Jukes in Papeih. ',zer,'" ,Vo. 87, The Inter-
natrinal Institute for Strategic Studies, London, May 19/2, pp. 5-8.

39For discussion of this issue, see Wolfe, Soviet Sttr i. a the
Crossroad8, pp. 186-187, and Herrick, So',: " te.,, pp. 87-99.
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expansion of SLBM forces, would suggest that the energies of the naval

corAand were aot exclusively devoted to planniug defenses against the

1j.S. seaborne strategic threat.

2. Heightened Western Perception of Soviet Naval Competition

The turning point in Western awareness of the Soviet Cnion as an

emerging naval competitor doubtless came in the sumer of 1967, when th,"

Arab-Israeli conflict opened the door for establishment of a substantial

Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean.40  This dramatic depacture

from past Soviet practice not only gave Soviet naval power much greater

visibility in waters which had been virtually tht exclusive preserve of

the Sixth Fleet: and allied NATO navies, but it al;o had the effect of

lending greater credence to Russian declarations that the Soviet Navy

was henceforth ?repared to operate "wherever required to protec: the

state interests of the USSR" -- a notion relatively new to the Soviet

political vocabulary and one suggesting that occasions for interacLion

between Soviet and Western naval foxces could be expected to occur on

a much wider geographic scale than in the past.

Another event in the :lediterranean in 1967 also had significant

interaction implications. This was the sinking in October 1967 of the

Israeli destroyer 5':: by a surface-t.o-surface cruise missile (Styx),

fired from a :c.'rm_--class patrol boat manned *, -gyptians. This incident,

demonstrating that a conventional gun-equippi, surface ship could be

cutranged and sunk by a small missile-firing patrol boat, served perhaps

more than anything else to sensitize Western naval circles to the threat

40The Soviet naval detachment deployed to the Eastern editerranean

during and immediately after the June 1967 ;:ar consisted of some 40 com-
bat and auxiliary vessels, including a few suomarnes and two troop-
ianding ships. in subsequent -.pars uetween 1967-1972, Lhe size of tais
force fluctuated, averaging 16 combatants and on occasion going, as hah
as 47 combatants (2 helicopter carriers, 6 cruisers, 17 destroyers and
escorts, and 22 attack submarines), plus auxiliaries.

41See artlclvs by Admiral V. A. Kasatonov, -:'_', July 30, 1967,Admiral N. Sergeycv, , "','" . , , July 30, 1967; Admiral S. G.

Gorshkov, u'l, Jt.ly 27, 19o9.
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42
implicit in the Soviet Navy's adoption. of anti-ship missile armament.

From thi.s Juncture onward, the Soviet potential to challenge Western

surface sut'cemac" came to be taken far mure seriously than hitherto, as

attested, for example, by the tart comment several years later of Vice-

Admiral H. G. Rickover: " . . . our gun-equipped surface ships are

considerably outrangod by Soviet surface-to-surface cruise missiles and

would suffer severe attrition in an engagement." 
43

If developments of 1967 in the Mtditerranean were instrumental in

awakening the West to the Soviet Union's emergence as a serious naval

competitor. this perception was fed not only by more conspicuous activ-

ity of Soviet naval forces in waters close to home, but also by what

appeared to be a steady geographic widening of Soviet naval deployments

during the next few years.

Perhaps the first conspicuous example of the former came in January

1968 after the Pueblo incident when, in response to the dispatch of an

American task force to the Sea of Japan, the Soviet Pacific fleet inter-

posed a screening force of 16 ships between the American task force and

the coast of North Korea. As for the latter, beginning with an initial

good-will cruse by three Soviet warships to Indian Ocean and Persian

Gulf ports in the spring of 1968, a small but steady-state deployment
44

was maintained in these waters thereafter to show the Soviet flag.

In 1969, periodic naval visits to the Caribbean were initiated,45

42See Arnold M. Kuzmack, "Wshere Does the Navy Go From lere?" in
Military Rcvie-, Vol. 52. No. 2, February 1972, p. 46; David Fairhall,
Russian Sca Power, Gambit, Inc., Boston, 1971, pp. 229-230.

The Washinton Post, May 31, 1971.

