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ABSTRACT

Thtu thesis evaluates probable Soviet n&vil. atrategic.
| obj¢c:zvea in SALT I, SALT I, and START by exaliniag Soviet
arns contrqlﬂ.propmaals nn& nuvnl otta:ogic !orco levele
duriﬁg Qaeh uégotiation. Haval«rela:ed provisions of ‘;hé
S&LT treaties and aabsuquanc Soviet arus control proposals
are cxamincd at length. Additfonally, Soviet naval writings
are anslyzed to identify VU.S. strategic forces that wvere
'percéiwad‘_by  the Soriets aa eapacinllf threatening. The
nkaa£§' cbﬁcludes " that,  while the Soviet Havy's strategic
a:fike role in secoﬁdarr to the role pléyed by the Strategic
Rocker Forces, .the doviet Kavy nonetheless fulfills unidue
strategic =issions, Soviet negotiators "have reﬁeatedly
qought  aras éontrni tregt!cs that sllew for uniiaun
_ab&aruizntinn and cuxpansion of the Soviet atrategic. GAVY,
vhile 1apoming aaxismum restrictions on the U.S5, strateglc

. forcen,
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1.  INTRODUCTION

_1& Juhé 1971, himaét a year before the Interim Agreement
on Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and the Treaty on
'thé.Liaitaﬁion of AﬁtiuBalliatic Nissile Systems were sign-
éd,'Lebnid'Brézhu&v stated,
The decisive factor for the success of these talks 18
strict observance of the principle of equal securlty for
both sides, renunciation of attempty to secure any uni-
lateral advantages at the expense of the orher side.
{Ref, 1: p. 240} :
The phrase "equal %mcurity" has become a parennial Sovieh
catchword 4in U.S.-Soviet erms cpntrdl (gnd general East-
West) negotiations, and apparently applies to much more thanm
mere numerical limitsiestablished in a treaty. John Erdck-
son writes that the Soviet strategic build-up prior to the
“completion of the 1972 agreements were neceaasary to attain
"rough strategic parity” wirh the United States {Ref. 2: p.
23] sand therefore negotiate fercé levels that :zllowed
Marshal Grechko to daciare in 1973, -
The Soviet Army and Navy have the requisite number of
all modern means of warfare. 1n terms of thelir qualita-
tive indicators the majority of them are not only equal
to but in a number of cases surpass the weapons and
equipment used by the armies of the imperlialist states.
[Ref, 3: p. 552] .
Erickson writes that "'egusl securlty' must xean exactly

what it says, so that a build-up of military capatilities 1is

not inconsigtent with this stance.™ [Ref. Z: p. 23] The



 _ni1&tury PGiiCj: that guarudtaes Sofiet security seeks to

detor _var, amd .“uhould deterrence ‘ail--to sﬂrvive (and_

‘mven, CORCE 1vab1y, to win) a nuclear war. [Ref 2: Ps 24]-

. Thérefére, ;the” Soviats seek arms control agreements that"

'allow the U S S R. to maintain adequate defensive.. as well

as offensiva forces to ensure such security. and U S.' ana-'
lyats, of arms control must be mindful of Soviet strategic

doctrina.' [Ref. 4] ‘
Soviat spokesmen have indicated that unequal numbers in
an arms-control-ggreement are not inconsistent with "equal
security."” :In.rssponﬁé to U.8. Congressional displeasdre-ét
the unequal force levels established iu the Interim Agree-
ment, 8 prominent Soviet writer stated,
. s.mANY exﬁerta in the United States acknowledge that
the ccncept of equal security certainly does not imply
equal numbers of individual nuclear missile delivery
systema..., [Ref. 3: pp. 551-552]

A Soviet redio commentator stated that the 1972 agreements
_essdo mot give the one or the other state military
auvperiority, In setting the number of ICBMs [intercon-
tinental bsllistic missiles] and submarines, they take
into careful consideracion the geographic position of
both countries and some other factors. [Ref. 35: PP
19-20]

Several Mfactors™ which supposedly favored the U.S. were

repeatedly raised by Soviet negotiators during the Strategic

Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) of the 1970's, and continue to

plague arms controllers in the 1980°'s, These issues includ-

ed U,S. medium range bombers bused in Europe, U.S. nuclear

powered Dballistic migsile submarine (SSBKX) bases overseas,



-n;rbriefly 1n this thesia._¢__f___,,s.g-2ﬁ,_

‘ 07311“5if¢r5ftﬁ’carfiers operating within utriking range of_

'fthe qoviet Union,” atrategic forces operstad by U S.\ 311193 

‘-afjtachnological 1eada. . Each of these issues will be axanined

 ; Underatanding tha basic Soviet demand of equal 'aacnfiry

'_will facilitate analyais of Soviet goals in arms 'con:réi

-_negotiationa. Thia thesis repreaents an atrempt to predict

"th treaty proviaiona concerning strategic naval weapona'

that the Soviats will be most likely to accept in the Stra-

. a func&ion of Soviet strategic naval prograns deployed and

under devalopment, the 1nte:na‘ Sovlet strategic division of

labor,. and y.S. strategic.systehs which the doviets per~-
ceive as especially threatening. and many other fiuctors.

 .Iu order to understand present and future erns control

PILEE

negotiatians. it is necessary to examine the SALY negotia«

ok
LA

tions from 1967 to 1979 and the resulting agreements., The

SALT I praceas culminated 1n May 1972 with the Anti-

““;‘1n Europef(specifically, French and British SSBNa). and U 5. ” ﬁ

 :&31¢ Arma Redurtiona Talka (START); these propasals w111 be

Ballistic hisaile Treaty and the Interim Agreemant for :;hem'

Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arma. The SALT II nego-

R

tiations produced a treaty, a protocol ana a statement of

principles for SALT 1II. . The SALT II treaty was to limit
strateglc arums through 1985; despite the fact that neither

the U.S. Ssnate nor the Supreme Soviet éver ratified the




treaty, 1#8 provisions s;iil.influeﬁce sfratégic decisions
.in'the United Statea and ‘the Sdiiet Unicn, The negotiﬁtion
proceases that reaulted in theae ‘treaties may be helpful in
4,.nderstanding 'éhél Strstesic Arms Reductions Talks 1n' the
| 1980 a.. and analysia of previous Soviet &111tary and diplo-
i watic actions and negociating proposals should contribute to
'realistic predictions of Soviet behavior in the 1980'3.‘
| This thesia will examine SALT I and SALY II negctiationa
4n detail, as well as Soviet and U.S. naval developnents
duriaog this period. A comparison of.U S. and Soviet-atrate—
glc force lavela. construction and nodernization prograus,
. and techuological devwlopments during the nago:iations will
~help to explain the fZnal numerical limitations imposed by
ihe egreements. . '
The Soviet Navy's wtrategic role has chavged consider-
aBly siﬁte_the time SALT I negotiations began in Helsinki %n
No?ember.lgég. The naQy'ﬁ evolving 3trategic'rola, and its
position vis =& vis the Strategic Rocket Forces, must be
cqnsideréd when analyzing maval oﬁjactives in arns cbntrol.
Additionslly, Soviet ﬁavﬁl concern over certain U.S., strate-
glc systems, revealed in Soviet naval writings throughout
‘thé 19?0's snd early 1980'a, highlights which U.S., systeos
the Soviet MNavy has been most interested in constraining

through arms control.

10
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The -[%thodology uaed in this thesis has at ieast"one

obvious flaw. The Seviet Navy had only a few obscure adviuj _

‘80rS eerving with the Soviet SALT delegations, ee"Russian'

proboaale concerning nnval systems nay well represent com-”'

prcmiees worked out within the Soviet' General Staff or

Hiniatry of Defense instead of accurately refl ecting Soviai"'““ﬁffﬂ"*r”

naval ptefe:ences. The final provisions of the- SALT T

Interim.kgfeemeﬁt end the SALT II treaty can nevertheless bs
exanined for tﬁair impace on the Soiiec Naiy'and.significanﬁ
reetrainta thsy place on'the'Uus. Navy.

SALT 1I included ) Statement of Princip1e33 that--sete
guide;inee for future negotiatione. and Soviet proposals in
START hafe followed many of the ssme patterns exhibited in
SALT negotiations., Specifically, sevefnl systems which were
briefly constrained threugh the SALT II Protocol were also
capdidates for restraint in early Soviet proposals in START.
A comperison of U.S./Soviet.strategic force levels in the
eafly 1980's and a projectioe of force levels for the next
five yeara._.combined with.Soviet navalland General 3Staff
writings on U.S, strategic systems and arms control priori-

ties, provida the {ramework for the final objective of this

thesis~-a projection of Soviet objectives in START, apecifi-

cally coocerning strategic naval systems, Such a projection

{a essential in formulating U.S, proposals tn START,

11
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offensive'und defensive nuclear migsiles." [Ref. 6: »pp.

II. EVALUATION OF SALT I

In mérly 1967, President Joknson and Prime Miuister

‘Xosygin =~ cxchanged their first _official correspondence

refiécting thgir intentions to limit "the arms race 'in_
90~
91] 'SALT I was not to gain momentum until several moaths
afﬁer President Nixon's inauguration, however, and the first
officiaiH meering between the U,S. and Soviet SALT 'delegé-'
tioné vas nofjheld until November 1969 ([Ref. 7: p. 75).

These negdtiations were not to.be completed until May 1972.

A. STRATEGIC FORCE LEVELS

In November 1969, the Soviets were believed to have the

'failowiug force levels (easch figure refers to a single

laud¢har):

1140 ICBMs operational
380 ICHMs under construction

185 SLBEMs operational
175 SLEMs under conutruction [Ref, B: p. 24]

In contraast, the United States bad 1054 4intercontinental

hallistic wissile launchers and 656 submarine launched bal-

1iscic wmissile launcherse eperational, with no new units

under construction [Ref. 9: p. 10]. The Soviet Union had

on a qualitative and quantitative strategic force

169623 the

embharked

build-up following the Cuban missile crisia inm
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evidence of this effort was obvious by the lahe 1960 g, and
"waa to continue *hrough the late 1970's [Ref 10. pp. 50-
’353]. B The United States, on the other hand had compleued a

" numerical increase in 1ts strategic forces which had begun

n 1960-61, and would remain'at these f;gures-for_the_next_

-decade. A qualitative modernization of Uus. forces was just

beginning, however, with - the replacement of MINUTEMAN I

ICBMs. with MINUTEMAN I1I missiles equipped with multiple,

independently targeﬁable reentry vehicles, or MIRVs, and

POLARIS SLBMs with MIRVed POSEIDON missiles. [Ref. 7: p. 79]
The Soviet Union's first generation SLBM, the S8-N~4,

was deployed on ZULU V class diesel submarines in 1938; this

‘missile had to be fired with the submarine surfaced, and had

the relatively short range of 350 nm. The SS-N~-4 was also

deployed on GOLF S$SBs and HOTEL SSBNs in the late 1950's and

early 1960's. [Ref. 10: pp. 93-941} By the time the SALT I

Interim Agreement was sigﬁed in 1972, the ZULUs were out of
opération, and seven HOTELs and about half the GCOLFs had
been egquipped with the S§S-N-5 SLBM; this improved wmissile
could be fired with the submarine submerged and had a 750 nﬁ
range [Ref. 11: p. 582, and Ref. 12: p. 107]. GOLFs and
HOTELs began regular open ocean paﬁrols in 1966 with normal
patrel aress in the Atlantic west of the Azores and east of

Nova Scotias, and in the Pacific west of Hawaii [Ref. 10:

pp. 95-961].

13
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' The most modern naval strategic platform in the Soviet

inventory durins the .SALT I negotiations was the - YANKEE y
SSBN - which was armed with 16 $S-N-6 1aunch” tﬁbgé.\' Th;ﬁi
'misbile_waS'first tested in 1967, had a range of 1300 nm,
: . :qn¢' the first YANKEE patrol in the Atlant;q_along the U,S.

_coast occurred in late 1969. YANKEEs commenced continuous

patrols in the northeast Pacific in 1970. [Ref. 10? PP
96, - 106e107] By May 1972, 29 YANKEEs were believed to be
Opératioﬁal [Ref.  €: p. 22]. A modified GOLF, designated

'thé‘ GOLF IV and equipped with four 1aunch £uhes. served as

the SS-N-6 testbed [Ref. 13: p. 92].

'During - 1969 a new naval.misaile, later designated the

:SS—N—S, wag test fired to a range in excess‘of 3000 om [Ref{

10: pp. 106-107, and Ref. lé: p. 52]. By the time this
missile was deployed on the first DELTA I SSBY in 1973 it
was confirmed that the SS-N-8 actually had a range of 6200

om;  some analysts have speculated that the Saviets deliberm
I

ately held testing of the missile to a shorter range priqr

to - the signing of the treaty in order to gain maximum con-

TR

cessions from the U.S. 4in naval limitations [Ref. 15}. P

33]. A modified GOLF, designated the GOLF 111, and a modi-{

N o

fied HOTEL, - designated the HOTEL III were each equipped

with six launch tubes and apparently served as test-beds for
the SS-K-8 [Ref, 16: pp. 90, 921,
Irn compariszon, U.S. naval strategic forces in the early

1970's consisted of five GEORGE WASHINGTON SSBNs and five

J

14
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ETHAN ALLEN SSBNs. each armed with 16 POLARIS A-3 SLB%B
_ (equipped with three multiple reantry vehicles, or MRVs. end
.: having a range of 2500 nm), and 31 LAFAYETTE SSBNs. The
LAFAYETTEs were in the procesa of beiug converted from
| POLARIS bLBMs to the POSEIDCN SLBMs' ten.were scheduled to
have completed conversion by the end of 1972, with the
remaining 21 expected to be converted by the mid-1970"s.
[Ref, 11: . 411. and Ref. 17: p. 42] The POSEIDON C-3
--SLBH was equipped with 8-10 MIRVs, and had a range in excess
of 2000 nm [Ref. 17- p. 1187]. -

o Although other NATO countries were not constrained by or
.tepresented in SALT I, the Soviets were quite mindful of the
potential .threat ‘posed by French and British SS5BNs. By
1972, Britatn had four RESOLUTION SSBNs operational, each
equipped with 16 POLARIS A-3 misailes, and France had com-
pleted one of five planned S8BNs, The operationdl SSEN was
afmed with 16 French M-1 SLBMs with a range of 1900 n=m.
{Ref. 1l: pp. 103, 341] | |

B, SOVIET NAVY'S STRATEGIC ROLE
The Commander in Chief of the Soviet Navy, - Admiral
Sérgei Gorshkov, stated in 1967 that

Along with the Strategic Rocket Troops, the Navy has
become a most vital means of the Supreme High Command
capable of exerting a decisive influence on the course
of armed conflict in theaters of operations stretching
over vast areas. [Ref. 18: p. 53)



As this statement coincides with the first successful tests
" of the §$§-§-6, it appears that the YANEKEE, rather than
~previous platforms with shorter range missiles, enabled
Gorshkov ta make this claim. o
" While 4t 4is undisputed that the YANKEE 'significantly
enhanced the strategic role of the Sotiet'ﬂavy. chere is
some question as to the original mission of this 'submarine;
The research of.at'least two strategic analysts,' Berman ani
Baker, suggests.that |
Strategic ‘defense was the Navy's main misaion wher the
 YANERE class SSBN was developed and it continued to be a
very high priority intc the 1960s. As a result the
gsubmarine may have been intended as a platform for
launching tactical ballistic missiles. The S3-N-6 is
gimilar to the experimental SS-NX-13 tactical SLiM,
which the USSR may have intended to deploy on the YANKEE
class submavine, This missile.,..wvould have presented a
severe threat to the survivability of Western aircraft
~ carriers....The 55-NX-13, however, was never deployed...
 [Ref, 10: p. 129]
Whatever the original intentions were for tha YANKEE, it
provided the Soviet Navy with its first modern interconti=-
nental strike capability, and allowed the older GOLF and
BOTEL class ballistic missile submarines to be roturned to
the misslon for which they were best suited--regional
patrels.
>When the YANKEE first became operational, however,
Berman and Baker write that "institutional reaistance,”
presumably by the Strategic Rocket Forces, "to the growing

strategic <vole of the Navy appears to have linited dts

coverage to ccastal areas.” [Ref 10: p. 130]

16



“From there 1t could strike U.S. SSBN support and com-
P , munication facilities;  major U.S. home fleet centers
o : “ - .« - auch as New London, Mayport, Norfolk, and San Diego; and
o ‘ R most important, the U.S, SSBN base at Cherleston. Such
ot , : o strikes ‘would be an extension of the Navy's traditional
T : - prinrity of combating the enemy's flset, and attacks on
: o  major American ports would bDe a direct means of disrupt-
) " ©  4ng the enemy's sea lines of communications. (emphasis

.gafded) [Ref., 10: p. 130]

qumén acd Baker continue that another, less traditional .

nﬁrgiegiﬁ t#rget for .the YANKEE nway ﬁave 'beeﬁ. "variou;

.merican command-and-coutrol centers...particularly those

.StratagiC' Air Comnand baaeé}'capablc of launching apd ré-
7 | targeting the MINUTEMAN ICBMs." [Ref. 103 p. 130] -
| o Jenes McConnell has researched Sovist writings and has
arrived at a slightly different Ainterpretation of the
Sovie;a' early str;ﬁegic "di-ision of labor,” He writes
that | |

In the early 1960's, when intercontinental ballistic
missiles were first introduced, & division o labor was
. planned for land- and sea- based strategic launchers.
v . Both the strategic missiie troops and the aavy's missile
submarines would hit coawtil rvargets., However, only the
missile troops, supplemenved by long-range aviation, ..
would take part in the ina.tlal strikes against the
interior. . A portion of the sea~launched nissiles cap-
able - of these strikes would be withheld as a strategic
regserve. _ _ e

This decision was very shortly reversed; after 1962
the doctriue of withhelding forces was scorned, perhaps
on the prounds of tiue poor survivabiiity of Jearly subma-
rine platforms, coupled with the wurgent demand - for
inttial-striks (first-achelon) forces...Criticism was
voiced of "attempts to protect forces for the future,
while rejacting their correct use ip the present.”
[Ref, 19: pp. 45-46] '

McConnell alo writes that, ™At the beginning of 196e, on

the eve of the deployrent of the Scviet navy's YANKEE class,
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Qtrategip_'ﬁpététibﬁs ‘agaiast the 1ntériof. vere, .for the
 : fir;t £i@e.i'd;éiaréd first—priority..." [Réf. 19: 'p. 45]
Thié'iﬁferpretﬁﬁion wodid“auggest'ﬁhat the na§j vas allowed
a ’Qtfatégié'stfiké role beyond traditional uavﬁl, coastal
targats. o | _ |

Norman Friedman provides yet another interpretation of
.the YANKEE'E sfrategic role, Writihg about the 1960's Qhen
_ the_YANKEE vas undef development, Friedman states .