4The initial contirgent of Soviet warships consisted of a Kzninyi-
class aided-missile destroyer, a Kas~ib:-class conventional destroyer,
and a Sueri'd-class cruiser. From 1968 through 1971 a .otal of 33 sur-
face warships, 13 submarines and 35 auxiliaries reported-y appeared in
the Indian Ocean for cruises of varying duration. cee Jakes, The huxan
Ocean in Soviet Naval 1oic:,Lo , c , p. 15.

45From 1969 through 1971, eight Soviet naval excursions to the Carib-
bean took place, including exercises conducted in the Gulf of Mexico.
Units involved in these visits included guided-.issile surface ships,
nuclear and diesel submarines, and support vessels. See "Testimony of
Vice-Admiral Hyman G. Rickover," "e:ore a S ntee ""c
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providing an opportunity for the first time since 1962 to test American

reaction to the presence of Soviet armed forces at the southern doorstep

of the United States. Except for an American demand in the fall of 1970

for assurance that facilities built at the Cuban port of Cienfuegos

would not be used to service Soviet nuclear submarines, this probing

indicated American tolerance of continuing naval visits to the Western

Hemisphere.46  Elsewhere, in Africon waters, off the coast of Ghana in

1969, Guinea in 1970, and Sierra Leone in 1971, Soviet warships showed

up to engage in what appeared to be ventures in gunboat diplomacy,
47

while in September 1971 a Soviet task force including several guided-
48

missile ships cruised for tl . first time in Hawaiian waters.

The net of these out-of-area deployments, together with extended

submarine patrols in the Atlantic and Pacific, inter-fleet transfers,

intelligence collection activities at sea, and major combined fleet

exercises in the Atlantic such as Sever in 1968 and Okean in 1970,

amounted to an estimated tenfold increase in the operational days spent

by the Soviet Navy outside its home waters from about mid-1965 to mid-

1971. 49 The largest number of out-of-area days occurred in he Mediter-
50

ranean and Atlantic. While no breakdown of out-of-area operational

time into various mission categories is available, at least not to the

author of this paper, the variety of deployments and geographic areas

involved would suggest that in addition to outward extension of a mari-

time defense perimeter around the Soviet Union, which might be explained

Committee on Apprpriations, Houcse of Representatives, 92nd Congress,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1972, p. 478 (here-
after cited ap Pickovor Testimony.

46 The Soviet Union's response in October 1970 that it was not build-
irg "its own oase" in Cuba was taken to mean that it acceded to the Amer-
ican protest, although no specific assurances oere given, at least pub-

licly, that Soviet nuclear sub' arines would stay out of the area.
47See James M. McCopnell, The Soviet Navy in the Indian Ocean,

Paper No. 77, Center for Naval Analyses, Arlington, Va., August 1971;
Weinland, The Changing Mission Structure of the Soviet Na=, pp. 11-12.

48Rickover Teit 'nonj, p. 478.
49See Weinland, p. 7.
5 0Rickover Testmon,, p. 477.
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largely in terms of reaction to the longer reach of American seaborne

strategic arms, Soviet naval forces were also taking on new responsibil-

ities for support of worldwide Soviet political interests linked in no

direct way with homeland defense. In the latter connection, it is of

some interest that Admiral Gorshkov, in a recent series of articles on

the historical development of the Russian and Soviet navies, chose to

emphasize the theme that Imperial Russia's rulers paid heavily for not

understanding "the significance of sea power" in the "attainment of

political goals." 51

To some extent, Soviet economic interests were probably also in-

volved in the outward thrust of the Soviet Navy in the latter sixties.

From the close of the Khrushchev period in 1964 through 1970 the Soviet

merchant fleet had grown from about 6 million tc more than 15 million

deadweight tons, and the Soviet Union had become progressively more en-
52gaged in .,..ernational trade and shipoing. It is worth noting that

a large Soviet merchant fleet without global naval forces to stand be-

hind it would tend to offer hostages to Western naval power in the event

of a crisis; thus, this potential constraint on Soviet policy may have

been among the incentives for extending the blue-water reach of the naval

forces.

3. Soviet Naval Building Programs

The increasing visibility of the Soviet Navy during the sixties was

largely a function of its progressive shift to forvard deployment, but

at the same time building p-ograms for both the submarine and surface

forces were also gradually cnanging its structure. These progra,;s were

by no ,eans all carried out on a smoothly-meshed and uninterru.pted basis;

indeed they seemed prone to a more-than-average quota of recoifigurations,

backfitting, and other readjustments. I1hether this was primarily due to

51See S. G. Gorshkov, "Navies in War and Peace," .crsko Sbcri:*k,

No. 4, April 1972, p. 23.
52See Fairhall, op. cit., pp. 119-148. See also: Shadrin, op. cit.,

pp. 292-299; S.VUt .e 'o.'-r, Center for Strategic and International
Studies, Georgetown University, Washington, D.C., June 1969, pp. 73-92.
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internal technological factors and institutional hassling over resources

and maission priorities or to the impact of external developmet,ts and

threat reappraisals, is not clear. On the whole, however, it seems fair

to say that there was a reasonably coherent pattern of pursuing the main

trend sct in the late fifties toward incorporating missile technology

in submarines and relatively small bLt fast surface units ranging from

patrol uoats at one end of the spectrum to cruisers of up to about 7500

tons at the other.

a. Submarine Programs

In the submarine field, the Soviets did 4ct quit building diesel

classes as many expected after the first Soviet nuclear-powered submarines

became available in tae late fifties. Rather, both the J-class cruise

missile and G-class ballistic missile production runs were continued well

into the sixties, with the latter undergoing conversion into the G-Il

class beginning about 1962. Although new construction after the mid-

fifties hifted largely to nuclear designs, at least one new diesel type,

the short-rar.ge B-class, was still in production by 1970.
54

The prin'ipal Soviet submarine program undertaken in the sixties

and still going strong in the early seventies was the Y-class program

intended to give the Soviet Union a ballstic missile launching subma-

rine roughly comparable to the U.S. Focaris. The decisions to begin this
55

program apparently came around 1963, at the same time that post-Cuba

decisions bearing on buildup of the SS-9 and SS-11 ICBMs presumably were

being thrashed out. Whether the Y-class program gained impetus from the

same rist-Cuba syndrome which helped to spur the land-based ICB'I buildup,

or whether the So,,iet naval command would hate managed to make a case

for trying to match the Poicris without the stimulus of Cuba, the Y-class

program does appear to have been much more closely coupled to the Ameri-

can example than other Soviet submarine developments.

53The G-Il class was re-equipped vita SS-N-5 ballistic missiles.

I
54 See Shadrin, op. cit., p. 140.
55Ibid., p. 139.
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Incidentally, at the time the Y-class program was being authorized,

the prevailing impression in the West was that,the United States enjoyed

an SLBM lead unlikely to be threatened for many years. There had been a

brief flurry of concern in the late fifties, paralleling the "missile

gap" alarm, over the strategic strike potential of Soviet ballistic mis-
56

sile submarines. However, the rather small force of mixed diesel and

nucleAr submarines which actLally materialized by 1963, the limited range

of the :ew missiles which each carried, the noisiness and other charac-

teristics of the Soviet submarines themselves -- all contributed to the

impression that earlier estimates of the Soviet underwater strategic

potential had been overdrawn.

Here the question arises whether a relaxed, stand-pat position by

the United States in the SLB-I field wouli have removed the incentive for

Soviet efforts to catch up, and thus have produced a kind of stasis in

this a:ea of straLegic competition. Though this is one of the questions

at the heart of the interaction issue, it is essentiallv unanswerable,

and assertions leaning one way or the other must take the place of proof.

In any event, one might notL that had complacency over the American lead

ruled out further efforts to improve the original American SLBM capabil-

ity, the Y-class program actually pursued by the Soviets would have en-

abled them virtually to catch up with U.S. tecbs.iogy in this field with

their first matching eftort. As it was, they continued to trail quali-

tatively into the seventies.

In quantitative terms, the Y-class program did much better. The

first unit of this class, equipped with 16 tubes for submerg aunch

of the 1300-nautical mile SS-N-6 ballistic missile, was completed ill

1967. A construction program first estimaced at eight boats a year,

later upped Lo nine or ten, gave the Soviets 25 operational Y-class sub-

marines by early 1972, with 17 more in various stages of assembly.
57

These estimated figures, incidentally, appear to have been low of the

mark, ,ince in the iast-minute negotiations on the SALT-I agreements at

56See p. 19 above.
57 Se e  ,,t. • .,

See t:c:.u ,, ... r,>t , Secretary

of Defense Melvin R. Laird's Annual Defense Department Report, FY 1973,
WashingLon, D.C., February 22, 1972, p. 39.
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the Moscow summit in Ilay 1972, the Soviets themselves claimed 48 boats
58