It seems noteworthy that, at the tine, Admiral Gorshkov
referred to these submarines as a reserve force, to be

~uged in late-war bargaining after the expenditure of the

" 1andé-based weapons, 1.e., as a supplement to the SRF..ue
The YANKEEs would be retained in holding areas for most
of the war, ant would face greatly weakened U.S. ASW
[anti-gubmarine warfare] defenses once they had teo reach
cperational aresas. Indeed, the SRF might see in the
modeat range of the YANKEE missile a guarantee of
continuing suprewacy 8s the. primary arm of Soviet
"strategic" warfare. [Ref. 20: p. 170]

o Commander Robert Herrick conducted extensive analysis of
Soviet military.uritings_between iQSSIand 1980 in order to
Miotermine 1f the U.8.S.R, had a protracted SSBN withholding
stratagy.ﬁ [Ref. 21: p. v] His findings for the period
between 1961 and 1971 include the following observation:

ce.20 pleces of data...appeared to indicate that the
Navy had been given a modest sl..re in the initial “mass
nuclear strikes™ but only against major naval combatants

_ that might be surprised in port. In addition, the SSBN
force were to serve as a reserve, f[a] backup to the SM¥
[Strategic Missile Forces] for deferred-strikes if the
latter required help. The very fact of the SSBN force
not having heen given a major share in the deep strike
indicated, at leaust, that any SS3Ns not used for defer=-
red strikes would remain in a protracted-withholding
mode. [Ref. 21: p. 101] :
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While fthe.”exacé stiateﬁic roié'of the YAﬂIEEs“‘in' the 
. late 1950'8 and early i970 8 cen never be knoun for sure. 1:;
 _aeema_ likely thac the following scenario was envisioned.

| duri#g the initial strike,,.any YAVKEES on station. in 'thé-
we#;grn Atlnntic or eastern Pacific uould attack strategic,“'

coaétai targeta {U.5. naval surfuce and SSBN bases. and

.POQEiBiY SAC bases and command and control aitea), any

YANKEEs remaining at Northern Fleet oi Pacific Fleet ‘home-
bases would be deployed for safety, and could participate in
coaazal strikes’ against Europe or Asia (especilally forward_
‘_U S bsse&) or be withheld as arrategic reservea' if Western
ASW kdefensaa vere sufficiently weakene¢ YANKEEs could.
attenpt to reach forward stationa off the U.S. coast and
conduct follow-ﬁp strikeé.

The introduction of the longer;range 55-N~-8 into the
Soviet fleet in the early 1970's would streangthen the navy's
stratggic fole and exacerbate any dispute which may have
~existed ﬁétween the SRF and the navy in the 1960's concern-
ing intercontinental strategic responsibility. This will be

dealt with in the chapter concerning SALT II.

C. SOVIET NAVAL REPRESENTATION IN SALT

Throughout SALT I and SALT II, .the only designated navél
representativés involved in the negotiatioms were three
naval officers that served as advisors to the primary Soviet

delegation. These officers were Vice Admiral Petr V.
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_Sinétsﬁiy.:;a‘ £ormer submariner~. Rear Admiral Mikha11  A.

- Iovaleskiy,; and . Captain First Rank Analtoly N. Mazerkin.
'.All three presumahly represented the navy s interests.'éon--

'ceruing ballistic misaile aubmarine limitations. [Ref 22

Hp. 241]

tima, :for' strategic operational purposes, at least those

submarines equipped with 1ntercontinental range misailes

'pfdbahly fall under the controi of the General Staff [Ref.

Although SSBNB are subordinated to tha navy 1n' peaﬁen

22: p. 30, snd Ref. 10: p. 117, Ccnaequently; General Sﬁaff

'-offici&la‘.involved in SALT probably apoke for the Séviét

_Na#y, As Thoﬁas wolfe writes, "Presumahly.l one of’ the
functidnaxof the delegation principals and advigefs from the
Genéral Staff has been to watﬁh over the corporéte interests
of the Soviet military." ({[Ref. 5: p. 69]

| First députy chief of.the-General Staff Colohgl General

Nikolai V. Ogarkov was "clearly the most important figufe of

though - he was officially ranked second behind the Foreign

Fadiv

the Soviet delegation" during initial SALT I negotations;”

- Ministry representative, ‘71adimir Semeﬁov [Ref 63 pp:“g&f.

2121. Ogarkov had previously served as an Army Engineer and
" military commander, and his political “ande ﬁurther military
advancement to becons Chief of the General Staff necessi-
tated his absence from negotiations after 1971 [Ref. 7: p.
46). Colonel General Nikolai Alekseyev, ; also representing

the General Staff, participated in four BSALT 1 sessions
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bafore becoming Deputy Hxnister of Defenle, his épeciélties

".apparently included weapons research and development and

'eleciréﬁiéa [Ref. ?: P kB].'

Lieutenant General Konstantin Trusov replaced Ogarkov

" and  Alekseyev aa the defense ronrasentative in 1971,  His

.-Genérgl_ Staff respensibiliries ap;urently included weapons

research and development, as well as strategic early warn-

 _1ns.:-[Ref. 7: p. 49] Additionélly, Alexandr Shchukin, the

Sofiet- scientific representative, was an authority cn de-

fenae research, "had worked on missilg'gccufacy and guldance

systems.;.aﬁd. submarine commupications problems.," [Ref., 7:
p.'dTJ Petr Fleshakév, the defense~industry representative,
was & specialist in rédar and radio angineering [Ref. 7: p.
48]. Militafy advisors were also preseant from the strategic
branches (SRF, Long-Xange Aviation, and PVO-Strany Air
ﬁefenae, as well as nzvy) of thﬁ Soviet military [Ref. 22:
p._241]}' ' |
In May 1972 Deﬁuty Prime Minist#r Smirnov played an
aétive. rolé in the nepotiatiﬁns during the Moscow gupweit
when the final limitations of SZBNs and SLBMs were agreed.
Smirnov was chairman of the Military- Industrial Commission,
"a Party-state organization in charge of all defense indus--h

tries," particularly'defense production capabilities. fRef.

- 23: pp. 1233-34, and Ref. 22: p. 176] While the most

important issues concerning naval limitations were discusaed
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Q'between high ranking of £ cials. including Presid#nt Nixon or -

“Henry Kissinger for the Jnited States and General Secretary
"Brazhnev and Foreign Minister Gromyko for the Soviet Union,
Rnymond Garthoff believaa that "the key Soviet decisions on

entering SALT nnd all major poaitions 1n SALT are determined

: by the Polithuro." and not by any one individual [Ref 8°.

_p. 29] The degree of consultation with naval officials is'

unknown.
In summary. Garthoff concludes.

Soviet military participation in SALT planning and
decision-making, and 1in the actual negotiatioms, has

_ beap active and vigorous at all levels, The effect of
thig active role has probably been to exert a conserva-
tive and cautious influence on Soviet positions, but it
has not precluded reaching a number of significant
egreements, [Ref. 8: p. 29]

D. U.S. NAVAL SYSTEMS TO BE CONSTRAINED IN SALT I

By the early 1970's, U.S. naval planners were moving

quickly sahead with plans for the development and deployment -

of the MIRVed TRIDENT SLBM and a TRIDENT SSBN which could
fire 24 of the new missiles. The new SLBM wvas credited with
a potential range of 4500 nm, doubling the range of the

then-current POLARIS A-3 and new replacement POSEIDON SLBMs,

and vastly dincreasing the ocean area in which the SSBNs

could hide from Soviet ASW efforts., [Ref., 6: pp. 23-24] 1In
the early 1970's, . there was a campaign underway, headed by
the U.S. Navy, to accelerate the development of the TRIDENT

system, either through the deployment of the new SLBM on
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 existing . or ~now POLARIS/POSEIDON typs SSBNs or meving ‘the

" TRIDENT to join the fleet in 1978 [Ref. 6: p. 239].

'i”?TRIDENT SS5H}dqﬁéﬁruc:ioﬁ:progfam_ahead; néﬁ?blingwiha_firépl‘

: liTﬁi§f7néd:ﬁLS;' éystem'vas toJcéﬁ§é'pfoﬁiéﬁs' throughout

. ;hg _péé0tiati§hs;'-atcorﬂing to Ge}ara Sﬁifﬁ;.‘head 6f‘.fhe

'U.G. SALT T delegation,
prospect of an agreement which limited the Soviet SLBM
- ‘force. while the Americans started conntruction of
. TRIDLuTs, - It was reported that a number of Polithuro
‘meetings were devoted to this issue. [Ref. 7: pp. 412~

' Kbﬁéféh%i}ifhe”Sbvietﬂiéd&ef§h1p did ot at all like the

._He 'coﬁtipuéé‘:that.Moscow was cqncerned uh@ut ‘the TRIDENT

SLBH_':&Q&t#lesé whecher it was "deployed on POLARIS-type

~boats or on a.wholly new submarine™ as U.S. ESLBMS were

'alreédy vastly superior to similar Soviet systeﬁa [Ref.' 7:

p. 2381,

A review of Soviet naval writings i the 19070-72 tinme

period reveals extensive concern over modernization of _the

U.S. SSBNs with the MIRVed POSEIDON and the development of ..

the longer raﬁge, MIRVed TRIDENT, as well as the ircreasiag

BRSO
o

strategic role the SSBNs were receiving in the u.s.  For,

instance, Rear Admiral Andreyev, a naval sciantisﬁ; wrotezih

1972, o -
. . RS \\\A\.\g\\-\-\ﬂ:i\"‘-‘\‘.\:\‘:‘“
At the beginning of the 1970's, a trend was evident
towards 4 growth in the relative role of the Navy within
the system of strategic nuclear forces...By 1975-76, the
U.S. strategic nuclear forces will have 1,000 MINUTEMAN
‘migsiles with a total of 2,000 nuclear warheads, and {56
missiles aboard nuclear-powered submarines, including
496 POSEIDON missiles aud 160 POLARIS A~3 wmissiles
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s
a

carrying-s.héc.huclear warheads; that ié, about 73% of.
the total number of nuclear warheads on strategic mis-
siles. [Ref. 24: pp. 91-92} '

.Here;ﬂ Anﬁféyev apparently credited the POSEIDON with 10
'rsantrfzééhi¢1és.and the POLARIS with three RVs, evén.thbugh
.the POLARiS tfiplé'warhead'ﬁas not composed of 1ndapendent1y

"'éarggfabie iheniry'véhicieé;

thalf'Enginéer Yerofeyev also wrote in 1972 that = the.

advantages of the TRIDENT's extended range (reported as

- between 4300 and 7000 no) would allow American submarines

...to operate in the broad expanses of the Atlantic,
Pacific, end Indian Ocesns, reliably concealed from
" ships and aviation at a considerable distance from the
shores of a probatle enemy, The missiles could be
iaunched from these submarineas both vhen tramsiting the
sea and when exiting from [their] own bases and even
from points located along the shores of the American
continent...The expanasion of the operational zones of
guided 'baliistic] missile submarines sharply reduces
the porsibility of their detection and requires the
enemy to devote & large number of ASW defensive farces
and means to combat tpem. [Ref, 25: p. 51}

In addition to thé Soviet Navy's problem of Jlocating
Américan'SSBstarmed with these long range missiles, Admirsl
Stalbu .also points out that séa—base& misaile:; firec from
unknown 1ocations; could "sharpiy reduce the capability” of -
Soviet antifballiatic miﬁsile defensea {Ref. 18: pp. 54~55].
Haval Engineer Yercofeyev adda that MIRVs can also defeat ABM
defensee; in addition to the maneuvers performed by each of
the 10-14 raéntry vehiclea found oo the POSEIDON, Yerofgyev
explsins ihat "upon separation of the last warhead, the

vehicle  housing again changes its trajectory to complicate



. metry" during the peried of SALT I negotintions )

.'the uork of the ABM meanl. and then explodes (thereby creat-'

isg several falaa targets) " [Ref 25. P 53]

B. THE IRV PROZLEM
‘Gerard Swmith comments. that "the most :1nportdnt_ qsyi-'

"was in

'_MIRVb,.‘. -‘:were actually deploying HIRVed nissilea. during

the _negétiation. The Soviet Union had noet even started to
test them.” [Ref; 7: P 155} Thomas. Wolfa amplifies this

vievpoint by ircluding the important conaideration of Ameri-

can advantages ia anti-ballistic miasiles at this tims.

...the fact that the United States seemed to be wmoving
‘cloper toward both ABM and MIRV capabilities wvhile the
Soviet Union itself had as yet only an dinadequate ABM
syatems and no MIRV at all, probably provided 8 strong
incentive for Soviet readiness to begia strategic arms
talks; to try to keep the United States from widening
the advantages it might derive from these two salient
strategic technologies. (Ref. 5: p. 8}
To underscore the technological ssymmetry. st that tioe
batween the U.S. and the Sovist Union concerning wmultiple
wvarheads, developmental milestones capn bhe compared. For
ipstance, the U,S. Navy deployed three multiple re-entry
vehicles, which disperse to strika s single target, on the
POLAKIS A-3 in 196& [Ref. 17: p. 53], The first U.S. MIRY
tests, wheve multiple independently targeted warheads can be
released ot different times asd angles to strike individual
targets, wera conducted {n August 1968 {Ref. S: p. 8]. The
88  JAMES HADISON conducted its firsc operatiomal SSBYN

patyel carrying the MIRVed POSEINON in February 1971 [Ref,

b3 ]
L
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113‘ p. 411} In connrast, the Soviets did not begin test—'
.133 HRVs until 1968. ‘and the first Triplet $5-9 ICBM (8o~

"'nauad for its three Hk?s) was not ueployed until 1971 [Ref.

10:.” pp. lOﬁ 105] A multiple warhezd (MRV) version of the

SS-N-& vas not taated until 1973 {Ref. 10: pp. 106~107}. and

'ainilarly;‘Soviet MIRV testing vas mot to occur until August

i??B,_afcar SALT I was completed.
-Bécauaa of this asymmetry ovar MIRV technology, it

proved 1mpoasib1e to control multiple warheads through SALT

S PO Au Thonss Nolfe phraaed it in 1970, "One objective of

Soviet policy presumably would be to steer clear of agree—
ments wvhich could have the offect of terminating Soviet
«fforts to overtake the United States in aress of military

teﬂhnoiogy wheras the USSR stiil lags behind, such as

_ _HIRV...“ [Ref, 271 p. 4] John Nevhouse made the same poiat

in 1973, "The reaord'cf thirty months ¢f negotiation doesa't
raflect the collateral Soviet cancern about tha Amsrican
MIRV:; Moscov was determined to develop the ¥IRY, not tc talk

about it.® [Ref. 6: p. 167]

'Henryrxisﬁinger, in testimony befare the Senate Comait-
tes on Atzed Services comcerning SALT I, suamed up MIRY

pegotiaticnys ss follows:

¥ewe, we hove usade twa proposals...one i3 3 ban on  the
teating of MHIEV...and second, & ban an- deplovaent of
MTEY  for which we ssked for  spot-checks on  on-site
inspectlon,..Vhe Soviet nion, for mat ununderstandable
reaspnz, because they ate behisd io MIRY rechnolegy,
refused o Last ban, They slao refuved a deployment ban
ag sunh, ¥hat they propesed was 3 productiesn ban but
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without dinspection, A ban on production 1is totally
unverifiable in the Soviet Union while they cculd verify
ours through our budget and other methoda... {Ref. 1l4:
. pp. 136-137] o S PR e

Gerard Smith summarized the Soviet position on a MIRV ban as

~.not wanting to "appear to be opposing™ it, but "if there was

one, it - must allbw them to develop and test MIRV ;echnol¥

ogy." [Ref. 73 p. 125]

‘_F. SPECIFIC NAVAL ASPECTS OF SALT I

- Irn- order to fully understand the naval related negotia-

tions :hat_resulted‘iﬁ the SALT I Iuterim Agreement, it~ 1s

: helpful to examine the applicable provisions of the com~

pleted document. These can be summarized as follows:

Article IIT of the Interim Agreement: Modern ballistic
missile submarines and SLBM launchers will be limited to
the numbera operational and under construction as of May

26, 1972,

Protocol: The U.S. is limited to 710 SLBM launchers and
44 modera ballistic missile submarines. The Soviet
Union  is limited to 950 SLBMs and 62 modern ballistic
missile submarines, Additrional SLBM launchers over 636
for the U.S5. and over 740 for the U.S.5.R. on SSBNs
operational and under construction may become operation-
al us replacements for egual numbers of older ICBM
lsunchers deployed prior to 1964 or SLBM launchers on
older subasrines.

~ The deployment of modern SLEMs on any submarine,
regardlezs . of type, will be counted against the total
lavel of SLBHs pearmitted.

Aurccd Interpretstions: For the duration of the treaty
(five years) there will be no sigaificent increase in
the number of SLEM tent and tralning launcheras.

Dismantling or destruction of older ICBM or SLBM
launchers in compensation for new SLBM launchers will be’
fnitiated at the time of the beginning of sea trials of
a replacenent snvmarine,
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" Pnilateral Statements: Soviet Minister Semenov stated
. in May 19/. that, since the U.S. and its NATO allies had
" '50 SSBNs with 800 SLBM launchers operational or under
- construction (including 41 U.S. SSBNs with 656 launch-
~ ers), these numbers would be acceptable during the
.interim freeze period,. If the NATO allies ‘exceeded the
“pumber of submarines operational or under conatruction -
_as of May 26, 1972, howvever, the Soviet Union reserved
. the right to a corresponding increase in the number of
- its submarines.
% Additionally, the Soviets believed that the question
of strategic imbalance in the deployment of U.S. and
- Soviet SSBNs, especially the questlon of destroying
American SSBN bases outside of the U.S., should be
resolved in follow-on negotiations,
U.S. Ambassador Smith rejected the validity of this
Soviet statement, [Ref. 7: pp. 503-515]

u.s. .criticigm"of_ the Interim Agreement frequently
focuased .on the uﬁeQual SSﬁH/SLBH allowances for the Soviet
| Unioh and the United States (as well as an urequal number of
 ICBMs operational and under comnstruction at the time the
freeze went into effect). At the time thal the agreement
was sighed. U.S. intelligence estimates credited the Soviet
Naéy with 29 operational YANKEE SSBNs, 4in addition-to the
eight o}def HOTEL S5BNs and 22 diesel GOLF 538s; @n a?fﬁf
tional 13 placforas (later discovered to include the firé;.
of. the DELTA SSBNs) were believed to be under _const:uctioﬁ
[Ref. 5: p.'123]. Most U.S. critics'arguéd that these 42
never SSENs (YANKEEe and DELTAs), 'e‘s*.p-\\‘?f‘i.i&%‘wuhén combined
‘with the older HOTELs and GOLFs, evened out the U.5. and
Soviet nmavies, -.The Soviets, however, argued that they
should be compEnsatgd through higher forces for such factors
az U,.8. forward SSéN bases at Rota iﬁ=Spain, Hely Loch in

Scotland, and ar Guam; geographical imbalancas-which allowed
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U.é:' SSBNs _to.‘ffaﬁsit'felatively. neutral waters; while
..  Sé#iéiz_suﬁmarines had to tramsit NATO-controlled' choke '
:,foinﬁs'-ﬁﬁ reach their miésile patrol gréau; superior U.S.
' dpérht;ng characteristics, such as MIRV; and finally; Brit-
ish - éﬁd'Erench SSBNs which also targeted the Soviet Union.
[Ref. 7: p. 323] | |
The subject of U.S. forward bases plagued not only the
nhfai negotiations, but also discussions on bomber force
levels (wﬂich were .ultimately excluded from the SALT 1
égreement) aé_nuﬁeroﬁs U.S. medium range bombers were sta-
tioﬁed in Europé within strikidg range of the Sovieﬁ Union,
This_ issue .yas s0 iﬁportant to the-Sovieté that an entire

article sn the naval jourmal Morskoy Shornik was devoted to

condeﬁning the U,.S. forward basge at Rota in 1971 (during the
SALT I negotiations). Captain First Rank Knitnitsgkiy
. reminded his comrades that
In =& statement by the Soviet government to the U.S.
government on 27 October 1970 it was pointed out that
"the maintenance of military bases on the territories of
other states recpresents a most serious source of
danggr." [Ref. 28: p. 60]
He continued that "Since 1964, nine FBM [fleet ballistlic
missile] submarines of the 16th squadron, which patrols din
the Mediterranean Sea and in the Atlantic, have been based
in Rota."™ [Ref. 28: p. 61] Also in the naval journal,
Rear Admiral Andreyev wrote in 1972 that "more than 7,000