built or building with a total capacity of 768,missiles, and presum-

ably they should know.5
9

Qualitatively, the Y-class submarines which entered service ia he

late sixties proved to be somewhat similar to the early U.S. Ethen Allen

generation of SSBNs, though the Y-class had greater horsepower and a
60

submerged speed advantage. Its disadvantages included noisier oper-

ation, but lay chiefly in a missile system, the SS-N-6, which was infer-

ior to the improved Polaris and Poseidon systems, being not only liquid-

fueled but having a range only about that of the Polaris A-1. From the

Soviet standpoint, range wab per.iaps a less critical consideration than

in the U.S. case, since MO!L c. the lucrative targets for strategic at-

tack in the United States lie much closer to the sea than those on the

Soviet land mass. While shorter range Soviet SLBMs might thus appear

to suffice, an extension of their range would certainly afford greater

operational flexibility.

Testing of a new Soviet missile system, w:ith a range of about 3000

nautic: miles, began in 1969, without indication at the time as to

58As disclosed at the Press Conference of Dr. Henry A. Kissinger,
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs, Intourist
Hotel, Moscow, :lay 27, 1972. See transcript, p. 107, in .Vil'Zar: P.riica-
tions of the Tratoatc,.s on .4i-3alistic :4issile Ss: .s
and the interim n Liration of' Strategic Offensive Ar-is,
Hearing Before the Coumittee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate, 92nd Con-
gress, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1972 (hereafter
referred to as .vilr 'car'n or the iX.3.' Treat a.z?,,d the inter'n
Agreement on Stratedic Y;onsive Arris). It may be noted that the U.S.
estimate of 42 submarines would yield a total of 672 missiles if each
Y-class boat were equipped with 16 missiles. According to Dr. Kissinger,
a compromise figure of 710 nissiles was adopted for the purposes of the
agreement, but no current figure tor the number of submarines built or
building was mutually established. This ambiguity, as Kissinger's re-
marks suggest, was apparently related to the fact that an undetermined
number of Y-class units were being modified to carry 12 instead of 16
missiles.

59eIt has been cnarged by Senator Henry A. Jackson that the Russians
ueliberately inflatod tie total nuwoer of Y-class submarines in order to
obtain a higher cell il", 1,nde,0" tc inter:pi nwre.-,'n. See 'Jackson Says
Russians Lied Auut Suos, . 1, , Au;u-;t 16, 1972. While
it would be important to nail down the validity of this claim, the issue
Is too conplicated to ve e.plored further here.

60See Shadrin, op. cit., p. 140.
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whether this missile, later identified as the SS-,-8,61 was to be

carried by an existing or a new submarine class. However, by the time
the SALT I agreements were reached in 1972, it appeared that this mis-

62

sile was being backfitted into the Y--class, rather than being primar-

ily incorporated in a new hull design. Although the replacement of

the SS-N-6 missile by the SS-N-8 would improve the armament of the re-

configured Y-class submarine, the lack of a MIRV capability, such as

introduced into the American SSBNs from mid-1970 on, still appeared to

constitute a qualitative shortcoming of the Y-class in the early seven-

ties.

Besides the Y-class, tl"' Soviet submarine building program yielded

two other new nuclear-powered classes, which also may have been author-

ized about the same time as the Y-class. These were the C-class, armed

with a new generatn.on of cruise missiles, the SS-N-7, which could be

ftred from underwater, and the V-class, a torpedo attack submarine prob-
F 64

ably intended to succeed the N-class in an ASW and anti-shipping role.

Altogether, the submarine building program of the 1963-1972 period,

together with retirement of older classes and some sales abroad, gave

the Soviet Union a modernized but somewhat smaller submarine fleet than

it possessed at the start of the period -- a force clearly reflecting

the changes brought about by the introduction of nuclear and missile

61
1See Michael Getler, "Soviet Revamping Missile Submarines," The

Washington Post, May 31, 1972. The SS-N-8, or Sawfly, was later report-
ed to incorporate a stellar i. ertial guidance system which should sub-
stantially improve its accuracy. See William Beacher, "Soviet Advance
on Missile Scene," The New York Times, October 1, 1972.

62As indicated by Secretary Laird, some Y-class submarines were be-

ing modified to carry "more modern, longe.- range missiles," but this
meant fitting them with 12 missile tubes razher than 16 "because of the
space requirements that are involved." See A'.Zitar:, ipliaations of the
ABM Treaty and the Interim Agreement on Strate,.ic Offensive Arms, p. 158.

63A new submarine class would not be ruled out by the interim SALT I
agreement, provided the total operational number of modern SSBNs did not
exceed the limit of 62 fixed for the Soviet Union.

64 The N-class was the first So-iet nuclear-powered submarine, which
had begun building around 1956. Along with the diesel-powered R-class of
the same time period, it apparently was designated for both ASW dnd anti-
ship operations. See Shadrin, op. cit., p. 136.
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technology. As of April 1972, approximately 30 percent of the 345 sub-

marines in active ser% "ce were nuclear-powered, types. Categorized by

roles, about 20 percent of the force consisted of cruise-missile

submarines primarily for anti-ship use, about 15 percent were ballistic-

missile launching types for strategic delivery purposes, and 65 percent

were attack submarines for anti-ship, ASW, and mining roles.
65

b. Surface Programs

Continuing the trend toward guided-missile ships established in the

late fifties, surface ship construction in the 1963-1972 period provided

new units of this kind in both cruiser and destroyer categories. In the

cruiser category, in addition to Lhe Kyrda-class guided-missile cruiser

combining surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missile armament which

first became operational in 1962, the similarly armed but slightly larger
66

Xresta-class came into service in 1967. 6 B 1972, there were 13 units

of these two classes operational, and a program for a third undesignated

missile cruiser class about twice the size of the 1 esta was reportedly
unde way 6 7

under way. 6 The latter marked a departure from the concept of relatively

small guided-missile cruisers, suggesting that greater range and endur-

ance may have become a criterion for future surface force development.

65Source: Comparison of U.S. and USSR P]aval Combatants, Tables pre-
pared by the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, D.C.,
April 1, 1972 (Unclassified). The breakdown by numbers as of April 1972
was as follows

Cruise-Missile Subs Number Classes
Nuclear 37 E, C
Diesel 28 J, W

Ballistic-Missile Subs
Nuclear 35 H, Y
Diesel 20 G, Z

"ttack Subs
Nuclear 28 N, V
Diesel 197 F,G,W,Q,R,B

66A Kresta-I modification of 7500 tons displacement (the ','resta 1
was 6500 tons) appeared in 1969.

67William Beecher, "Soviet Reported Building Missile Cruisers Twice
Previous Size," >:z. .',"' Y )? ,'"wc', April 30, 1972. According to tais
report, three new missile cruisers of 12,000 to 15,000 tons were on the
ways, and in addition, three still larger ships of the old Sz' rdl/c"-
class were being converte1 to missile armament.
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said for the longer-range submarine cruise-missile system (SLC-) pro-

posed by the Department of Defense following the SALT agreeuents. 79

The Soviet practice of using strategic aircraft for support of

naval operati.ons was another exam.!e apparently deemed worthy of

emaulation; at least, it seems to have inspired suggestions for closer

cooperation between U.S. Air Force long-rang(; strategic aircraft and

naval forces at sea.

Despite these and perhaps other cases in which the United Stateb.

would appear to have taken a leaf from the Soviet example, there were,

of course, important instances in which the Soviet Union continued to

be essentially the emulative partner in the interaction process. Tle

Soviet decision to put resources into the Moskva-class helicopter

carriers, for example, may have beet. partly influenced by the long U.S.

practice of using carrierL especially equipped for ASW purposes, al-

though, as pointed out earl.er, both the organic design and the deck-

lo~ding of the Aoskva-class differ greatly from the American CV1S units.
80

The impact of the American example on Soviet thinking about carrier

forces in general also bears mention. A-lthough rejecting the utility of

the attack carrier in the context of a nuclear war, the Soviets have not

questioned the value of diversified carrier capabilities in a variety of

situations short of such a war. Thus, with regard to the large flight-

decked hull under construction at Nikolayev, one might surmise ti-aL,

even though it may owe little design-wise to American carriers, the deci-

sion to build it may have stemnred in part from a belief that the Soviet

Union could no,- expect to compete favo:ably with the United States in a

variety of possible circumstances unless it were willing to develop

some sort of shipborne aviation capabilities of its own.