U.8. nuclear weapons {bombs, missiles, and artillery
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pfojectiles) and more than_3,000 auclear weapon§ ‘delivery
vehicles are Cohcentrated in Western Burope." [Ref. 24: p. .
0] . . .- : “

_gThe forward depioy~’ threat ;s_glso extended ~o inqiude
the forces of other NAaTO ~countries. In 1971, Morskoey
Shornik . started an information series on the capitalist

_ navies. In an article on "guided—missile submarines™, the
ballistic missils threat is clesrly portrayed as including
not ohly the 41 American SSBN;, but also the four ~ British
units and the evolving French SSBN force [Ref. 29: p. 46].
Similarly, in an articlé on aircraft carriers, it 15 stated
"ehere are 1§ attack carriers in the navies of the NATO
member countries (and France)." [Ref. 30: p. 70]  The
érticle also acknowledges that
Although the aircraft carrier forces weve taken from the
strateglic category and added to the general-purpose
naval forces as a result of the extensive deployment of
the POLARIS submarine nuclear-missile system, they are
regarded as highly trained strategic reserve [te Dbe
used] in an all-out nuclear war. [Ref. 30: p. 70]

In Vienna during round two of SALT in 1970, the Soviets
tabled a proposal that clerified tﬁeir feelings about U.S.
forward based systems. According to Smith,

It called for limitations on atrategic offensive arma-
ments, defined as those capable of striking targets
within the territory of the other aide, regardless of
where these armements were deployed. - Forward-based
delivery systems 4in s geographical position to strike

such targets should be destroyed or moved out of range.
_ [Ref. 7: pp. 123-124]
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This' last provision apparently applied to the withdrawal of

L - U.8. aircraft carviers and SSBEs from patrol areas within

;;3 o . 'striking distance of the Soviet Union and ‘the d»struction of
o American overseas bases near the Soviet Union {Ref _ 73 p.'
127]. After. the  U. S. rejected this proposal, the next.
'Sovﬁet suggestion called for part;al uithdrawal plus com-
pensation in the form of a higher ceiling on ICBMS and SLBMs'
for the Soviet Union.” [Ref. 7: p. 123]

The Soviet suggestion to identify _all.nuclear delivery
syétems which could be used to hit targets'in the other
country...regariless .of -'whe.ﬁher their ohnex.-'s ‘called them
str#tegic or tactical” as subject tolSALT control was ob-

viously a selfmserving one [Ref. 7: p. 91]. Soviet MR/IRBMs
"trainéd on Western Eurdpe“ would not be subject to control,
while__U.S. forward bases and forward deployed naval units
would be forbildden or controlled under the SALT agreement

PR

[Ref. 7: p. 93]. Soviet eiforts to force U.l. troops and
nuclear weapo:isa out of Europe appear to be part of an oveféﬁm
all Soviet plan teo dominate Europe.  As James Dougherty
_phrased it 4in 1973, "Their long-range goal undoubtedly is
still to reortent Wesrern Europe away from the United Statea
and bring it under the sway of thsir oa alist system.-'
[Ref 31: p. 773]

Meanwhile, Sovier enthusism for even discussing the

i{imitation of SLBMs and SSBNs was decidedly lacking through-

v out momst of SALT I. As late as 1871 during a discussioa
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betweén_ﬂlissihger and Soviet Ambzssador Dobrymin, it was
revealed that "the Soviets wvere prepared tov discuss 'seaf
based Systets'but-preférred not to." [Ref. 7: p. 229] For .
the rest of that yéar, whenever a U.S. negotiator would
‘mention SLBM limitations, a Soviet delegate would mention
FES. According to Smith, the Soviet position was that
FBS and SLBMs were linked end both issues should be
deferred for later negotiations. SLBMs, they argued,
were Jjust another type of mobile missile, SLBH subma-
‘rines had different strategic signfficance depending on
whether they " were baged in national territory or at
overseas bases. So deployment vestrictions must enter
dnto consideration of SLEM linmitations. Semenov again
‘proposed withdrawal of SLBM submarines and attack car-
riers from agreed-upon areas....We heard again that
SLBMs were related to FBS bacasuse the total megatonnage
the U.S. FBS couid deliver was greater than the megaton-
- nage of Soviet SILBMs. [Ref. 7: p. 330]
~ These discussions ' persisted in apite of a later claim by
Kissinger that the Soviets had dropped the FBS issue as a
result of a "back-channel®™ (conducted outside normal SALT
deleghtion :hanhela) agreement with Dobrynin in May 1971; in
Fissinger's words, the Soviets ™in effect dropped their
claim that our aircraft based abroad be counted™ in SALT I
as a reault of.this May discussion [Ref., 23: p. 820].
Throughout his account of SALT 1 negotiations, GCerard
Smith bemoans the Sceviet preoccﬁpatioh with FBS and attempts
to uncover the real Soviet metive in pursuing the issue, He
explores the poasasibility of Soviet efforts to divide - the
U.S. and its allies by contemplating the withdrawal of U.s.

nuclear forces from Europe, but eventually concludes,
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ts the Soviet position evolved, it appecred that they

considered. FBS a real American strategic advantage....
- There was 'a certain logic about his [Semenov's] posi--

tion, from the. Soviet perspective, faced as they were by
. thousands of U.S, nuclear warneads deployed outside the
. United States. [Ref. 7: -p. 92] . o I

;o ... .The FBS issue was not to be resolved (qu the SALT 1

e ] ' t:ené?) D#til the'final'days'of the negdtatibns.' Nineteen
dajs' before the Interim Agreement was signed;' the 'latest:
Soviat proposal stated that '

The U.S.S.R. had now decided in §r1nc1p1e to include

A submarines, but agreed levels had to take account of
. : U.S. forward submarine hases and allies' submarines, and
: o  therefore the numbers could not be equal for both aides.

L ' [Ref. 7: p. 391} . ‘ -

Obviously, the wunequal numbers im the final agreement re-
flected this Sovief requirement.

The issue of SLEM limitation in SALT I was so thorny
that negotiations were essentially turned over to Kissinger
in the “béck ﬁhanngl“ and were not finally resolved until
the last day of the Moscow summit in May 1972 [Ref. 6: p.
238]. - In an effort to "induce the Soviets to stop a pro-
gram". of SSBN construction when the U.S. had no similar
cohsﬁruction program and "could not have one for five
years,” Kissinger writes %that Defense Secretary Laird came
up Hith[&ﬁ "iggcnious solution™ in January 1972. Laird's
proposal' would permit "the Scviets to continue tbuilding
GLBMs~—1f at a slower rate--provided that they dismantled
older ICBMs and SLBEMs on a one-to-one basis as a trade-in."

Defense department calculations suggested that the Soviets
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| hed enough S5-7 and SS-8 ICBM launchers and HOTEL SLBM
,;f.'  g -‘léﬁnEﬁQfétﬁﬁpaildw.thé cﬁqétructioﬁ.ﬁf'féo additional. hdﬁ—
'e£ﬁ  SLéH iaﬁﬁcﬁefa."'kiséiﬁger suggestéd this appf6a§h jto
Doﬁfyniﬁ_iﬁiﬂarch; but the Soviet reaction vas noncommittal.

. [Ref. 231 pp. 1130-11311 |

 The - next SLBM-related discussion occurred durirg Kis-

i:q

singer's ‘secret visit to Moscow in April when Brezhnev
preseﬁted'a:proposal based on Laird's suggestion. Kissinger
provides féw details of this discussion, merely noting that

My April trip had settled that the Soviets would be
permitted 950 SLBMs on sixty-two submarines, but it hed
left open which missiles and submarine types would be
included, The Soviets took the position that some
thirty missiles on older nuclear H-cless submarines as
well ap some sixty missiles on the even more ancilent
diesel-powered G-class submarines were not "mcdern", and
hence should not count against the total.

It had also been sgreed with Brezhnev i:i April-—-
. following Laird's scheme of January--that to eitpand from
" their current numbers to reach the permitted total of
950 the Soviets would have to dismantle older ICBMs ‘And
SLBMas. But the point where this digmantling woald begin
v.,-~the baseline--had been left to the negotiators at ..
Helsinki. Predictably, the Soviets wanted the baseline
at  as high a number as possible, which would have re-
‘quired a minimum of dismantling; we wanted it as low as
possible, so as to get rid of all older ICBMs and SLBMa,:~
[Ref. 23: p. 1219] , , o o

Gerard Smiﬁh héd tﬁe agreement g;plainedﬁﬁto him"by
Secretary of State Rogers, He.writes.gggywﬁigghnev‘s."SIBM
papér" was rather lengtﬁy,_ and includéd a justification .or
the Soviet :‘aion béing allowed A numerical advantage in SSJN
and SLBM 1a§ncher numbers for all the familar reasons--U.S.

‘ forwvard SSBEN beses,  SSBNs deployed by U,S. allies, and the

34



difficﬁity of thé,So#iet SSBNs' transité to patroi areas.
o In additibn to the figures of 62 SSBNs and 950 SLBH
‘launchers fof the Soviets, this proposal also set numerical .
limits for the U.S. and its allies, Accofding to Swmith,
- "The U.5.5.R. ‘agreed that the United States and its allies
aﬁonld_lhave “during the freeze up to 50 quern. submarines
wifh uﬁ to ‘800 SLBM launchers (including 41 U.S. sﬁbmarinea
with 656 launchers.)" [Ref. 7t pp. 370-371] The nine SSBNs
allocated £of American allies apparently allowed for the
four operatioual British SSBNs and the five planned French
 SSBNs, two of  which were scheduled to be operational  inm
1972,  Smith continues that - Brezhnev noted the need to
resolve ﬁhe."issue of_dismantling'U.S. submarine bases out-
gide the territory of the United States™ during "subsequent
negptiations,“ and that the "Soviet Union reserved the right
to a corresponding increase in submarines if the U.S. NATO
allies exccéded the némber then operational or under con-
struction.” [Réf. 7: p. 371}

o The next major negotiating obstacle, which was not to be
cleared until.the Moscow Sunmit, 'waé to center on the basé-
line-~the maximum number of SLBMas the Soviet could build
before beginning the trading-in pfocess. The Soviets
initially claimed that they had 48 modern S8SBNs (either
YANKEEs or the as yet unidentified DELTAs) operational br

under construction for a total of 768 nwisaile launchers
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(even though;the firat'DELTAs ceuld carry only 12 missiles)
[Ref 6' P 253] intellisence eatimetea placed the

-__number of Soviet SSBHs operationai or under conetruction at

42, with 640 SLBM launchers; in Helsinki, Smith argued that

'the. baseline should be placed at 740 to include the modern
launchera ‘as well as nearly 100 SLBH launchers on the GOLF
" and HOTEL class submarines [Ref. 7: p. 394].

The_'fieal agreement was to compromibe on a baseline of
740 1launchers which included those on the HOTELs but ex- .
cluded tﬁose on the GOLFs [Ref. 23: P. 1237]. The GOLFs
were £inally dealt with through albl, S propbsel stipﬁlating'
that, if the sixty old missiles on the 20 GOLFs (the remaia-
ing two SSBe——carrying 10 missiles~~were testbeds and appar=-
ently excluded from the treaty) were equipped with modern
missilea, they would then count‘id the 950 modern SLBM
launcher limit [Ref. 23: pp. 1238, 1241]. | '
| The- only other issue that ciffered from the‘ Brezheev
proposal of April was the pumber of U.S. SSBNs and SLBMs
that vere allowed under the Interim Agfeement. Smith deale
extensivelf with this issue; he writes that the U.S. had
retained 54 TITAN ICBMs in its strategic inventory as "a
bargaining chip, te see if some concession for their_retire-
ment wmight bpe obtained. We claimed the right to replace
them with three submarines carrying 16 SLBMs apiece.” He
continues that the U.S. Navy "had no interest inm such a

switch,” but should ‘"have a right™ to the same sort of



"'tﬁederhitetioﬁ. aeﬁ trade-in scheme that the Soviets - had,

:ﬁ*?[kef 7: p. 396]

The iesue waa finally reaolved et the Moscov summit when-

-eftlieeinger-presented a'written assertion that ”the U.Ss. does
:-‘not heve plena for nor doee it 1ntend to exercise the right"

-;eto replace 'the TITANs with SLBMs "during the fiveayear'

‘freeze. [Ref. 7:'. P. &28] Thue, . the Interim Agreement
_.ullowed :thel U S. 710 SLBM launchere on 44 modern SSBNe,
instead of the enrlier Brezhnev propoaal of 656 launchers on
41 submarinee. _ Nevertheless, the Soviets still recorded a8
' unilateral -tatement that limited the United States and ite
elliee to 50 SSBNS with 800 SLBM launchers (including 41
U.S. submarines with 656 launchers), beyond this limit, the
Soviets intended to compensate with additionsl submarines on
a one-for-one basis [kef., 7: p. 514], This staiement con-
.tains. a gtrong incentive for the ﬁ.S. not to exceedf;the

initial 41 SEBN ceiling.

G. CONCLUSIONS--SOVIET OBJECTIVES IN SALT I

N E

Obvious Soviet objectives in SALT I included the limita="

tion -of the technologicel1y advanced U, S.'fNevy to those

submarines Operational at the time negotiatimas~began, while

allowing' the Soviet Navy maxinum flexibility in building a
modern SSBN/SLBM force. In Gerard Smith's words, "The
Soviets wust have considered the U.S, programs to MIRV land-

and sea-based missiles as a dynsmic addition which they

37



L

could only match, at least for some ye;rs}' by having ‘sub-

'rstantially 1arger numbers of miasile launchers." [Re£. 7:p.
'125] Numerous statemanrw by high-ranking Soviet officials.
including Brezhmev's SLBM proposal in April 1972, repeatadly

--apelled out Soviat concern over U.S5, strategic advantage in

forward submarine . basges, 1esa dif{icult'trnnsits to SSBN
patrol areas (shorter, and through ﬁon—hostile waters), aﬁd'
additional forces avullable from U.s. Europeah ailies.
Minister Semenev s unilateral statement, uhich'vas affired

td  :he Intarim Agreement. ensured that these iazcues would

resurface in SALT II negctiations.

As to SALT I-s inact on Soviet naval programs, Smith
writes :he follovwing impression. .

The Soviet delegatian seemed to have two objectives in
the final SLBM exchanges: to defer scrapping older ICEM
launchers for a time while its submarine construction
program continued; and to limit the freeze to modern T-
class submarines and exclude the older G- and H- class
boats. [Ref. 7: p. 382]

Some accounts suggest that the limitatien of GOLFs and

HOTELs may have been acceptable to the Soviets under the

proger__provisiuna. For instance, the HCTEL launch tubes

were ultimately included in the SLBEM baseline, after much.

haggling: Eissinger's account relays that the Soviets final-
ly conceded on thig point during the Mescow summit when
¥ewirnov innocently stated that he hatl always meant those to

be counted in the baseline.™ [Ref. 23: p. 1237)
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-Gardrd Smith aIao-recalls talks with the Séviet‘ SALTi -

;_ dalegution in late 1970 vhen the Soviat team ”agreed'_thﬁg_
'misaile launchars on diesel—povered aubmarinea sﬁoulﬁ Bé“
1ncluded 1n aay 'SLBM limitations." [Raf. 7: p. 189] Follow-
ing Brezhnev 8 62 SSBNS/QSO SLBH launchera proposnl in April

1972, the Sovieta atrenuoualy objected to the 1nc1uaion of*"

GOL?Q' in this ceiling,.'and the U.S. finally conceded the
point, aé_ long as the GOLFs were not eﬁuiﬁped vith wmodern
atssiles [Ref. 23: pp. 1238-1241]. The U.S. concession
apparently weat 8o far'aa to exempt from SALT I provisions
the tﬁo GOLFs vhich vera alreadg aquippad with uoder#
nissiles-~the GOLF III (S5-N-8) and the GOLF IV (SS-K~6).
According to Smith. thgse tvo unita wvere "so-called test-—
beds,"™ and for this recason were apparently exempt from SALT
I restrictions, [Ref. 7: p. 382]

The -status of the GOLF-~class became more complei.' how~
ever, gas a result of post SALT-I "clarificatlons.” Accord-
ring to Kiassinger, on June l4, 1972, "the Soviet Uz~ion sent
us an oral note,..neatly reversing the position it had taken
in Moscow.®™ The Soviets now decided that they wantad the
seven.y wissiles on the GOLFs to count inm the 950 limit so
they could be "traded~in"” on modern SLBMa, thereby leaving
t“a Soviets "with the seventy 58-7 intercontinental missiles
in hardened ﬂilo%.". Kissinger states thoet a note ffom the

.8, upholding the previous agreement set the record
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: atraightv'and';ha Soviets "accepted our interpretation™; a

" further

: final written clarificetion ves signed in July. [Ref. 32:

Cp. 11461

' Thih _"clgrificstion*: confusion was originated by the

_Sovieta' and probahly indicated n genuine effort .tq demand

-

céﬁcgssionu' from the United States through the

"“tfadingfiﬁ” 'df'thé GOLFQ:. it may have 6rig£nuted with the

naval loadership as an effort to "save” the ouclear-povered
HOTELs from dipeantiement, or with ihe leadership of the
Strategic Rotket Forces reflecting tlelr displeasure at

séufificing 1CBYs for nev SLBMs. On the other hand, the

continved coatroversy over the matter of GOLF modernization

vas fueled by thie U,5., Senate, specifically Senator Jackson
froe Washingior, not by the Sovieta. The 4nterpretation

signed by Dobryrin and Kissinger in July 1972 again specl-

‘fied tﬁat' sraiug the GOLF class with a nodern SLBEX would

necessitate its Znclusion im the 950 SLBM limit; “modera®™.

SLBM vas defined bg "s missile of the type which is deployed

on nuclear powered nubmaripes commisaioned in the U.5.5.R.
since 1965." [Ref., 32: p. 1146]
‘Senator Jackson became concernaed that the Soviets cou’’

develop & new missile, an§ not previously deplioyed on a

Soviet 558%, deploy it om the GOLF, and argue that It wa3

noet accountable under the Interias Apreosent. This "laoop-

.

hole™ was not offfcially cloued wntil Juse 1674, {Hef. 33

p.  17%] There 1% no evidence to suggest that the Jovlaet
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Nafy esbarked on a plaﬁ_to modernize the GOLFa once the.

:-1odphoia vas created in 1972; lead time to develop a2 mnew

'syntan could encompass 10~15 years [Ref. 22: 'p. 1751, and'n.

possible candidate missile, the SS-NI- 13 which was incom-
patible with the SS N 4 or S5- N 5 tubes. was last tested in

'_'1973 [Ref 34: p. 69). Any Soviet 1n:erest in exploiting

thiu loophole probably refle ted opportuni-m rather than a
calculated Soviet maval objective in SALT I. '

It is difficult to try tu estimate vhat Soviet strategic
naval force levels would huve looked 1ike in May 1977 with-
out & SALT I Interiz Agreement; hut, since Brazhnev propoaed
the 62 modern SSBK/950 wmodern SLEM launcher limit, one can
asgsume that these numbers £airly-uccufately reflected the
olanned and desired.forca levels at that time. In actual-~
ity, the Soviets had reached these limits by 3978 {Ref. 3:
p. 12417,

Throughout Kisainger's account of the SLEM/SSBN negotia-

tions, he repastedly refers to U.S. estimates that Soviet

GSBN - construction "could exceed eighty" YAHKEE/DELTA SSBENs
"by 1978%. and that the final limit of 950 SLBM launchers
fe- the Soviets was "nearly 200 below vhat Admiral Moorer
ce imated thelr potential program was™, indicating a sigoif-
iteant restraint on the Sovier cenatruction progranm {Ref, 235
Py 1236u}£3i.'1149, 1231]. Jeohn Newhouse doubts the objec-
sivity of these intelligence estizates, hewever, pointing

out that the SSON projections fer 1878 placing "the figure
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of . 623bdats..}square1y'in the mid~range of ﬁossibiiities"

_Qefg_.bfoducéd'_gzgéi Brezhnev had proposed this figure to
:ii;siﬁgef”iﬁ the secret April 1972 meeting. Additionally,
JAdﬁifai" Moorer's suppért for the upper edge of this projec~
_tion. "at leaat eighty“ submarihes. vas rmportedlyrstrongly
linked to the.promiéelof White House backing.for the accel-

eration of the TRIDENT SSBN program.. [Ref. 6: pp. 245-247]

‘Kissinger's support for the higher SSBN estimates appar-

ently was based on unexpectedly high Soviet SSBN production

first evident in 1971, As Fissinger describes his meeting

with Brezhnev in April 1972, he includes the stark fact that

M".he Soviets were starting about eight new subcarines a

.year.” [Ref., 23: p. 1129] The 1969 National Intelligence

Estimate had raised earlier producticn estimates from four
to eight SSBNs & year, to six to eight a yeav; but by 13970,
even this estimate appeared modest.[Ref. 35: pp. 154-156].
Michael MccGwire explains that this increased nroduction

e YR

probably did represent a deliberate and upprogrammed

escalation.

SSBN production appears to have been boosted in the run~
up to SALT, eight units heing delivered in 1972, In
consequence, the programme oOverran the .normal S-year
production run of 30 units. (Production at Severodvinsk
appears to have increassed to deliver an extra four SSBNs
during the period 1971-73, It scenms likely that . they
could not brimg the DELTA programme forward and there~
fore built more YANKEEs.) {Ref. 12: p. 78]

The purpose of this increased production, of course, is not
absolutely clear. It may have been to proddce as many hulls

e
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as possibie"before a £reeze COuld be 1nitiated ~or if

~HccGw1re s logic is correct. if may reflect Soviet reasoning

that four YANKEES were neceasary ‘to compensate for a lesser

'number of more- efficient ‘DELTAs that were to be delayed. At

any rate,- the U. S. overreaction (although an understaandsable

reaction) probably enhanced the Soviets' negotiating posi-

: tion;' they had demonstrated an jncredibly high production

capaﬁility, snd could conceivably produce eighty SSBNs by
1978, - | |
‘MccGwire makes it clear, however, that the Sgviets set

their own limits (62 SSBNs and 950 SLBM launchers) based on

.exbected production capabilities, and that SALT did not

constrain their SSRHN programs. Soviet defense planning is

based on fairly rigid five- year ecodomic plans, and longer-

range development plans are known to exist for =naval sy~

stems, According to FEdward Warner,

‘Because of the developmental lead times involved, ﬁlana

on the order of 10 to 15 years in length are likely to
"guide the design and procurement of Soviet strategic

offensive and defense missiles. ([Ref. 22: p. 175]
MccGwire's research, based on a projected 10-year production
run of SSENs commencing in 1967 with the first YANKEE {and
previously demonstrated produttion of six YANKEEs per year),

suggested that "a total of 60-62 YANKEEs and DELTAs...

[would] have been delivered™ by 1977, coincidently the date

specified by Brezhnev for treaty expiration during his SLBM

talk with Kissinger ir Aprii 1972 {Ref. 12: p. 79, and Ref.
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23. p. 11&9] Aé HccGwife sums it up, "Af'thé ﬁimé t:hm:“‘=

SALT was signed, the firgt DELTA vas nearing completion andf.

Soviets knew axactly the number of hulls they had pro-
grammed for construction during the remainder of the produc—
tion run.," [Ref, 12: p. 79} - Thus, the idea that. SALT I
aignificantl& _constrainéd Soviet SSBN constpuction: appears
bogus. . -The most that cAn be argued is that SALT I.supplied
greater predictability as to probablé Soviet behavior'during

the period 1972-77.
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'_"HI." _gnmn*mn OF SALT II

. C L " ' ..‘v :liﬁ November 1972 .éix.monﬁhs #ftef signing‘the SALT I
'.Interim Agreement, SALT IT officially began. Strobe Talbott'
”writes that ”the objective of both sides was to replace the
five-yenr interim agreement on offensive systems with a more
comprehensive treaty of indefinite duration. [Ref. 36: p.
31] When it became obvious in early 1977 that 1o treéty
vould be complgted by the expiration of the Iaterim Agfee-
meuﬁ,_ it  §35 detide&'that the U.S. and the Soviet Uaion
should issue sinultaneoua but unilateral statements,. each
decléring its intention not to violate the - terms of the
Exf S interim agreement so long as the other side exercised simi-
Eh _ ' lar restraint.”™ [Ref. 35: p. 122] The SALT IV treaty was
"3.-§ S finally;'signed by President Carter and General Secretary
Leonid Brezb ev at a sumnit in Vienna on June 18, 197§wwaqd_
was to ié#ﬁ through December'Sl,_ 1985; however, the tfeatféﬁﬁ

DU was never ratified by the U.S. Senate or the Supreme Soviet.

A, STRATEGIC FORCE LEVELS
On June 18, 1979, the SALT II treaty recordcd the fol=-

ST
lowing force levels for the Soviet Uniea:

1398 ICBH launchers

608 MIRVed ICBM launchers

950 HModern SLBM launchers

144 MIRVed SLBM launchers
N L 156 Heevy bombers

. 0 Long range cruise missile-equipped heavy bombers
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" The folldwing-forcé levéls'wété'reéorded for the U.S.:

. 1d$A  ICBH.laﬁnchéra e
550 MIRVed ICBM launchers

.. . 656 modern SLBM launchers '

496 MIRVed SLBM launchers
573  Heavy bombers : '
"3 Long range cruise nissile~equipped heavy bombers

. More specificaslly, the treaty indicates that, as of June 18,

1979, the folleowing Sovier SLBM launchers were ahcouhtable

under SALT II: _ o
HOTEL II/SS-N-5 18 lauachers

 YANKEE I/SS-N-6 : ' 480 launchers

- GOLF IV/SS-N-6 _ .~ 4 launchers

" YANKEE II/S§S-NX-17 12 launchers

* DELTA 1/8S-N-8 216 launchers
DELTA II/SS-N-8 - 64 launchers
GOLF III/SS-K-8 . 6 launchers
HOTEL ITI/SS-N-8 : 6 lsunchers®*

DELTA I1I/SS-N-18 " 144 launchers
. ‘ TOTAL: 950 launchers

®* The HOTEL III SSBN, equipped with 6 $S-K~8 launchers, was
not included in the published list of sccountehle launchers,
but apparently was included in the Sovietsa' count of 9350
lsunchers. [Ref. 37: p. 10, and Ref. 38: pp. 503-506}

The following US SLBM launchers war? alse accountable under

SALT II:

ETHAN ALLEN/POLARIS A-3 80 launchers
GEORGE WASHINGTON/POLARIS A-3 80 launchers
LAFAYETTE/POSEIDON : 480 launchers
LAFAYETTE/TRIDENT 16 launchers

[Ref. 38: pp. 655~6681
The Soviet strategic navy had made considerable advanc:s
since the days of SALT I. The $S-N=6 M;d 2, deployed on the
TANKEE, Dbecame gperational in 1973; this modification ex-

tended the missile's range from 1,300 to 1,600 nom. The

46



-t

O e s

e g st et

_third modification to the SS-N~6 also reached ‘nitial opera-~

: tional capab1lity in 1973. while mgintaining the ex;énded

range of Hod 2 this variation gave the Soviet_ Havy its

| first multiple warhead capability (up to three MRVs) [Réf.

10: pp. 106 107] A more significant advance was the devel-

'opmaﬂt ‘df the extended range 85-N-8 fo" deployment on Lhé o

DELTA 1 (in 1973) and the DELTA II (in 1977); the DELTA I =
SSBH- ;a:ries 12 missiles, - while the DELTA II is equipped
with 16 launch tubes, The'SSwaB. with a single warhead..has
a range of 4200 nm. [Ref. 10: pp. 1065;07._and.Ref. st p.
1261 | ) : o | .
Tﬁe SS-N—18, thé.Soviet Navy's first MIRVed SLBM, was
first deplﬂied on the DELTA III in 1978; 1like the.DELTA 11,
this 8SBN is equipped with 16 launch tubes. The ofiginal
version of the 8S5-N-18 éarried.three MIRV warheads to =&
range of 3500 nm; the gecond modification employed a single

warhead, and extended the.range to 4300 pm. A third modifi-

_cation carries seven MIRV warheads, but only to a range of

3500 nm. '[Ref. 10: pp. 106-107] By 1974, DELTAs had com-
senced regular patrolé in waters near the Soviet homeland in
thé northern Nprwegiaﬁ/western Barents Seas und in the west-
ern Pacific. [Ref. 10: p. 18]

One other Soviet SLBM, the S$SS~NXI-17, completed the new
deveiopments. Thies missile was deployed on a single modi-
fied YANKEE desigﬁated the YANKEE II ond equipped with 12

launch tubes. The SS-NX-17 was first flight-tested in 1976,
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and demonstrated a range of 2100 nm; apparently'the experi-

“_ment waé ot successful enough to merit deployment of the

"uisaile on any additional YANKEEs. [Ref. 10' pp. 106-107]

In addition to these newly deployed systeus, by the mid-
1970'3 the TYPHOON SSBN construction program was well under

way. - Although the U,S. did not knuvw much about this new

_cless of submarine until the lead unit was launched in 1981,

ﬁhé Soviet negotiators were. no doubt. fully cognizanr of

the huge new gubmarine's potential capabilitius, as well as

- those of the new longwrange. HIRVed SS-NX 20 that was being

developed for deployment on the TYPHOON.

The SALT I In:erim Agreement limited the Seviets to 62
modern SSBNs: by 1978, the 28th DELTA had joined the fleet,

becoming ‘the 62nd accountable platform [Ref, 5: p. 124}].

Apparently,  three additional DELTAs became operational

before SALT IT was signed, and three YANKEEs were dismantled

in compenaation.

_The U.S. Navy "had completed the conversion of 31

POLARIS-equipped SSBNs to POSEIDON missile submarines by the

nid-1970's. Additionally, the first TRIDENT C-4 flight test
was conducted in 1977 [Ref, 37: op. 30};\ and JUSS FRAhClS
SCUTT XEY, a PCSEIDDN-eQuipped'SSBN, was QQQ:Erced to carry
the &000. nm range-TRIDENT I SLBM in December 1978, The
first TRIDEET patrol.commenced ofter the 3ALT II treaty was

eigned,  in October 1979, Twelve additionsl POSEIDOY-
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”'equipﬁed SSBNs were acheduled to be canverted to the ITRI-

| _DENT hy December 1982 {Ref. 38. P. 656] The TRIDENT I
rl. ‘doub1ed the range provided by ﬁhe POSEIDON, wh;le maintain—'
‘ ling thé advantaga of the MIRVed warhead (the TRIDENT is

i normally equipped with 8 HIRVs) [Ref. 17' p. 118].

‘uss onxo. the first SSBN spécifically built to carry the

 TRIDENT missile. vas funded by Congress in the fiscal year

1974 . hipbuilding program. The OHIO, aquipped with 24

“launch tubes. " wasg scheduled to be completed no later than

1979, and ideally, by December 1977. [Ref. 17: pp. 104—105]

In actuali;y,' the OHIO was launched in 1979 but not commis-

sioned wuntil 1981, . and the remaining construction program

(ten éubmﬁtines wera originally planned) fell behind
schedqie {Ref. 561 p. 62]. The OHIO class submarines were |
to be rearmed with the 6,000 nn range TRIDENT II D-5 SLBMs
in - the late 1980 s; although President Carter decided in
1979 to indefinitely pnstpone this program, the decision was
probably too late to giagnificancly affect Soviet bargaining_
in_SALT-II. (President Reagan later reinstated the TRIDERT
II'pfqgram.) [Ref. 17: pp. 104-105]

..As in SALT I, the British and french navies were not
pons#rained by the SALT II treaty, b;t the Soviets'remained
very conacious of the overall NATO SLBM strength. The
British force level remained unchanged from 1972--four RESC-
LUTIOH S8BXs equipped with POLARIS A-3 SLBMs. The French,

however, had expsnded their fleet to four operational S5BNs
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'*k...constautly growing 'aBiiity dfx”ndclear. fleets . to:

achieve ever more decisive objectivas in a modern war.

S 'This particularly applies to the operations of the

‘forces of the fleet aimed at wrecking the military-
aconomic potential of the enemy, which may have a direct
impact on the course, and evea on the outcome of 8 wvar,

' [Ref.. 403 p. 223]

Also in 1976..Gorshkov was beginning to boaat that the SSBNs

.. were uniquely suited for strategic strike._ and could out—

periorm the Strategxc Rocket Forces (SRF)

_Scientific and techn‘cal progress has produced subma-
rines as the most perfect carrier of modern weapons, the
launching site of which is, in effect, the whole World
 Ocean. The fleet concentrates in itgelf numerous mobile
cerriers . of strategic weapons, each of which may carry

- a very large number of long-range missiles. and is csp~-

able of maneuvering with launching sites over an area
exceeding many times the area which 1and-based Tmissile
troops  can USEesss1N the course of the scientific—
technical revolution, naval forces ‘have ausumed the
nignificance of one of the most important strategic
factors, cagable by direct action on enemy groupings of
troops and vitally-important objectives on his terri-
tory, of exerting a very considerable . and egametimes
decisive influence on the course of a war, (amphasis
added) {Ref. 40: . p. 279] B ' :

It has been speculated that one way thm-navy cuuld "have

a decigive influence on the course" or- the "outcome of the
‘war"™ would be in its role as a strategic reserve. The
relative invulnerability of deployed SSBNs (combaredf”'&”

' land based’ missileu), combined with the DELTA patrol areas,

which are very near the Soviet Union and-aogﬁgguently easier
to defend from Wescelu ASW forces than the distantly denloya
ed YANKEEs, made the DELTAs an idenl choice for a strategic
reserve. James McConnell, Qﬁo argued that the idea of a

strﬁtegic reserve was abandoned during the.1960's, beiieves
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that sssa"aitﬂholding became policy in the early 1970's

when strategic parity had been largely attained and aubman

rine security vas satisfied.k He vrites that "the strategic
missile . troops now have the most important firat word in

war, and the navy apparently the importazt last word."”

[Ref. 19: N 46]

Robert Eerrick 5 eztennive r*search nas alsc indicated
that daring the 1971 1980 timeirxmh fehe bulk of the SSBN

force vas not assigned tg share "with the SHF [Strategic

: Hiaaile Forrea] in the deep strike missibn." but vas'pnrt‘of

- a protracted vithholding strategy. He also teferb to a

remark made by Gorshkov in 1973 indicating that "the Navy
was 'ohjectively' capable of deep strike, suggesting that
the objections preventiﬁg 3SBNs from being assigred a  major

share with the SMF were subjective,"™ [Ref. 21: p. 168}

Obviocusly, parochial_friétion continued to exist between the

SRF and the astrategic mavy in the 1970's.
The -necessary procevtion of the strategic resexve has

apparently developed into a broad pro—SSBN role for nuperous

Abw surface ships and aircraft, as well as genmeral purpose

submarines, .‘The development of three ASW platforms in the
carly 1970's--the KARA CG, KRESTA II CG, and ERIVAT FFG,
all of which are armed with SS-N-14 ASV missiles-~seems to

parallel the development of the DELTAs, and supports the

tbcury of pro~35BN operations during wartime. Describing
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pro~SSBi operations and SSBW uithhold:ng. Jazes ‘McConnell

deauribeu coﬁments made by a Soviet theoretic¢an (N. Aleshg'

kiu writing in Hora oy Sbornik in 1972) as £0110vs. _' B

He pointed out that, 1f ballistic—misgile ﬁﬂblarines are_ﬂn.f‘ﬁ.,

held back from a strategic strike, they will have to be

in the reserve, since they hove a marrowly speclialized

misaion that precludes their use for nomstrategic tasks.

To survive in the reserve, they will have to be protect-

ed; this requirement has accelerated the development of

general-purpose forces, especially submarines, [Ref.
193 pp. .60-61] I

lThe . increasing number 6f-DELTAa. ghich céuld target
large: pafts of .the United States fros their home pofts.
Qnabled some of the YANKEEs to be toassigngd to regional
strike roles. .Fﬁr.exénple. Berman and Baker dexcribe an
exercise in 1973 when YANKEEs vere deployed to the Sea of

- Japan to supplement Soviet jand-based wmissiles targeting

China [Ref. '10: pp. 12-13]. Similarly, YANXKEEs deployed to

~the relatively secure Norwegian Sea could be eaployel in a
theater role in support of ground troops - in  EBurope. In
1974, six COLF If SS8Ba vere transferred te the Baltic Fleet

whers they +ill apparencly support theater operations in

wartize [Ref. &4lt p. 148]. During the SALT IX negnotiating

period (19/2-1979), HOTEL SSBNs remained attached to North-
ern Fleet and Pacific Fleet bases, apparently confined to

regional strike roles.

Heanwhile, the chtinued deployment of YAKIEES to patrol

aveas off the U.S8. east and west coasts, despite the in-

creasing number of losg-range 5LBM~equipped DELTAs, suggests
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.'?tﬁat'ihs:deployeé YAHKEEs-vill play an important role in sny

fhuclear Eirat strike. against the United States. N The short
'vjflight time of the S$5-K-6 contiuuas to make thia wissile am
" effective veapon ageinst U.S. strategic bomber anrd SSBX
baaa§,   in éddition'_to strategic command and control

 installations.

_C-' u.s. NAVAL SYSTEMS TO BE CONSTRAINED IN SALT 154

A review of Morgkoy Sbornik betwveea 1973 and 1978 re-
iealed. n:lleaat three articles detailing the TRIDEHT. SLEM
‘threat und th describing the dangers of the strategic
éruisé siasilﬁh Theaa tvo subjacﬁa vere the pain Soviet

" naval concerns during SALT II.