791n explaining the grounds for the SLCM proposal, Secretary Laird

pointed out that since "the Soviet Union already has close to 70 cruise
missile submarines . . . this is a very important program for us to push
at this time." See .c:'tar# i''caio .s "h 5he AR'' 7- ,; t':;e
intezr,'r Agrec.'rn it cn Stratofc ' aL s, p. 54.

80See page 33 above.
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In this connection it may be noted that the concept of spiccial

purpose ASW carriers had been around for a long time for the Russians

to ponder, going back to the small "Jeep" carriers employed for this

purpose by the United States in World War II. The present American CVS
types, of which two are in active service, are converted for an ASW

support role from CVAs. Unlike the .oskva, the CVS carriers rely pri-

marily on fixed-wing aircraft and are uot themselves heavily armed,

although they do employ some helicopters. The principal U.S. ships

used as helicopter platforms, the Iwo Jima-class of about 18,000 tons,

have primarily a vertical envelopment role in amphibious landing oper-

ations. Yo date, the Moskva-class apparently has not functioned in

this role.

The Moakva-class helicopter carrier introduced in 1967 aroused

great interest in the West not only because it promised to provide a

new capability for command of Soviet ASW task force operations well out

to sea, but also because it raised the question whether the Soviets might

turn next to development of some other form or forms of seaborne aviation.

By the early seventies there was as yet no conclusive answer to this

question, but several indications pointed definitely in such a direction.

One stroaz indication was cumulative evidence that a large hull

under construction at Nikolayev on the Black Sea might be a carrier of

some kind. Confirmation that this ship, in the 30,000-ton class, was

indeed a carrier platform, probably intended for launching STOL or MTOL

aircraft, came in August 1972, although the role in which it might even-
71

tually be employed was not delineated. 1Material in the Soviet military

press also suggested a live Soviet interest in developing shipborne avia-

tion of some kind.

An example of the latter was an article in May 1972 by a Soviet

Navy captain dealing critically with U.S. motivations behind the concept

71The first authoritative statement ruling out earlier rumors that
the Nikolayev hull might be a tanker rather than an aircraft-related
platiorm was made in Congressional testimony by Admiral Elmo R. Zum%:alt,
Jr., in March 1972, not released until August 12, 1972. "Soviets Re-
ported Building a Carrier," T;,, ;W.as ,?ton P.-st, Aubust 13, 1972.

\\
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of small "air-capable" ships to supplement traditional attack carriers. 7 2

Altiwugh ostensibly treating taie concept as "an old idea in new dress,"

te article at tee same tim-a exposed a number of arguments in its favor,

such as its relative economy and its potential contributions to A01,

shows of naval strength, and other tasks "beyond the zones protected by

land-based aircraft," all of which were presumably features of interest

to the Soviet naval command. Notably, one. point singled out as a vul-
nerable spot in the concept -- U.S. lack of aircrafr. with suitable short-

landing characteristics -- was one where by implication the Soviet Union

might enjoy an advantage by virtue of having a family of STOL and VTOL

Aircraft under development.
Given the familiar Soviet technique of citing foreign experts and

practices to argue an internally controversial case which it is not
expedient to address directly, it might be surmised that the article in
question represented a bit of Indirect lobbying for the proposition that

the Soviet Union itself shc,ld devote requisite resources to developing

some sort of air-capable ships of its own, short of "traditional" attack

carriers. Two other possibilities might also be mentioned. One, that

the article was essentially a threat assessment, warning that the Soviet

Navy might have to face an additional. form of U.S. threat at sea. Second,

that the article reflected internal decisions already taken, and was

simply a step in preparing public justification for eventual Soviet

deployment of air-capable ships, on the grounds that they are needed to

counter what Shiltov called the "aggressive plans" of the "tilitary bosses

of imperialist policy."

4. Closer Naval Interaction

If at the beginning of the sixties the Soviet Union had been re-

garded as a relatively unimpressive naval power, except for its large

submarine force, the pendulum Liad clearly swung the other way a decade

later. Indeed, by the time of tbe SALT I agreements in early 1972, it

was felt in some quarters in the West that there had been an overreaction

to the Soviet naval challenge, and a public debate was shaping up between

those who warned thrit U.S. na-ial ascendancy was slipping away and those

72Captain First Rank V. Shiltov, "An Old Idea in New Form," KXrsnaa

ZVCida, 'tay 17, 1972.
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who argued that the Soviet Navy still remained far behind in most

categories of naval power.