In 1973, Mirskoy Shornik noted that the 0HIO could
become operaticnal by 1978, %2-3 years ezrlier than crigli-
'héliy planned.® {ﬁci.'ﬁZ: p. 43) The chief éoncerns about
the new subnarine appeared to include its incrensed Qmieting
.vhiuﬁ would hinder detection, ;he large number of wmissiles
it could carry, upd the longer rsnge of the miﬁaile. which
gould increase the OHIO's patrol area sud muke Soviet ASW
&ffor;é even wore difffcult., Im 1976, & Sceviet author noted
‘than the OHIO ciess SSBY wvould have “a total noise level...2
ta 3 times Jower than that of the gquietast af'tﬁa existing
claspes aof auclear subzarines.” [def, éj:‘ p. 631 It was
also noted cthat the longer-vaage TEIGERT 1I SLBY could enter

the flees "hy the mid 19BOs®. [Ref. &3: p. 66}



In 1§76;:.:he Soviets predicted that the TRIDENT I SLBM.
vould carry beﬁﬁeeﬁllo and 14 varhaads_tke£¢ 43s p. 66} in
a_'1971 ariicle, itzwis ciqrificd.fhat the uissiie 'ioula '
curry_”qnly 8 .uarheads‘;a order ;o‘mazimize‘its range at
about 4000 pﬁ {Ref. 441 p. 105]. In 1976, the cir#ular_
a:xorlﬁrobﬁbié (CEP) qfhthg_TRiDENT 1 vas rqporied as gﬁou£ ‘
fSS ‘fﬁet‘tﬁaf, 43: P éG]i the followving year, it wés.-
clarified that th§ TRIDEKT I st expected t¢ have a CEP of
about 1300 feet, sbout the same as the POSEIDON [Ref. &4: p.
106}. A 1976 article also noted Soviet qﬁucern over "the
poasiéilxcfr'of- resrming the U.K. SSBNs" with TRIDENT I
sissiles [Ref. 45: p. 72). o

Although Sﬁviet concern over the threat aasociated' with
the TRIDENT I was gradually decreasing, the TRIDENT II was
depicted as an ominous threat. According to Soviet writings
in 1977, the TRIDENT II, which was capable of an estimated
range of about G.QOO rn2, was equipped with a

...Mk 500 maneuvering warhead of the MARV type....Nar-
heads of the MARV type are capable of executing a pre-
prograwsed mapeuver to overcome an ABM system and homing
on & torget in the terminal sector of the trajectory.
(Ref, &4: pp. 106-107]

A 1976 article in Morskoy Sbornik 1inked the increasing

acgurocy of SLBMs (especijlly TRIDEXY II) to Defense Secre-
tary Schlesinger's "ratargeting® policy, which essentially
called for a U,5. counterforce capad®ility. The article,
written by o Soviet Xear Admiral, continued thet Schle-

singer's "linited nuclear war™ concept admitted



esethe .ﬁdésibilitj of emplbying undervater nuclear

- forces not only to deliver strikes against cities, - but
also (with due regard for future increases in - missile
..accuracy)  to make "counterforce gtrikes,” dincluding
against point ta.gets. [Ref. 46: p. 79] '

Sovietlébncern over the TRiDEHT StBM was evident not only in

the ﬁhval jburﬁél, but”also in auhh'diierse publications as

‘Red Star, Kazakhstanskaya Pravda, and the Journal of the

USA [Ref. 47}.

. - Soviet efforts to constrain.the TRIDENT I, and especial—'
1y the TRIDENT II, d'ring SALT IXI were .numeroua._. Henry
:Kissinger writes that, 1n‘Augnat 1973, Soviet Ambasaador
Dobrynin suggested the "United Stétes and the Soviet Union
should take a 'big step' and agfee not.to daploy ~ apy new
missiles for tenm years." Kissinger continues, "In reply to
@y question, Dobryninm suggested that this, of course,
applied to TRIDENT." {Ref. 32: p. 1015] In 1977 when
Soviet and U.S, officials were trying to negotiate a ban on
.the testing of new strategic missiles, Talbottiwritea :hh;w
‘the TRIDENT was again éingled out for extinction,

.~ While the Russians had tried since early 1977 to use the

_new-types ban against the TRIDENT program,’ they also

wanted to upgrade their own submarine-launched rockets.

Therefore they sought an exeumption in the han for a new

Soviet SLBM,...The Soviets argued.thag.their advanced.

S5~-NY-18 was operational and therefore should be classi-

fied as an "existing type,” comparable to the American

POSEIDOK....Moascovw's candidate for its one allotted new

type of SLBM was the even more advaunced TYPHOON [s8-NI-
20}, which the Russians maintained was a counterpart to

the U.S. TRIDENT I, scheduled for deployment in 1979.
[Ref. 36: p. 1062] ' '



Obvibdaiy.'U S.. negoﬁiaﬁor# resisted this logic..whiéh would
have banned the TRIDENT II SLBM, and it vas finally decided
'fthat the new—types ban vould not apply to SLBﬁg. _1t' ié_'
1nteresting to note that the Soviets vere not wiiliﬁg to
_sacrifice the TYPHOON misaile (the SS-HI-20) in order to han
.:the TRIDENT 1. They may have concluded that it wa;_ not'
worth the expense of scrayp ing ur extensively modifying the‘
advanced TYPHOON program in order to ban g missile that
Praaident Carter or the Congress was likely to unilaterally

discontinue. _ | |
The TOHAHAHK sﬂa-launched cruise misaile wasg apparenﬁiy

of ‘equal concern to the Soviets i.n SALT II. In 1976, an

article appeared in Morskoy Sbormik briefly describing the
TOMAHAWK. It was explained that the missile would be de-
ployed on U.S, subaarines and surface warships, that the
strategic version ofl the TOHAHAHK had a range of about 1500
nm, and that the missile flew at jow altitude "with a speed
of around Mach 1." Tha author continued his bleak forecast:
- In the opinicn of Anerican specialists, radar detection
0of the missile 1is hindered by its spmall reflective
surfece, and detection of the heat trnil from the engine
flapme is hindered by heat insulation of heated surfaces
and paint with a low coefficient cf reflection. [Ref.
48: p. 89]
it- was also noted that deployment of strategic cruise mis-
siles could immeasurnbly complicate arms control, One year

later, & mnuch #more detajiled article was written o1 the

TOMAHAWK., The wmissile was credited with sn accuracy of
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about .11 hmlat haximuﬁ.st;étegic fange"[Ref._‘49. p. 941}

with ‘the comment that a nev, inproved gﬁidance system was

.1 under devéiﬁpment which would further enhance :he‘misaile‘s

accuracy [Ref. 49: pp._99-100]..: 

‘The cruise missile issue was to permeate: every facet o£

SALT II négotia;ions, “Accdfding to Raymoﬁd Garthoff,

Underlying the Soviet response is a rising Soviet polit-
ical ‘and military concern since the late 19708 that the
United States is seeking to reacquire strategic super-
. dority. Although cruise missiles are not seen as the
principal or driving element, they are vieved in the
context of a broad U.S, arms buildup 4ncluding MI,
TRIDENT I and IX...SLBMs, the MINUTEMAN III Mark 12a
_warhead, ALCMs, and the NATO long~range theater nuclear

forces... [Ref. 50: p. 343]

‘Soviet writings in naval and other military journal have

reflected their concern that U.S. cruise missiies will de-
feat Soviet air defenses [Ref. 50: pp. 346-347]. Addition-

ally, Garthoff notes,

In the Soviet view, deterrence 1s based on war-fighting
"capability, and the established mutual deterrence will
be weakened 4if cruise missiles (end other new weapon
systems) disturb the milivary balance. [Ref. 50: p. 349}

D. THE CRUISE MISSILE PROBLEM

U.S. interest in the strategic cruise missile was spark-
ed by concern over the rapidly increasing.Soviet _atrategic

arsenal in the early 1970's, and U.$. defense spokesmen soon

" linked their support for the SALT I accords to Congressional

support for eruise missile funding. Charlea Sorrels writes

that

58



f
8
«
LY

ity
"
-
-
‘l
*
5
i

\
v

Congress approved the 1nitia1 funding for the SLCM in
the sumser of 1972, in the context of coneidering the
SALT I agreements. The principal, though not the sole,
rationale - for tike SLCM in 1972 was to provide ascme
increased momentum ~is U.S. strategic programs, as a
"pargaining chip" to gain Soviet agreemeat to restraint
in SALT II. [Ref. 51.. p. 4] o

Initially, the nuclear-warhead. strategic SLCM was to be

deployed only on a fevw platforma, possibly the ten remaining

POLARIS-equipped SSBHs. and the TOMAHAWK vas designed to be
fired from an ordinary submarine torpedo tudbe. This compat-

1b111ty with an erdinary torpedo tube may have aided the

..deéision made in 1977 to equip "virtvally all attack subma-

rines” and some surface ships with the niasile, andiuse it

in »a theater support role. [Ref 51: pp. 4, 80] Sorrels has

'specuiated that the change in role. from long-range strate-

~gic to theater-gupport, may have been prompted by concerans

ovgr'strategic arms control [Ref., 51: p. 80]. Regardless of
the ahortened_range,'however. the missiles were to be oqgﬁof

the mein stumbling blocks in SALT II negotiationsi

cruise wmissile program. Begun in 1974, the ALCM program

took on ﬁev'impétus in 1977 when President Ford switched the
emphasis to a longer—range veraion (about' 1, 350 oo range) of
the ALCM [Ref. 51: p. 4]. The Ford Adminizzygzlon also ini-
tiated the ground~1§unched cruigse missile program in 1877,
and President Carter later empﬁasized the role that these

missiles would play in the defense of Western Europe [Ref.

51 p. 51]. All of these cruise missile programs were
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lsche&uied. to bééome operational in.ﬁhe_early to mid 1980's

‘ [Ref 51. p._ﬁ]

g Althougb 'thg_ deieté” poasgased a large inventory' of

cruisa missiles in the 1970'9. noﬁe were congidered to have

8 1ongurange, land~ attack capahility. ‘fheir inventory con-

siated mainly of submarine- : aurface? ' and.'air?iaundhéd o

apti«ship miasiles. as well as aurfaca—to-air and air-to~air
missiles. Any land-based cruise misuilea were of relatively

short-range, either for coastal defense or tacticel wuse.

 [Ref. $0§'ip._3&0] 'All of these lsunchers have been exempt.

from SALT restrictions, a8 have Soviet intermediate- and

'mediuh~faﬁgé ballistic missiles targeted againsat Eurasis and

North Africa,

The first Soviet efforts to constrain U.S, cruise mis-
giles occurred after the Vladivostok supmit in 1974, At
V1sdisostok, it was agreed that air to~gurface missiles with
a range in excess of 600 km (about 325 nm) would be counted
ih “SALT II numerical launcher limits. The u.s. chose to
interpret this restriction as applying to air-to~surface
ballisric missilés (which neither’ side had), while the

Sovipts claimed that the rearriution applicd to air-launched

cruise migailes, Furthermore, the Soviets voiced their

opinion that all long-range CLCMs and SLCHMs should be com-

pletely banmed. [Ref, 36: p. 35]
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‘The first real step tovards resolving the cruise missile

- problem occurred in April 1977 vhen it uqs'deciﬁod.that' the
Soviets would aécépt: some constraints: on-kﬁheir' "heavy"

| (large thfow—weight) ICBM force if.the U.8. 'wquld ﬁdcépf'

réstrictioﬁs oh:cruise nissiles. Taibott ei:plains thét

* Debrynin  3&1d in April that Moacow‘could Iive~ wvith =

SALT II agreement that permitted the U.S. to have long-
range ALCMs as long as there vere no ground-launched
cruise missiles “within striking distance” of Soviet
targets from American forward-based systems. The pro-
posed protocol, therefore, would ban the deployment of -
long-rangc SLCMs and SLCMs, Any cruise missile with 2
range greater than 600 km would be considered long-
range. [Ref, 36: p. 841 : o
It - waes also decided that ALCHMs would be cestricted to a
renge of about 250C km (1350 nm) {Ref. 36:  p. 84], and it
was eventually determined thar long-range " ALCM-equipped
heavy bombers would count in the MIRV sublinit of 1320
launchers [Ref. 36: pp. 125, 131]. '

In September 1978, the Soviets agreed to abolish all
limits on the ALCMs upper vange if the U.,S. would ayree to
1imit the range of long-range ground- and gsea-launched
cruise missiles during the Protocol period to a strict 600
km odeometer reading [Ref. 36: 9. 211}. Earlier, the U.S.
had argued that cruise missile ranges should be defined as
the distance from launch point to the ﬁargat. thereby allow-
1ng"the wissile to take evasive maneuvers (te aveid air
defenses and follow prescribed, mapped routes) which could

add as much as 50 percent to its odomefer range [Ref, 36: p.

183}. The Septemher Soviet offer eventually became part of
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the Protocol to the SALT IT treaty: the Second Agreedetate?
"men; to Article TI, Paragraph 3 states that "the range of

which raf'cfﬁiée ﬁissile is éapabla is the maximhm' disﬁahce

yhich can be covered hy'the snissile in its standard design
zode fiying until fuel exhaustion". [Ref. 37: p. 47]

Some U.S. officials were angered by Soviet efforts to
lipit the ;ange_of U.S. cruiée missiles. Admiral Holloway
testified before the House Committee on -Apprcpriations._ih
1976 that

veukf é 1131£ of 600 kilometers or'1;000 kilometers is
placed on strateglic cruise migsiles of both sides...then
we are going to suffer because more of the industrial
and urban arcas in the United States are closer to the
. coasts than as applies to the Soviet Union. So I believe
that we would have to put the...range limit on strategle
cruise missiles, out at about 3,000 kilometers before we

would be approaching the came targat coverage by both
forces., [quoted in Ref. 51: p. 162] :

Indeed. as Sorrels points ocut, when the "5500 km [aboucr 3000
nm] threshold for classiiying ballistic missiles a8 ICBMs"
is compared to the 600 kn th: *shold for classifyiug strate4

gic Qruiée missiles, <chere i3 quite an imbalance [Ref. 49:

p. 162]. As Holloway pointed out, the 600 km range defimi-.

tion definitely favors the Soviets; although their existing-

anti-ship cruise missiles could be usquﬁﬁggwwkghd attack
role agasinst coastal targets in the U.3. or Europe, they
were exempt from-SAﬁT II limitations because of their limit-
ed range. The §5-N~19 anti-ship cruise missiles then under

development for deployment on the QSCAR SSGN and KIROV. CGN,
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.as well as the SS N 3 and 58~ N 12 anti-ship cruise missiles,

have reported operatianal ranges between 500 and 550 km.

Another- version of the S8-N- 3, deaignated the SS-N-3c._

. 1is believed to have been developed in the late 1950'5 as- a

submarine—lnunched. strahesic Iand attack missile; according

to U, S.: analyste. it reached ini:ial operational capability

in 1960, ahout tha sane uime as the %S N-b--the first Soviet

SLBM. Thé SS-N-3¢c has a range in excess of 400 nm (740

'km)--uell beyond the 600 km limit set in SALT II.  The

~status of this missile was discusaed during SALT IIX negotia—'

tions. _'The follouing represents the official record con-
cerning the status of the SS~N-3c in 1979.

In response to the {gsue raised by the United States,
the Soviets responded in a Chiefs ¢f Delegation meeting
that in the first half of the 1960s the Soviet Union
carried out experimental work for development of a
cruise missile which +as to be sea-based. They stated
that in this connection severa. launches were pmade to a
range of 600 to 900 Lilometers and that this work was
terminated, the missile was not put into production and
was not made operaticnal. They further stated that at
present the Soviet armed forces have no operational
cruise missiles which have been tested to a range in
.excess of 600 kilometers. ‘ '

The United States responded that while the U.S5.  was
not prepared to confirm the accuracy of the Soviet
statement regarding deployment of the §5-N~3C, 1t would
close out the issue for now. It stated that...the U.S.
would continve to watch closely Soviet SLCH activities,
and 4n the event ambiguities or doubt arose as to the
status of the SS-N-3C, the U.S. would reopen this matter
in the SCC. [Ref. 71: p. 52}

Firing platforms aséociated with anti-ship versions of the
§%-N-3 must remain surfaced to provide guidancc' updates

throughout the miscile's flight; however, the land-attack
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version  of the missile could rely solely on inertial ghi— "
dence. It would then follow a pre—planned route, ;hus 

": elimiuhting the ueed for mid-course guidance, reducing thé:"

submarine's time on the surface-(though it would still have

to surface to fire), and reducing the firing platform’s

vulnerability. - As Norman Polmar writes, "these . submarine
missiles, - with ' their low flight profile if operationally

enﬁloyed,‘ wéﬁld atrain US detection and defense cdpabili—

‘ties." " [Ref. 1 17: pp. 43-44, and Ref. 16: p. 363}

At-?lad;ipaték. the So#iétg reﬁortédly'agreed that U.S.

forward based systems in Eﬁrope would not be subject to

constraints in SALT IT as long as the United States gévg up
its efforts to reduce the number of Soviet "heavy"™ ICBMs
[Ref. 36: p. 33]. Despite this "concession", however, many
U.S. eritics of SALT II, .such as Willlam Van Cleave, argue
that cruise missile constraints effectively limited U.s,.
forward based systems. According to Van Cleave,
The restraints on SLCM and GLCM in effect Ilimit what
would be U.S. and/or NATO theater systems, and without
corresponding limits on what the U.S.S.R. allows to be
its modern theater systems, the BACKFIRE and S55-20. Lven
though these limitations are in the Protocol and will

presunably expice after 1981, the principle is estab~
lished and the precedent set, [Ref. 52: p. 18]

Indeed, the Soviets also knew that actual deployment of the

CLCM and SLCM was not planned until after the Protocol
expired; however, they still bargained furiously for the

limitations in the Protocol. The most iikely reason for the
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. Soviet behavior is, first, as Van Cleave testified, to set &
‘precedent for later negotiations, and second,. to get these

ZTffhggéfiﬁéibigmféfhféé&‘faé”ﬁhickly‘aé?f§§§iﬁié after SAL?f 11 -

was r@tified;’-thereby esgsentially extending the - provisions

" of the Protocol, .

‘_g.,.,?gatsﬁqupeaﬁ“allieb.  ﬁnderst@ndéb;j, réaé;ed strgnglyf

to signs that U.S. European-based GLCHs, es vell as SLCMs

 deﬁ19yed in theater suppoft roles, would he_subjgct to SALT
contrsl;.: Acﬁor&ing' to falboét, ﬁest German Chancoilor
.:_Heimpt;'Séh@idt:_chérged thg U.S;V’"bi shoring up . its own,
.nérioulyi défined. égﬁurity at the‘expénue.'of itsl glliég"
.inte;asta.“ - [Ref. 36: .p;-142] Talbott.contihueﬁ that U.S.
critiés .Chérged. tﬂat “ﬁhe Soviet Uﬁion »as seeLing_to. usel
the negotiations 'as a way of dividing us from t.'.n.x::"= allies,’
parﬁicuia:}f .on the 1ssue of c;uiﬁe migailes,” Talbott
coﬁélpdea, "Regafdleéé of‘wheﬁﬁér the Sowiets had any -Sggh
deliberate design, they seemed, during mhe.wintur‘of léff—

78, to be reaping precisely that benefit.™ [Ref, 36: p. 142]

Even after both sides agfeed to place some limitations

on cruise missilea, certain aspects of these weapohs vere Lp

aggravate verification. For instance, Talbott explains that

. : . . T j-"_‘: Ny ’;\\‘\"“ o . '
Cruise  missile range was bound to be one of the hardest
aspects of SALT to verify....If its fiight profile
{i.e.,, the altitvde and speed), its fuell or the payload
is changed, o cruise missile that had besn tested at 600
kilometers could £1ly much farther....If any or all of
these varisbles--notably, preprogrammed flight profile
and payload-~are adjusted, the range can be extended
without any change in the external appearance of the
cruise missile. These adjustments cautot be monitored
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by the other side's national technical means, .and the
range canu.t always be verified with certainty. [Ref,
36.u p. 187} : : S S _ _ Co

 Sim11ar1y,; overhead photography can not distinguish betveen"

a nuclear warhead-aud a conventional warhead on a8 cxuiae
. lisaile,_ consequently. at the Soviets' 1nsistance, SALT I1I
limitations . Were. to apply to 311 long—range cruise missilea

[Ref.  36: p.'xass.

E. SPECIFIC NAYAL AQPECTS OF SALT II

Several amhiguittes that troubled verification of the

SALT I provisions were cleared up in SALT II. For instance,
Article T of the SALT IT treaty defined accountable SLBM

1sunchera' as "launchers of-ballistic missiles installed on

any nuclear-powered submarine or launchers of modern ballis~

tic missiles installed ow any submarine, regardleés'of ita
tipe." For the Soviet Uuion, this included 88~N~5 launchers

on HOTEL II's, SS-N-6 lauhzhers on YANKEE I's and the GOLF

IV, 8S8-N-8 tubes on DELTA T and 1I's and the GOLF III, §S-

NX-17 tubes on the YANKEE II, SS- N-18 launchers on DELTA

III's, and any "future SLBM wvhether installed on a nuclear

or a non-nuclear-povwered submarine.“' [Ref. 37: p. 10] - (Al-
though not listéd.. appérently the $S~N~8 tubes on the HOTEL
_III were alaso accountable.)

Article IT also specified that
SLEMz equipped with MIRVs are...SLBMs of the types which
have been flight-tested witn two oy more independently

targetuble reentry vehicles, regardllsq of whether or
pot <they have also been flight- testea with a single

66




_ reentrv vehicle or with multiple reentrr vehiclas ﬁhi;h7
. are. not 1ndependently targetable. : ,

_ Thia meant that the SS N=- 18 which was daployed 1n three 3

imadifications~-two uith HIRVs and on2 vithout—-would always
be considered as a MIRVed missile. and 1uunchers associateﬁ
vith the misaila wonld ‘be covated " as MIRVed launchers. _
This distinction. was ¢ritica1 to tha Iimits set under
_SALT 11; for the first tima, HMIRVed SLBM and ICBM launchers
ﬁould' be subject to aublimits under the overall lauucher
ceiling. Articles III and V of the treaty specified :ﬁhe
follouins limits: .. N ' :_H
2,600~-0veraii ceiling for number of ICBM and SLBM
launchers, heavy bombers, aad air-to-surface
ballistic missiles (ASBM)

2, 250--Nev overall ceiling to be in effect on January 1,

1981 :
1,320~~8ublimit for lounchers of MIRVed ICBMs, MIRVed

SLBMs, .MIRVed ASBMs, and long~range cruise mia-
aile»equipped heavy bombers '
1,200~~Sublimit for launchers of MIRVed ICBMs, MIRVed

SLBMs, and MIRVed ASBMs
820~-Sublimit for MIRVed ICBMs
Article IV stipulated that ceastructilon of offensive
nfma must be "consistent with a normal conatruction s8che-

dule," a provision that would prohibit the building of large

numbers of SoosNs with construction atoﬁped just short of the

unit becowminp onerational, thereby threatening "break-cut"
of the treaty. Article IV also limited operational SLBMs to
the maximum number of raentry'vehicles flipht-tested; the
g8-4-18 and TRIDEXT I ware limited to éeven R¥s (although

U.§. government sources such as Soviet Mi{litary Power report

s
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_hthat the ?R’DEYT I curreutly carries 8 R?s). New SLBHE vere
-“liaited to 1& RVa. the mazinum nunber tested by either side..
: Artic‘e VI spacifiad that an SLBH launcher became ac-
.' countab1e undar SALT II rautrictions once the associated
| 'laubmarine cowaencad sea trials, and it vould continue to
“eount while the submariae was operational, "in reserve. in
‘storage, _or mothballed.™ - Article VII exempted "SLEM test
: and training launchers” from the treaty limits, bui stipu-
1ated. that thers ba_"no significant increase in the number
of...SLBH test and training lauuchers.” For the purposes of
.SALT 11, ‘"test and training launchers™ were defined as
'fqllbwss | |
«e.sthese are iaunchers of...SLBMs used only for test and
tralaing purposes....Test and training launchers may be
replicas or partial launchers without an actual launch
capability, or they wnay be launchers used ‘to lauach
gi?silep for tesv snd treining pu;poaeﬁ. {Ref. 371 p.
Article VIX aladliucludea the use of these leunchers for
research and development. " The treéty diﬂ'not specify indi~-
vidual plactforms which were consldered to be testbedsf two
.unita which had Leen exempt from SALT { 1limitations, the.
GOLF IV and GOLF IIIl (S5-N-& and‘SS—Nu& testbeds, respec~
tively}, as wall.ns the HOTEL ili {a second SSfN~8 ;estbed)
apparently counted as operational launchers uoder SALT II.
0ﬁef unit that may have been considered a non-operational

Eestbud was the CGOLF ¥, a GOLF modified to test the $S5-NX-20

{Ref. 16: p. 93],
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Tuo other treaty ptoviaions nppliod to SLBMa. Article X

- prohibited the deployaent of long-rnng-. sea-based ballistic
'miasiles 'on other than submarinea, and also limited .the:

_throu-weight of =& future SLBM to that of fhe SS-19,"thé .

heaviest "light™ ICBM deployed by either side. The Protocol

to SALT II. which was to remain in force through Decemdber

31, iﬁal.'-reilec:ad Soviet concern bver U.5, cruise mis-

‘81les, and prohibited the deployment (though not the test-

ing) of ground-launched or sea-launched cruisé missil&s with
ranges in excess of 600 knm, | _

| Additionally, the Joint Statement of Principles enumer-
ating basic guidelines for suhsédﬁent negotiations was als>
signed on Jﬁne 18, 1979. The guidelines stated that the

#.S. and U.S.5.7. would continue negotiations with the pur-

pose - of réducing the number of strategic weapons on each

side, as _uell.as sceking qualitative controls on nev wea-
pons. It was also acknowledged that verification of fn;ufe
armws control agroeménts might have to go beyond national
technical means and invelve cooperative brocedures. [Ref,

37)

F, CONCLUSION--SOVIET OBJECTIVES IN SALT II
It has already Been shown that major Soviet objectives
during SALT II included the limitation of, 1f not the prohi-

bition of, U.S. cruise missiles (especially GLCMs and SLCMs)
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s and the TRIDENT IT SLBH..' In addition to these goels, how=

3i_ever; thia section will oxamine how SALT II provisions would

T } f"h5 i .  huve affaccad the Soviet naval strategic forces.

Durins USALT II hearinga before the Senate Committee on
: B - _-" : Foreign Ralations, Carter Administration officials testified
thqt the treaty weuld significantly restrain Soviet atrate-
1‘ ‘- - " gic forces. Secretary of Defense Brown presanted a tahla

: predicting that the Soviets would dismantle a variety of

A m

ICBM and SLBH 1aunchers. as well as hea#y‘bombers. in order
2 : ‘”tb_'maat.”the January 1981 launcher limit of 2;250..- For
; Q:f : ' iﬁaﬁénce. .under SALT II 1imitationa, the’ Administra?ion
;'dfn - _ believad thnt the Sovieta would have only 90(» SLBM launchers
: l . in 19835; uichout the traaty. it was estimgted that they
. B could have between 1,100 and 1,200 SLBM _lauﬂchers. [Ref.
53: p. l48]
Examinins the SALT II liwitatioms mora clo;ely, however.
= | the Admini-stration's predicted decrease of 50 SLBM 1nunc§:{
'grs could be more then offset in terms of warheads if the
imakimum allowable M;RVad SﬁBH ceiling was reached; under the
" SALT II  limitations, -coniinuina deploymanc"of the ‘most .
lthreatening Soviet SLEMS--the HMIRVed: §F\N 183:and new SS-NI-
20'9~~was not effectively constrained.’ LAQZr the treaty, if
~ the GSoviets were to deploy their upper limit of 820 MIRVed
. ' ICBM  launchers by.1985, they would still be alloved 380

- MIRVed SLBM launchers.



FELY LT

e ot T

¥

7

4]
E
o
-

i
s ]
»
»
Aok

oo

CETE AL

‘“Bi March 1983, wiﬁh oniy.two years ieft in the proposed
SALT. Iinériod. the Soviets had 1aunched.their l4th DELTA
I (;ith‘additional unitsloxéactad to be built) and their i
secoﬁd _TYPBOON SEBN (vith this production run just begin-
ning) {Ref. 542 PP. 21-22}. With the addition of theae
units. the Saviet HIRVud SLBH inventory equalled 26& launch-
ers., According to the U 5. Defensa Dapartment, "By the mid~

1980 8y the Soviets are expected to complete their current

'ICBM modernization programs for fourth~generation systens,”

At [:hia time, they are expected to have 818 HIRqu ICBM
leunchers deployed--"150 SS-17s, 308 $S-18s, and 360 SS-
19a" -~a1most exactl; matching the ceiling of 820 MIRVed ICBM
1aunchera specified in SALT II, [Ref. 54: p. 19] The SALT
11 provisions, if tﬁe treaty had been ratified, would have
aﬁill allowed for 382 MIEVed SLBM launchers. This c¢ould
equate to 16 DELTA IIZs and 6 TYPHOONs, or 18 DELTA IIIs and
4 TYPHOONs. At sny rhta. it appears that, even without SALT
II raiification, the Soviets will complete their planned
ICBY modernization by 1985, remaining within SALT II guide-
linés, while allowing for the_maximuﬁ possible modernization
of the SSBN/SLBM force. | |

ﬁuring the Senate SALT II hearings, William Van Cleave

teatified that

We know very well by now that tha only relationship
between SALT sgreements and what the Soviets will 40  in
SKE {btrﬂt“ﬂlL YUclear Forces) proprams is that  these
ngrﬁurtntq reflect what the Sovints want to do. They do
not prevent the Soviets from doing something they have
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- otherwise planned, because the Soviets ‘clearly  plan

fti.t what they wish to do and then accept only those

“ SALT limitst.ons consiptent with those plans. Limita-

tions that would interfere are either rejected outright

. or - so ambiguously worded that they will not interfere.

Moreover, Soviet programs, set in a very rigid Five Year

Defense Plan, are not much subject to major change and

will not be much influenced by SALT or NO-SALT. = [Ref.
523 pp. 22-23] . .

Paul Nitze agreed with Van Cleave, and testified that

_ when'they-put'together'the S-year'plén.'1t'ién§'i§t} h
detailled  and interrelated kind of s process of alloca-
tion of equipment, of time and of manpowver, "To modify
that 4in midstream except for minor adjustments 1s &
difficult thing to do, . - :

1 would be surprised if they would make major modi-
fications in their programa by virtue of ratification or
non~ratification of the treaty. They could....One of the
things that they might do would be not to phase out the
250 §§-7, 8s-8, and SS~11 launchers that they would have
to phase out 4in order to get down to the figure of
2,250 launchers... [Ref. 533: p. 150]

Mr. Nitze's ana?yéis was probably very close to tue truth.
Most 1likely, the only difference betweeon Soviet strategic
behavior without ratificatien of SALT II and what that
behavior would have been with ratification of the treaty is
the fact that the majority of the obsolete bombers and land-
based missile systems which would have been dismantled under
the treaty provisions are still operational. (The S5-7 and
$4-8 ICBEM launchers have been dismantled in asccordance with
SALT 1 SLBM modernization provisions.)

Strobe Talbott notes that throughout SALT II negotia-
tiong, the Russians strongly opposed the idea of "having to

dismantle any weaponry at all®, even Lf the weapons wvere

obselete [Ref, 361 p. 90}, He speculates that a criterion
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  d1lmant1enent an their side.' vhile allowing u. S. strategic
”‘forcoa  ;6: remnin untouched. vas u. S. agreemun: to what
._anounted to unilateral restraints on their ‘cruise missile
H-'£orce. _ Similarly. after much discussion the Soviats agreed
to  another SALT II limitation that affected only thelr
7ntr§tagi§ forces. The ‘so-called "hooster-type counting
' fﬁlaf.tﬁa; stated once'a missile had been tested with MIRVed

'warheada, all versions of that pissile would be counted as

HIRVed,j'dﬂly aﬁfected_the Soviet missile forca. Their most
modern and effective weapona--the S5-N-18, as wo11 as the
S§-17, 88;18. and  85-]%--were ail deployed iﬁ:aingle and
multiple warhead versions, and thus vere all counted as
MIRVed launchers. [Ref. 36: pp. 110-111] |

The SALT II sublimits for MIRVed ballistic wmissile

lsunchers would potentially constrain the most poverful part

of the Snviét gstrategic arsenal--their MIRVed ICBMas-=but tha;

limit fbr combined MIRVed ICBM and SLBM launchers (plus

ALCH-ﬁqnipped bombers and the non-existent MIRVed ASBMs)”

allmwed both ﬂid?q the "freedom to mix™, thus protecting thc

strong U.S. legad in MIRVed SLBMs. Bacaus&\hh& Sovieta have

i_  £‘ Soviet egraanent to launcher ceilings than forced agch'

pEES YA

traditionally gived priority to the modernization and nuper-

4cel strengtheninyg of their land-based TCBMs over their sea-

based forces, this Soviet concession to the "freedom to mix"

provision needs to be exanined more closely.
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: Beci&se ‘of the decreasad accuracy of SLBMs (due to the

- nobility of the SSBNs) as wcll an the relltivo invulnaerabil-
Cdry of deployed SSBNa, the U.S. pas nluuyu considered saa-

bdsed -venpdns ‘to provide a more atabls deterrent, thus

. decraasing the benefits of » nurpriue firet ltrike. Conao-

quently, the U.S. has nlwaya had an undurlying goal in SALT

~to "push the Soviets to sea."” [See, for instance, Ref. 3€1

pp. 207-208]) Thomns_?olfa writes chaty throughout SALT I ne~-

.3otiationn and the early part of SALT IX talka. the Soviets

j_rejectad "yg. S. suggestiona to reduce land-based missiles in

favor of areater reliance on SLBH forces.” Wolfe continues,
however, that Soviut agreement to the "freedom to ﬁix"
pro*ision iﬁ SALT 1II MIRVed limits "may have presaged a
shift in Soviet thinking on the issue."™ [Ref. 5: p. 125]

Indeed, & proposal made by Brezhnev to Kissinger in 1974

"to "extend the Interim Agreement through 1980" and allow

each a@jide 1,000 MIRVs with a "freedom to mix between the
land-based or sea-based misailes™ can be interpreted several

vays [Ref. 32: pp. 1022-1023]. Since the SS-N-18, the firat

Soviet MIRVed SLBM, was not to be operationslly deployed

until 1978, with a total of 144 MIRVed SLBM launchera - de-
ployed by June 1979, one could argue'that the Soviets plan-
neﬁ. to mointain a vast inaquality between MIRVed ICBMs and
MIRVed SLBMs. A proposed treaty expiration date of 1980,
howaver, combined with the repid addition of S$S-N-18'a to

the £lest once the missile was develeped, kept open the
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_ _poasibilit" of u highar subsequent limit. and auggested that

;ho' strategic role of the Soviet Kavy vas vary definitaly

growing._

!arhaps mast 1mportant, howevor. is tﬁe fact thatJche

Qoviataapproved SALT II asraaments allowed for 3a greataf

'uxpanaion An strategic naval forces (eapecially MIRVed mis-

siles) than in land-based forces. Indeed, with long-range
SLBH-equiﬁped DELTAs and TYPHOONs now capable of deatrdying
targets in the u. S. vhile £iring from pier-side, ;hé Soviet

Navy may goon assume a limitad counterforce role, | ¥With the
trend _townrds increasingly accurate SLBMs, and with the
submarine firing from a known, fixed position (rather than
Seing dependent on navigational fixes at sea), SLBM accuracy
could be approaching that of TCBMs. If this is the case,
the SSBN is capable of wmultiple missicns~=counterforce,
countervalue. or atrategic Traperve (if a credible at-sea
reload capability 13 developed)--exceeding the capabilitiesn
of land-ﬁased nissiles, eupec;ally in the prea of_survivh—
ﬁility. ICBMs would still have throw—we;ght advantages, bﬁt

~omuwand and control nould be of roughiy'equivalent reliabil~

ity for SSBNs at pler~side and ICBHs.

A shifr to increased reliance on sea-based forces could:
switch superpover srms control emphasis to strateglc ASW--a
field in which the Soviets have traditionally trailed the

[Ref. 5: p. 193], Soviet interest in ASW restrasints was




- Talbott, ;the' Soviets auggeated ASW_1imitationg'in:rc§pbésa

ballimﬁi§ m1§silea.. Télbott éxﬁlaina that

A dapressed trajactory missile [with its decreased
£1ight time], -especislly if fired from a submarine in a
staging area off the coast of the target country, vould
be an effective instrument of surprise attack, It would
increase the capability of one side to deatroy the
other's bombera buafore they could take-off from their
rugweys and its submorines before they c~uld leave their
ports....However, o such thing existed in 1978... {[Ref.

36t p. 207)
Although this U,S._husgoation (vhich occqrred rather lite in

the ~ SALT II negotiations) caught the Russians off-guard,
Talbott continves that | |

...after considerable haggling, the Soviets tald they
might consider a banh on depressad~trajectory sissileg~-
if it was part of a comprehensiva treatment: of the
problem of aneak attack, including severe 1limite on
antisubmarine-warfore, At one point, the Russians
floated the idea of "ASW~free zones," a 8ort of underva- -
ter version cf the ADM treaty, and perhaps a subparine-
fres zone o0, The U.S. Navy was far ahead ~of the
Soviet Union in both ASW and submarins technoluvgy snd
was daetermined to hold that edge, 80 the Carter admini-
stration eventually withdrew the depressed~trajectory
ben froa its SALT 1I position, and it was agreed instead
vo deal with the problem of sneak attack in ~ SALT IIi.
[Ref. 36: pp. 208-209] : : -

: dgnqhdtrét?d'-during SALT II nagotiationn;f fAccbrding to -

' to:U;S._ 1n£er§at in hannibg:déﬁrésked_trujectofy tests for

e

The SALT I negotiating timeframe (1972-1979)‘o¥er1app§d

with a very significant period in the‘ﬁffelopmggt of tha
Soviet. strategic nAavy. .The &gployment ;?N:;; long;range
SLiMs on the new DELTA class SSBN, along witﬁ the develop—
ment of the TYPHOGH/SSQNK~20-éy5tam. provided the Soviet

Navy with dits {irst true intercon:inunmal astrike capabilitry.
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At the same time. howover. tho Uv.S8. Nnvy was developins its:
.Loﬁn' long-range platform—-the OHIC SSBN arned with the TRI-
‘DENT SLBM--au well a8 8 longurnngo strntegic cruise niaaile.
_89viet conccrn over these U. S. navnl developmenta vas ax-

preSSéd through Soviet efforts to bun the TRIDENT 11 SLBH

and all SLCHs. Naither effort was entirely successfulj by

the time either system would be ready for deploynant. no

SALT II-;oqanrainta would remain in effect. Soviet afforts

to 1ncaf§prate a "one new SLBM™ rule into the SALT II treaty

'were - completely unsuccessful, and SLCM constraints “would

'expira by the end of 1981.