The accumulating literature on both sideh of this question is too

extensive for review here, but a few examples may be noted. A promi-

nent proponent of the view that the Soviet naval challenge Nad been

vastly overrated was Senator William Proxmire, who in the :pring of

1972 exchanged a series of letters on the subject with Admiral Elmo R.

Zumwalt, Chief of Naval Operations.73  Other criticisms of tenden-

cies to overreact to the Soviet naval buildup were voiced by such
74

analysts as Michael MccGwire and John Erickson. Among those taking

the opposite view was Raymond Blackman, editor of Jane's Fighting

Ships, who in the 1971-1972 and 1972-1973 editions of this publication

sounded successive warnings that U.S.naval strengti, was in a "serious

decline' and that the expanding Soviet Navy could "snap its fingers at
all the maritime countries." Spokesmen for a less alarmist but serious
professional appraisal of growing Soviet naval strength included

Admiral Zumwalt, who tended to stress the point that by optimizing their

navy to counter one already in being, the Soviets had gained a number

of advantages.
75

Whatever the merits of the respective arguments over this issue,

which it is not the purpose of the present paper to try to settle, it

does seem obvious that the Soviet Navy's growing visibility on the

world scene by che latter sixties and early seventies was accompanied

by a much closer and more two-sided process of naval interaction than

had previously been the case.

One manifestation of this was the increasing frequency of harass-

mant at sea between Soviet and U.S. naval units, often resulting from

their attempts to monitor each other's training exercises at close

quarters. A particularly dramatic example of this activity occurred in

May 1968 when a Soviet TU-16 jet bomber making a low pass close to the

73
See Michael Gel,'er, "Proxmire Claims Pentagon Exaggerates Russian

Navy," 'The ashington ikst, May 26, 1972.
7 4 See respectively Congressivcal Rcord, July 1, 1971, p. E6851,

and Soviet Militavg Po7icy, Royal United Services Institution, London,
1971.

S 7 5See Novy, May 1971, p. 113, and U.S. N,,-w ad Wo ,Z .cp',,
September 13, 1971, pp. 72-75.
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U.S. carrier Esse= crashed into the Norwegian Sea.76  In a mutual effort

to reduce the possibility of tension-producing incidents, the Soviet

Union and the United States undertook direct negotiations between two

naval delegations in Moscow in October 1971. These talks l-d to the

signing of an dgreement to prevedt incidents at sea on May 25, 1972,
78

during the Moscow summit meeting. The agreement, which covered m~.a-

sures to avert collisions or other dangerous encounters, but which did

not question the right of mutual surveillance, marked the first such

formal step to regulate the peacetime inte.action between Soviet and

U.S. naval forces growing out of thair overlapping presence at sea.

Another notable aspect of closer naval interaction that became

evident by the early seven'-es vas recognition in the West that the

Soviet Navy had been highly innovative in adapting new technologies to

its need-, especially in attempting to optimize its capabilities against

superior Western surface forces by a combiration of surface, subsurface

and air-launched anti-ship missiles. In a broad sense, this recognition

might be said to have stimulal.ed fresh thinking within the U.S. Na.y

as to its own future course - whether, for example, to ty to "counter-

optimize" against the Soviet "1avy, which might offer some economy in an

era of rising defense costs, or whether to pursue programs offering a

broader and more flexible range of capabilities, but costing more.

In a narrower reactive sense, Soviet innovative accomplishments

were also recoguzed in some cases by paying them the compliment of

emulation. Thus, the Soviet example probably provided much of the stimu-

lus for accelerated U.S. development in the early seventies of the

!!nrpon surface-to-surface tactical missile system, while the same can be

76This accident was one of more than 100 near-collisions and other

incidents which reportedly occurred in the sixties and early seventies.
New York Tirwe,, October 23, 1971.

77The U.S. delegation was headed by then Under Secretary of the
Navy John W. Warner and the Sovi'it delegation by Admiral V. A. Kasatonov,
First Deputy Commander of the Soviet Navy.

78The naval agreement, which preceded the SALT I signing ceremony
by one day, was signed by Secretary of the Navy Warner and Adniral S. G.
Gorshkov, Commander of the Sol ".t: Navy. See Frank Starr, "Sea Incidents
Fact Signed," Mr..- "'":.:, Mry 26, 1972.
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said for the longer-range submarine cruise-missile system (SLCH) pro-

posed by the Department of Defense following the SALT agreements.79

The Soviet practice of using strategic aircraft for support of

naval operatons was another example apparently deemed worthy of

emulation; at least, it seems to have inspired suggestions for closer

cooperation between U.S. Air Force long-rangi. strategic aircraft and

naval forces at sea.