The 4ncreasing accuracy of U.S. ballistic missiles,
combined vith the cruise missila's potential ability to
evade Soviet air defenies, wmay have prompted the Soviets to

consider an increased role for tholr most survivable strate-

- glc platforms-~the $SBNa-~-in the 1980's, In SALT 1II, the

U.S.S.R. avoided any mesningful conatraints on its strategic

uavaln modernization and expansion; SALT II ceilings con-
atraihing MIRVed SLBM launchors were set well abo§e the
number that will likely be deployéd by 1985, and new type
SLBM development/deployment was virtually. unconatregined.

However, while SALT II met some Soviet objectives by allow~

ing for maxisum Soviet strategic naval expansion, i did

little to conatrain the most threatening U.S. naval strate-

gic forces. The Soviet Union was no doubt pleagsed with the

77

i



' c1ear

numerical auperiotity (in terna of ssaus and SLBMs)

srantod to 1ta navy 1n the SALT I Interim Agreement,__but 1t

' -ay have been less jubilant when the SALT I treaty failed

to atop. any planned U.8.- naval e:pnnsion.
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'Cenﬁva kto_ commence the Strategic Arms Reduction Taiké¥~'

“‘SThﬁT; Since then. the START negotiations have beesn tnex-

P

- tricahly intertwined with the Intermediatd—raage Nuclea:'”
_ Forces (INF) ‘reduction talka. centering _on_'meﬁium—rango

'nuclanr veapans in Europe. The Soviets indefinttély‘diacon-

tinued che most recent round of INF talks in November 1983

when the u. S._ began its acheduled deployment of PERSHIHG 11

IRBMs and TOMAHAWK GLCHMa in Weatern Europe, and two 'weeks

'lnter whan Round V of the START negotiationr adjou ned for a

acheduled break, the Sovinta refused to set 8 resumption
date..also in protest of the U.5, deployment.

' ;Thia chapter will daacribe the strategic paval devalop-

ments between 1979 (the signing of SALT I} and December

1983 ”(Eﬁet completion of tha.;ast ;oupd of START hegotia-

tions)'and preliﬁina:y prbpusals advanced by both stiperpov-

ers ~duriug this period of the negotiationa. Of necesuitif“?7

this ”haptwr nust alao mantion other strategic developmenta,f

specifically bonmbers, ILBHs, ALCMS. and\b&lkiatic mi\aila
defense progroms under development in the early 1980 5. - as
well as  the impact of INF deplofments.and negotiations on

START.

.9In Juna 1982 Aferican and Soviet nesotiators' ﬁéfﬂwiﬁ e

BESS X




Al NAVAL STRATEGIC FORCE LEV“LS N o
The most significant stratesic addltion to the Soviet;'
‘fleet in the early 1980%s was the TYPIOON class SSBN. By

‘1ste 1983 tha second unit of this clasa had probably com-.'

manced sea triala. _and the first unit had joinad the opera-

.tional fleet [Ret. Shy p. 211, YANKEE I and HOTEL II SSBNs

coutinued to be diamantled as new units of the TYPHOON "and

DELTA III-clussea began sea trials, The following probably

represents the Soviet strategic naval order-of-battle at the

end of 1983: | |
2 TYPHOON ' ‘40 $S~N-20 launchers

2
14 DELTA III ‘ © 224 8S«N-18 launchers
4 DELTA 11 : 64 S$S5~N-8 1launchers
18 DELTA I 216 58-N-8 launchers
1 YANKEE 1X . .12 85-N-17 launchers
23 YANKEE I 368 85-N-6. launchsrs
{1 HOTEL III)* 6§ 55-N-8 1leunchers
(3 HOTEL II)* 9 §8-N-5 launchers
{1 GOLF V)* (1 $5-N-20 Yauncher)®
- (1 GOLF III)“ . 6 55~N~8 launchers
(12 GOLF II)%* (36 $5-N-5 lsunchers)®
[y modern SSBHs _ 945 modern SLBM launchers

#not accountabla under SALT I/II

" [Ref, 55: p. 14, and Ref. 16: p. 93}

" Two nev SLEMs were either intrﬂdudgd.into the Soviet
ntrategic fleet or under development 15 the early 1980'8--
thn SS N- 20 and a poauidle follov-on to the SS-N- 18-~a5 well
as o strategic cruise missile=~tho §5=- NX-21. Little 1is
known about eacﬁ of these missiles at the unclassified
level., The TYPHOON SSBN has 20 launch tubes for the §5-N-20;
this newly deploycd MIRVed migaile has a range of about 4480

nm, ond probably carries between nix and aine RVs [kef. 54:
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.pp. 21-22];. The sec6nd hey:nissilo. an SLBM with\inprcved'

accntacy 'nnd?posaibiy a iﬁrger yiéld than its predecessor,

_'vau_ expected tn begin flight testn in 1983, and d?intually SR
“raplace’ the ss- u 13 [Ref. S4: p. 23] The ss NX-21 was also

tested in 1983 . and is believed to tepreaent th# first'

moderu 1ong~range.. Iand-attack sec-launched c:uise missile

in the quiet fleet. (A version of the S5-N-3 was probsbdly

designed for lananttack over two decades ago.' but has a

much uhorter'rahge than the SS-HX—21*-about 400 nm for the

§5-N-3c as compared to sbout 1600 nm for the SS-NX-21.) The
'SS-RK—zllappears similar to the U.S.~bu11t-TOHAHAHK.'an¢ may

be compatible with & standard submarine torpedo tube. If

po, the Soviets could deploy the nisgiia on s variety of
SS8Ns and station the units within firing range of tha U.S.
or its wllies around the world. [Ref. 54: p. 23, and Ref.
17: p. 43} - |

The U.S., strategic fleet was also undergoing moderniza-
tion in the early 1980%s. The ten POLARIS-equipped S3BNs
{GEORGE WASHINGTON and ETHAN ALLEN classes} were converted
to SSNB' five were decommissioned by the end of 1983, aﬁd
the remaining units were used for training [Ref - 853 p. 7],
USS OHIO was commissioned in November 1981, and three units
of the new class SSBN were in the fleet by December 1983,
Each OHIO SSBN carries 24 TRIDENT I C-4 SLBMs with a raage
of 4230 nm, a CEP of under 1000 ft, and ﬁ normal load of

espht 100 BT RVa. {[Ref. 56: pp. 62, 63; and Ref. 57: p. 41]
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“Thiraywone LAFAYETTE/REN FRANKLIN class SSBNs remained 1in
.'the fleet' tweeve baé been refitted with TRIDENT I nissileu.

" and 21 retained Poszxnou missiles.

Tbe- T2IDENT II D-5 SLBM remained in research and de-
ilvaiopmen;; :he_:miasile_ is axpecteé €0 possess increlsed__
;accura#y;'-pbaaihly' with a CEP of 480 ft, in order to have
'cbunterfgrce capabilitea, The missile is pot expected to
becoxe operacioaal befora 1989, and the Mk 500 MaRV varhead,
lwhich could naueuver after reentry to evade Soviet ballistic
_minsila defenaea. is not expected to be available for opera—.
“tional use on=nha D-5 until the 1990's. [Ref. 56: pp. 67-68,
and Ref. 58: p. 251 S f |

The coaoventional land-attack version of the TOMAHAWK
SLCM was tested by the battleship USS NEW JERSEY and a
STURGEO% class SSH, USS GUITARRG, in 1983, although wide
deploymcnt of the nissile was delayed until 1985, The range
of the conveutioral varhead missilc i3 usbout 700 nm while
‘the nuclear land-attack TOHAHAUK has a range of about 1350
nm. The latter veraion will moat‘likely be deplcyed oo LOS
. ANOELES zlasss SS5Ns and some classes of .destroyers and
crulsers. Tnitial teating of the missile is being conducted
on USS MERRILL, a SPRUANCE class destroyer. {Ref. 59: pp.
23, 40: and Ref, 60: p. 674])

Thae Frepch strategic noavy was aiﬁo entering a moderaiza-
tion phase in the early 1980's, France launched its sixth

SSBE, LYINFLEXIBLE, 4n  June 1982, and the submarine dis
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. acheduled to join the fleet in 1985. This SSBN will carry

_che newly developed M-4 SLBM:; the M~4 has a‘range in excesﬁ '

of 2160 nm when cnrrying its maximum of 6 MIRVa. © Four of .
the five currently ope;ational _SSBNa, presently équiﬁped

uith M~20'a, uill be refitted with the M-4,  Additionally,

_thg firet of a new class SSBR 13 scheduled to be laid down

in 1989 ‘and commissioned in 1994' France s first SSBNs vere'

cqmmissioned in the early 1970'8.- and this new class iill

' provide timely replacements. [Réf. 61: p. 36, and Ref. 62:

British ﬁlans fo} fleet modernization are also projected
for the 1990's. Four units of & new TRIDENT class SSBN are
ﬁlanﬁed to replace the aging RESOLUTION class SSBNs, -which
were built in the late 1960's, The new SSBNs will each be
equipped with 16 TRIDENT II D-5 SLBMs. The first unit 1is
schedhled. to bé 1aid down in 1986 and join the fleet in
1993. . fRef. 63: p. 75] Mesnwhile, the aging RESOLUTION
SSBNs w;ll"be kapt active thfcugh a modernization of the
POLARIé SLBMs. Through a project named "Chevaline," the-
ﬁisgilea will be updoted with a8 "new warheasd systeam which
will alloew manoeuvring iﬂ apaco} but will fall short of a

true...MIRV [zyscem]." [Ref. 63t p. 259]

B, NON-NAVAL STRATEGIC FORCES
To on arms contreller inm the 198C's, an snalysis of the

role of the Soviet Navv in the overall stirategic plan ds
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”fihpoﬁgible:'withéut éxdﬁining additionai strategic 'aésets.'

In the early 1980'5. the Soviets were developing ground- and
air—launched versions of a long*range strategic cruise uis-

ile,‘ two new JCBMs, and a pev atrateaic bomber deaignnted

the BLACKJACK._‘ The ground—launched cruise niaaile. desig~-
-nated the SSC-I—4 ia balieved to be mobile and have a rangel

of about 1600 na (Ref. S5: p. 12]. The ALCH, designated the

AS-X—lS. also has an estimated range of about 1600 nam and

will probably be deployed on the BACKFIRE, BLACKJACK, and/or

_BEAR - bombers, .Adcordins to the U.S. quépae _Department}-

ALCMS.'Codld- be operational by the mid-1980's, and the
bomhef/ALCM conbination "would provide the  Sovieta with
grehtlfr improved capabilities for lok-leval‘;and standoff
attack in hoth theater and 1ntercontinentalz operations.,”

[Ref. 54: p. 26]

The - developﬁent of two new ICEMs by the :Sovieﬁg has

caused the United States to accuse the Sovict Union - of

AR

violating the  "one new ICBM" limitation contained in the .

SALT I treaty. The §S-X<24 is a solid-propellant 1cBN,

about the size of the U S. MX ICBﬁ. probably 1ntended f

silowdeployment.- The second misaile. a smaller. solid pro— -

[ASSVPRETIRN )
)

pellant ICBM designated the §5-X~25, if 1ndeed a "new"”
missile, 1s the one that may violate the SALT II  treaty.
{Ref. 642 p. 34] The Ruwslans reportedly sntste thut the 55-

X-25 i merely a modernization of the $5-13 1CBM, and is
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therefore alloved undér';hg :reaty{ As a British weekiy
sunparizes, however, '

"It . [the 8$8-X-25] bears as much resemblance to the $5-13
- as -a skyscraper to a log cabin, The propellant is
~entirely different; the new wigsile has a completely new
guidance system; snd it can carry a much bigger aayload.
The Russians' argument...hangs on the fact that "modern-
‘isation"” is not defined in the treaty. [Ref. 64: p. 34]

Other reports indicate that the Soviets have encrypted so

“much of the missile test telemetry that the .S, can not

accurately judge the missile's paylﬁad [Ref. 65: p. 66]. At
any raté.- the Soviats are continuing to modernize all as-
pects of their atrateﬁic forcés.. |

 Another area éh#t hasg promﬁtéd the U.S. .to accuse the

Soviets of treaty violation is that of ballistic missile

- defense, In signing the 1972 ASM treaty and its 1974 proto-

cbl, the United States and the Soviet Unior each agreed to
limit ABM defenses to'lQO Jaunchers at only one site, and to
réfrain from developing a nationwide ABM defense network

[Ref. 7: pp. 487-493]. Since the 1960'a, the Soviets have

_maintained an ABM system around Moscow, and in the eariy

1980's, they began to Siggificantlyiupgrade this system. The
Soviets recently istroduced the Pushkino-clasa rﬁasedwarray
battie management radars with 360 degreé coverage; these
radars arve deployed or under.coﬁs:ruction at gseveral sites
sqrréuuding Hoscow. Also, 4in addition to three Pechora-
clugs Dballistic missile detection and tracking radars built

along the periphery of the Soviet Union, a similar radar has
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__been 1den;iféd a; Abalakova in cahtral'Siberiéwfnéér_ threé X

| §5-18 ICBM fields. [Ref. 66: pp. 14-16, and Ref. 67: pp.

19-20]‘ A;tiéié 6b ofﬂﬁhe'ABM ;reaty'qtatca'th§t~ ._ 

...each Party undertakes...not to deploy in the future B

radars for early warning of strategic ballistic missile
attack  except at locations along the periphery of its
rational territory and oriented outward. [Ref. 7: p.
a0l o |
The Abalakova radar is believed CO.be oriented to the north-

east, . possibly to detect 1ncomiug_U.S; SLBMs launched £fronm

'the“northefn.Patific. "The_Soviets state that the Abalakovs

radar is a.space~traqking radar, not an early.warning radar,
and therefore does not violuté ﬁhe ABH'ftreaty; '[Ref.- 67:
pp. 19-20, and Ref. 641 p. 341 |

Tva ﬂuclearnarmed'1nterceptor miasilés provide a layered
defense; the SH-04 is an exoatmospheric missile and the SH-
08 provides endoatmospheric defense. The U.5., Defense De-
partment’ hag reported that the Soviaﬁs are developing and
tes:ihgl a rapia feload capability for the S8H-28 (two
lauﬁche;;wefe conducted from the same missile launcher with-
in two bours, and no'ex:ericr reloading equipment was ob-
served), and has questioned Soviet conmpliance with Article 5
of ‘the ABM treaty wh;ch prohibits zuch a capability [Ref.
68: p. 19]., The 100 launchers allowved under the 1972 treaty

would be inadeguate to counter a full-scale nucleax attack;

however, a true rapld reload capabllity could doudle or

triple the effectivenesa of each launcher,

86



Additionaily. the Sk-lzlsﬁrface—tOrair missile system

\heé' reportedly been tested against balliatic raentry vehi-
Ldles.' While the use of 8 SAM system to counter tactical
. reentry. vahiclea guch as the PERSHING II is probably alloved
-under. tha'ABM treaty, any capability of the_SA-lZ against an

ICBM or SLEM would give the Sovietu a greatly e:panded ABH

capahility and if operationally deployed outaide the Hoacow

ares or.in excess of 100 launchers, would violate the 1972

agreemgﬂt. [Ref. 66: pp. 15-16] All of these Soviet ad-

-vancémenta in balliatic miaaile defense cnusé\at loast some

v.s. officiaia to fear a Soviet break-out of'thg ABM treaty.

An autenaive Sovietr ABM cepability would cspecially iupact

en U.S. strategic naval plans as the ahorcer range, steeper

reentry angle and slower reentry speed makes an SLBM warheac
more vulperable to ABMs than an ICBM RV [Ref. 10: p. 148].

-Méanwhila, since taking office in 1961, President Reagan

Q

has propeosed numerous stretegic programs for the U.S.; .

A

mostly, these plans paraliel the April 1983 recommendations

made by tle President's Commission on Strategic Forces,

chaired ﬁy Alr Force Lieutenant General B:ent ‘Scovcroft.

These recounendations cuan be summarized‘as :ollovn'
’ BTN FSVIEON -
1. Continuation. of the QHIO SSBN coustruction program
and rapid developuent and deployment of the TRIDENT
II SLBEM with some capability against hardened
targeta. : :

2. PBogin research on a smaller SSBY which carrles fewer
miss iltﬁ than the OHIO closs to diversify and multi-
ply U.S. raval strategic assets,



3. Continuation of tho bomber and ALCM programs.

4, ;Vigorous research and development of ABM tochnolo—'
';3ﬁgies.‘_ S ,

5,  A four-pronged ICBM modornization program.
‘o. Devolop -and deploy a single-warhead omall ICBM
© . to. reduce target valua and provide flexibility
"in basing (including mobile basine);

| b: Continue to seek arms control agreements design-
ed to enhance stratogic stability;

Ce | Immedinte deployment of MX missiles 1n existing

' MINUTEMAN silos to enhance deterrence, improve
the U,S. mnegotisting position, and reduce the
etrategic lead held by the Soviets;

4. Continue research on hardening silos and shel-
" ters. [Ref. 69} .

Present U.8.- ot:atogic bomber. prograus include develop-
nent of the B-1 and Lhe ao-called STEALTH Advanced Technol-
cgy Bomber. The first'ﬁquadron of 15 B-~1Bs i3 expected to be
operational in 1986, ?and the deployment of 100 bombers is

expected by 1988, The B-1B will have a redar cross séction

 about one~hundredth that of the B-52, This reduced vigibil~

ity to radar, in addit}on to extensive electronic counter—'
messures (ECM) capabilities, is expected to enable . the.

bomber to penetrate Soviet air defenses into the 1990's.

Long-rane: ALCMs will be deployed on B-52 G/H models and B~

18s in the 1980's, and on the STEALTH bombers in the 1990's.

[Ref. S51: p. 37]
The MY ICBM, renamed the PEACERKEEPER, 4s scheduled for
deployment in existing MIHUTEMAX 3iloy witn initial opera-

tioaml capability im 1986, and full capabiliry dn 1989,



Fifty misailes will be placed in Hyoring and 50 in Nebraska.l' '

Suparhardened ailos could be availabla for PEAC”KEEPER«

' deploynent S5y . 1988 LRef _ 70° p. 18] The MIRVed PBACE-"

KBEPER will have ten RVs and a range in excess of 4000 nm.

The " slaller ICBH recamlended by the Scoucroft Comnission

has been named’ the MIDGETHAN._ and initial operacionel capa-

bility_ ia expected 1n 1992, Two basing modes have been

prouosdd-—moh‘le baaing or deployment in a superhuchned‘

silo, A 5000 nm range and 100 ft‘CEP have been proposed as

'siasile‘goais._ {Ref. 72: p. 15, and Ref. 70: b. 18)

'Id March 1983, President Reagan called for a national
effort to develop an effective apace-based ballistic missile

dofense systen, U.S. scientists are concentrating on two

types of directed-enargy weapons research--high euergf

lasers and charged;particla beams--and Soviet scientists avre

reportedly researching the same areas. Tre technical feasi-
bility ahd effactiveness of such veapona have Deen hﬁcly
debated #mong Western scientista. nd the political and
military desirsrbility of such systems is & subject of debate
in Wesﬁer@lﬁurope, tie U,5., and the Soviet Union. [See,

for instan?e, Ref. 77 and Ref., 74] The issue of ballistic

‘misasile defense is likaly to become a major iasue in START

negotiaticns.
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c. sovn-:'r mvy's S;RATE\.:IC ROLE

jThéf atrategic capabilitias 6£ the Soviet 'Haiy- have }“

-_greatly expanded since the SALT ‘II negotiating period vith'i

tbe addition of numerous DELTA III SSBNs and the early units

_of the TYPHOOh class to the fleet. These 1ong-renge miasile
platforms enhance the deep-strika capability of the strate-_

gic navy while enabling the aubmarines to paerol in protect-

ed home uaters. Despite the increasing number of long-rnnge

missile-equipped SSBNs, howvever, 'the'léﬁé capahla' YANKEEs

continve thair SS N-6 putrols off the U.s. east and west

coasts, Theae S°BNs continue to make the long rranait from

Northern and Far Eastern Soviet ports to patrol ateas within

.SOOfLSOO nm of the United Scatea-upatrol arcas which would

be cut off from Soviet resupply and support lineﬂ in  the

event of nuclear war. The most reasonable purpose served by

these ccntinuing patrols is tha short flight rime--nnd varn=-

ing time«wof the SS-l-6 (unually betweem 13 and 15 minutes)

to critical targets such as U, S. bomber bases and commnand

and control centers (as opposed to 30 minutes for -an ICBM

flight).