Despite these and perhaps other cases in which the United Stateb.

would appear to have taken a leaf from the Soviet example, there were,

of course, important instances in which the Soviet Union continued to

be essentially the emulative partner in the interaction process. Tl.e

Soviet decision to put resources into the !Uoskva-class helicopter

carriers, for example, may have beet. partly influenced by the long U.S.

practice of using carriers especially equipped for ASW purposes, al-

though, as pointed out earlier, both the organic design and the deck-

lo~ding of the i,!oskva-class differ greatly from the American CVS units. 80

The impact of the American example on Soviet thinking about carrier

forces in general also bears mention. Although rejecting the utility of

the attack carrier in the context of a nuclear war, the Soviets have not

questioned the value of diversified carrier capabilities in a variety of

situations short of such a war. Thus, with regard to the large flight-

decked hull under construction at Nikolayev, one might surmise ti-at,

even though it may owe little design-wise to American carriers, the deci-

sion to build it may have stcnraed in part from a belief that the Soviet

Union could no,- expect to compete favo:ably with the United States in a

variety of possible circumstances unless it were willing to develop

some sort of shipborne aviation capabilities of its own.

791n explaining the grounds for the SLCM proposal, Secretary Laird
pointed out that since "the Soviet Union already has close to 70 cruise
missile submarines . . this is a very important program for us to push
at this time." See .iztar ih',~ctio,.s th1 ea AE' . a t;,e
Tnter;m Agree:r" - it cn Strate-ic O 'f"e~ai'e Arms, p. 54.

80See page 33 above.
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But the field in which there w-As most clearly Soviet em'lation of

the United States, and in vhic! rcrenuous Soviet efforts were made to

overcome an Ame,'ican advantage in the late sixties and early seventies,

was doubtless that c! SLBM forces. Here, the interaction process went

on at tuo different levels, so to speak. The first involved the urni-

lateral SLBM programs cn each side: in the Soviet case, primarily the

Y-class building pr.. ram, already described; and in the American case,

programs to i-prove the existing force of 41 SSENs by introduction of

MIRVed Poseidon, as well as R&D on the ULMS system envisaged as a

follow-on submarine-missile combination to begin replacing the old

force by the late seventies.

The second forum of interaction was provided by the strategic arms

limitation talks which began toward the end of 1969. So far as the

SLIM issue was concerned, these negotiations were marked by American

attempts to bring SLBMs under limitation, presumably reflecting U.S.
81concern about the momentum of the Y-class building program and by

Soviet reluctance to entertain constraints on SLB%1 forces while the

United States still held a numerical and technological edge. By the

spring of 1972, thanks both to apparent Soviet satisfaction that the

numerical gap had been redressed and to the atmosphere attending the

Moscow summit meeting in May, conditions were created which permitted

reslution of the negotiating standoff on the SLBNI issue. According to

Dr. Kissinger, the Soviet leaders agreed "in principle" at the end of

April 1972, after "a long period of hesitation," to include ballistic

missile launching submarines in the SALT I agreemeuts. There was,

however, scme hectic last-minute bargaining at the Moscow summit in

May over an SBM fou l. 8 2

I remains to be seen how the next round of the SALT talks may

affect the SLBA formula that was incorporated in the Interim Agreement

81
At least, part of the rationale later advanced by U.S. Government

spokesmen to justify a differential numerical ceiling rested on the
argument that without an agreement, the unilateral momentum of the
Y-class buildup would h.ve led to a larger force than permitted by the
agreement. See, for example, comments by Secretary Laird in Congressional
testimony, in ns'o' the ABN an &:e 1n r."
Agreement on Strategio q.fen.siz A ns, pp. 25, 4/, 160.

8 2Ibid., pp. 110, 120.
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on limitation oi strategic offensive arms. Here, suffice it to say

that under the differential ceilings on rodern ballistic missile

submarires and launchers establis hed by the S#LT I accords, the Soviet

Union had managed finally to gain its adversary's assent to Soviet

numerical super tcrity in SLBM forces, thus seeming to lealc the next

phase of interaction in this area of strategic competition to center

on the qualitativt. aspects of such forces.

9I
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