At thes same time, the stead. retirement of the 'aging'

e A

BOTEL S5BNs {with dismantlenment sarving as psrblal ccmpenwa—
tion for newver DELTAs and TYPHOONs) is increaaing the re-
gional setrike role in the Furo, 42 and Asian theaters for

the remaining YANEEEs. With the number of YANKEEs also

o0
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'_the regional str;ke raaponsibility.

Thu navy ia the only element LF the Soviet military that

is ahia to forward deploy forces to menace the United States

manace Lhe'Sbviet_ﬁnion. _This_fo;vard dehloyment capability

has been - éxércised strenuously since the _START and INF '

negotiations broke down in late 1983. in 1ate Noiembe;. as
the achaduled date far he: deployment of American 'PERSHING

11 and TOMAHAHK missilaa neared, Soviet Defense Minister

Uatinov threat.ned rﬁzaliutiou i1f the U.S. missiles vere

: decreasing as dismantlement continues,r thé force is dwin-‘-
dliug as the strategic responsibility way be iucreasing.'-ln B

'fthe near future, SLCM—equipped submurines may aasune part of _

j homeland éﬁf_&merican and RATO forces deployed in 'EurOpe'

actually deployed in Europe.  Ustirov not only promised to

incruase Soviet $5-20 dpploysents aimed at Western Europe,

o

byt threatened that

...additional systems will be doployed to create the
necesssry counterbalancis to the growing grouping of NATO
nuclear arma io Europe. Fitting retnliatory measures
with respect to the territory of the .S, itself will be
taken,  measures of such a kind that ‘the Americans will
irevicably feel the difference between the situastion
that existed before Lhe deployment of thelr missiles 1n
Western Europe and afturward... [Ref..?ﬁ. p. 7]

Twe days after the West Fermtn govarnment reaffirned that it

" would accept the U.S. wissiles, =& Sotiet atatement attri-

buted to Andropov announced four apecific countermeasures.

These included the termination of the INF talks, the reneved
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-'deplo}mant of SS—ZO'a in wastern U S. S R., 'and tha deploy-”'l

,ment of "aperational tactical" missiles 1u Eaatern Europa. o

'Additionally, the Soviot atatement declared

Since by siting 1ta misailes in Eutope the Uniced States“:”?figd%“”

.48 -increasing the nuclear threat to the Soviet  Union,

.correspondin& Soviet meaps will be deploved in ocean RS

resions and seas taking this circumstance into account.
In terms of their charascteristics these means of ours
will be equal to the threat created for us and our
'allies ‘by the U.S., wmissiles belng~ sited 1ia BEurope.
. (emphasis added) [Ref. 76: p. 21

_ Chiei_ of the General Staff Ogariov. reicarated this plan of

action during a rare press conferencc held on December 53

_ Ogarkov _atated that the Soviet deployment would equal *the"_
U.S. threut "from the point of view of range. yiald. accura~

¢y, and, what is particularly important,_ flight time to

target."” [Ref. 76: p. 2]

The Soviet promise of retaliation soon became reality.

In- late - -Pecember and January.~~- ~wU~Sy--pséss--published,

accounts concerning an unusval deploymeat by an ECHOI II
class SSCNEto the western Atlantic. At one point, the ECHO

I1 vas repdrted "about 400 miles from Norfolk, Ya." [Ref.

77: p. 23] Units of the ECHO II ciass are believed to‘Be

_aquipped with either the S5~ N 3 or SS-N-12 anti—ship crulse

missile. Heither Cof these nisailes are considered to- be

strategic 1énd_attack cruise missiles; however, one version

of the SS—NJB'is bélieved to have beén developed in the late

1950's for a landuﬁttack"role. Suhsequent svccessful

SSBN/SLEM programs resulted in ;he'tcdéfiniﬁidnwof the' ECHO -
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'"7ncapability i'T deployment of a lora cupable' strategic

}'cruiae miaaile ,1atform (such as sn SS-NX-21~uquippe¢ SSN)

jipean aismile deploynent in terms of "range, yiold. accuracy.

"t: and...flight time to target.

the normal twe or three YANKEE& deployed off cach roast “of

the  U.S., two to three DELTAa were deploying aout1 of the

:‘Greenland Iceland U.K. gap touardu the normal YAHKEE deploy-

o : - United 'States from their normal pntrol areas -nuar Soviet

ﬁorthern. hemewaters, the asoutherly movement succeeded in
: |

? | warning time--as Ogarkov had promised. [Ref.‘ 77:_:p. 23]

The deployment also revealed a strong Soviat“ﬁcnfldence '1ﬁ

_ o u.s._'aaw detection capability as well ag the American ten-
E :_ _ -danry to "leak™ clawsiﬁiad mjlitary informationl

“o _ misaile deployments, the Soviut Navy demonstrated its unique

93

V;amain‘in'tha Soviat inventory.- At any rate. tha deploymeut :“'

' Audropov n pr mise of retaliatory deploymenta suggests' that.
the vestern Atlantic would closely equal thn U.s. Euro- :

L ‘Also . in late January. U.S. .ptéés'réports lnotéd' thé-

o unuaual daployments of severul DELTA SSBNs. In a%ditihn'tO'

i 7'_ -t ‘_ o .ment area., While the DELTAm could easily target mas* of the'

ahortenins the f£light time to American targets~-and the

Even bhefore the Soviets announced plans for retaliatory’

ﬂiithe Sovieta considﬂr the ECHO 11 to stil* have a 1and-attackj?5;uhzurhm

o

[



i-capability to deploy platforms a ahort dﬂatance £romvngﬁg‘  ;:';i7 v?

u. S. mainland._ A VICTOR III SSN got its picture on American

-televiaiou‘ news: and 1n the newspapara aa the reault of an

embarrassing naval ‘accident; 'honetheless; the Sovig;q,pnbf“tm'

”“licly -demonntratqd “their” capability to threnten -thg{“ﬂ§sl;f

" The VICTOR III's screv became unarled in a U, S. sonar cable
" off Bermuda, and the unit had to be towed to. Cuba for 'rﬁe
pair#;__buﬁ.  the submarine-—a potential SP—NI-ZI bLCH car-
_ rier--alao' made_ a menacing ltatement by its very présaﬁca

500 miles eaut of South Carolina. . Anaricans vere forced to

\

ask themselvea, "How many more ‘are out there?" {Ref. 78:

A

p. 241 . |

Additionally, the Soviet Navy maintains a semiapermanent
BEAR D (and recantly. BEAR F) deployment to Cuba. The BEAR
D's conduct reconnaisaanca flights along. the U.S5, east coast
and collect intelligeace{on any U.S. naval units that - are
deployed in ;ﬁe wastern g;lantic/Caribpean. The BKAR F's

are ASW platforms, sugg?sting that !these aircraft - are
‘ i

searching for U. $. SSBNs and SSNs. While'these small-scale

deployments {usually only two to four aircraft are deployed)
are of 1imited strategic value, they do demonatrate a poten~

tial for the use c* Cuba for naval stri"e or ASW aircraft

immedintaly off the U.5, coast during. hontilities. (BEAR
D's also play a role in the'guidanca of long-rangc anti-ship.

missiles.) The deployment of a signiticaut number of Soviet
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aircraft to Cuba 1n & time of crisis could be adcomplished
ﬁuch more quickly than the deployment of medium-range mis;
‘ilas, SLCMnequipped suhmarines, or SSBNs te the zxeamnand

ha highly visible. [Ref. 15-'pg” 23-25, 333]°

Whila the Soviet leaders may . consider their highly dacaA

‘rate and extrenely potont ICEHs to be-thei“ mist valusble
strategid weayﬂna in wartime, there can be na_danying' that
the Soviet strateglc navy is uniquely useful in peacetime.
No other aavvice could m@ke good Ustinov's threat of rétali;
atery deplbymmnhs;‘ Even though the U.S. wgapoua_that vere
®disrupting ﬁhe atratagic balénce“ were ground—based;_ tﬁm

Soviet Navy, with dts SLCMs and SLBMas, responded to the

chmllenge'.and proceeded to threaten the United States much

‘a8 the U.S. missilea threaten the Soviet Unton. A powerful
svriace pavy has long been considered rthe chief vehicle of
"power projection®, especiaslly in third world crises, but
Y the strateg#c navy is also unique in its flexidble response
.‘cap-Hility. i Thias capability, ccupled ulﬁh its role as &n
:"1nvu1nerﬁblé" strategic reserve, should persuade Soviet
‘laﬁdcr& Lot to bargein away too nmuch of the strategic navy's

potential in armg control negotiations.

L. U.S. START PROPOSALS
Since May 1982, the U.S. ‘has publicly advanced three
SWART proposals. The initiel U.S5. opropossl, & two-phasad

approach, was announced by President Feagan on day 9, 1982,
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]"at{Eﬁ?éka_Céiigﬁé; 7The:fitsi_phaée'1h50fp6raféa';heff?liév

ing pointe; explanstory sotes have bess addad,
1982 oo

U ICBM RVE.) .

?~Hutuai' redudﬁion. df_th§ hunber of béllistié "ﬁiéQile
© warheads by ome third, to sbout 5000. (Esch superpousr.
.~ had about 7500 strategic wvarhesds in its inventory > im

_~—No-fmufe tﬁan one half‘df the§o wathads.(aboht 2500) ‘
- could be deployed on ICBMs. (In 1982, the U.S. had
..2000 warheads on ICBMsﬁand_thgrﬂ.S.S.R. had about 5500

! w=The total number of ballistic missile launchers vould
 be: cut to 850. (In 1982, the U.S. had 1700 such
. launchers in its inventory aand the U,S.S.R. had 2400
- launchers.) [Ref. 79: p. 3, and Ref. 80} e e

'_The_“a¢:§nd_ phasa  called for a reduction of the “oferdllﬁ"“'

destructive powar of the two éides'_forces to equal levels™,

including "a mutual ceiling on ballistic missile throw-

. . weight below the current U.S. level.” [Ref. 79: p.3] In

1982;.fthe _td:al U.S. missile throw—weight vas 1,9 nilii&n_
kilograms (MKC) vhile the Soviet total vas 5.1 MIG [Ref.
80]. _ Phase two would aléo "congider further [strategicj"
reductions.” [Ref. 79: p. 3]

L Tﬁe official releases concerning the Eureka proposal do

- mot ﬁggtion the limitation of bombers, strategic cruise

miasiies.7 or M"heavy" ICBMs. A British weekly, hovever,
cfédits._the U.S. propesal with including the following
ppints; explanatery cosments have been added.

-—Bach side would be glliowed 316 bombers. (The ¥.S.

inventory included 316 tombers while the U.S.5.R. had
145.)
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-=The U.S.S.R. would reduce the number of its heavy ICBM
. . 1lavachers from 308 to 110. {The U.S. has no ‘heavy.
fu o ICBMBG ) o T e R R
-=Verification would include some on-site inspection;
" encryption of missile telemetry during test launches
7. would be prohibited. [Ref. 81: p. 35] o e

f;ihe:schn&‘UeS.-_ﬁroposal va;_advanced on .June 3.:-1983,
and indorporated récomaendations made by the Scowcroft Com=

_uisuion; 'Thia:has been feferréd_ﬁo‘as the June 1983-propbsf

al, fané'iuclﬁdgd'the £6116u1n§.poigth: exﬁlanhtory comnénta
' hevé‘bégn added, - B

~~Flexibility on the limit for total ballistic missile
launchers. (The addition of the single warhead MIDGET-
MAN to the U.S. arsenal would necessitate a higher

~ overall ceiling on launchers than the original propes-
al cf 850.)

~-Shifting from two phases of reduction to one phase,
with all aspecca negotiated at oace, (Tiiis would
allow the U.S. to trade an Americen concession coa-
cerning  bonmbers for a Soviet concession concerning
" throw~vweight.) ) S T e

~lLimitations imposed on bombers and ALCMs carried on . ..
‘each bomber. o ' T LS
~-Flexibility on seeking a reduction in basllistic nis-
"sile  destructiveness, (Although throw-weight would
st111 be an important variable in computing total
deatructiveness, other factors would also be consider-—
ed., This idea was explained further in the October
Build-down proposal, which will be discussed next,)
- [Ref, B2] : R NI :

Although no new laﬁnchér éeiling_uas officially‘ pro-
ﬁosed, various.soufcés fepbrteé that the U.S. would favof 2
ceiling between 1150 and 1450 {Ref; B3: p. 16, and Ref. 116:
p- 28}.. The June 1983 proposal retainsd some elements of

the Fureka approsch, specifically, a celling of 5000 total
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‘wnrheada on ballistic missiles. only half of which could be

‘land based [Ref 83. p. 16].

' _ | _ A third u.s. prOpuaal. usually rafarred to as the Build-
down approach, ¢vas advanced in October 1983. ‘The followiug
- : IR 'pointa vere announced by U.S5. officials:
- ==For newly deployed warhends. a certain humher of ex~
isting warheads (to be computed through variable
ratios) would have to be vithdravn.

-~A minimum mandatory force reduction vould be required
yearly (approximately five per cent).

.—-Dismantlement uould be determined by whichever provi-
sion (of the two above) resulted in maximum reduction.

--The_U.S. would show flexibility in negotiating
. , m-mthe build-down of bombers
7 ~wlimitation of AlLCMg
w-trade-offs between U.5. and Soviet strengths.
[Ref., 821}
According to opreas reports, the units of measure in
Build-down will not btz numbers of warheads or naumbers of
launchers, but Standard Weapon Stations (SWS) that "measure
the total destructive capability of auclear ueapons.“- [(Ref.
84: p. 18] American creators of this reduction scheme cate-
gorized weaponsg according to thelr lethality, with higher
SWS values for ICBMs with many warheads and high throw-
weight; according to thelr calculations, one 55-18 (with 10
' _ RVs) 4is considered to be twice as destructive as one - MX,
alsc with 10 RVa, On the other hand, U.S. bomharé carrying
ALCHs are considered more lethal than Soviet bonbers carry-

ing bombs. Bath sides were projected to have about the gume

punber~-over 16,000--5%WS units in 19684, and the U.S. plan
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celled for a mutual reduction to 8, 500 SWs units by 1996. A
streagth of this plan is the flexibility each aide has in
chooaing the combinaticn of strategic forces that meet some
'mutually-agreeable total SWS value. Houever. the U, S. plan
reportedly still calls for a limit of 5, 000 total ballistic

missile warheads. [Ref. 84: pp. 16-18]

E. SOVIET START PROPOSALS

While Awefican proposals can best be described as seek-
ing to reduce Soviet ICBMa and protect the U.S. cruilse
missile progfamg and strategic systems etill in development,
Saviet proposals can be described as saeking to ban ﬁruisé
nissiles, restrict U.S, modernization, and preserve Soviet
advantages gained through the SALT process.

Specific Soviet proposals in START are more difficult to
identify than are U.S., proposals. A British weekly listed
the folléuing provisions of a Soviet proposal reportedly
made in August 1982:

--~Establish s mutual limit of 1800 bombers and ballistic
wissilea,

--Reduce warheads to an equal (unspecified) limit.
--Ban all cruise missiles with a range exceeding 600 km.

--Delineate bomber-exclusion zones near the U.S5. and
J.5.5.R.

~~Freeze the number of U.S. fighter-bombers within range

of U.8.5.R. (apparently including European~ and car-
rier- based bowmbers.) [Ref. 8l: p. 53]
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An examina:ion of Soviet presa reports in 1982 provides

'- fsoma-‘contirmat1on of the British tepnrt, as well as addi-

tional details concerning tke Soviet position ‘at tha begin-

':ning of START. During a speech to the Trasde Union Congress

"~ 'in  March, Brezhnev proposed & "mutual commitment...not to

déploy sea-based or ground-based long-range cruize wis-

ailep.f, ‘He also suggested a "nutual restriction of naval

operations™ which wbuld include the designation of exclusion

zones for 5SBNa., He clarified this position:

"In particular, we would consider it possible to agree

that missile submarines of the two sides should be
removed from their present extensive combut patrol
areas, that thair cruises should be reatricted by limits
mutually agreed upon. [Ref, 86: p. 69]

The £ull impact of this proposal on the U.8. and Soviet
navies will be addressed in the next chapter,

In a speech delivered to the Komaomol Cohgresu in May,

Brezhnev called for & quantitative freeze on strategic'

forces to go into effect in June, simultaneous with the

beginning.of START negotiations. Additionally, he stated

that "the development ,of.new types of strategic weapoONS
should be either banned or restricted tq\gbe u?moat" and
that the START negoﬁiations should préﬁzg:; every;hing
positive that has been achieved esrlier™ in the SALT pro-
ceas.. {Ref. 86: pp. 69-70]

On Decembef 2t, 1982, General Secret;ry Ahdropuv an-
nounced a slightly different Soviet arms Eontrol proposal,

The main points are as follows:”
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A imﬁediate freeza"on'the.number of strategic arps.“
~-Iaitisl reduction of all strategic arms by 25 per cent
to 1800 strategic launch vehicles (heavy bombers and

“balliastic migsiles) by 1990. .
—~Substantial reduction din aumber of ~warheads to an
.equal level, - . R _

-—Haximua.limitation on strategic modernization, [Ref.
88: p. 5, Ref. 89: p. 89, and Ref, 115: p.l]

" In contrast to American proposals, this offer refers to all
.strateglc weapons, not jﬁst ballistic missiles. Ia present-

_ ing an analysis of Andropov's.necaﬁber 21 ‘proposal, the

National Security RecQgQ commented that proposed restric~

tions on strategic mod%rn;zation would prohibit the deploy~--
ment of the MX, B-l, =sad TRIDENT IT [Ref. 113: p. 1}, If
s0, one would sssume tha: equivalent bans would apply to the
two new Soviet ICBMs, th2 BLACKJACK bomber, and the 5S~N-18
follow~on SLBM as none of these systews were cperationally
deplayad in December 1982.

Sﬁecific Soviet proposals on strategic naval modefaizav

tion have focused on the newest classes of SS5BNs. The ini-

" tial Soviet START proposal included the suggestion that OHIO

and TYPHOON class SSBEN construction be limited to four to
six units, and that new SSBN classes be restricted to 16 or
fever launch tubea (the OHIO has 24 tubes, the TYPHGON has
20, and the DELTA III has 16 tubes). The most recent Soviet

proposals call for a "one new SLEBM" rule and stipulate no
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"l1imits on SSBN construction. [Ref;- {16] - These proposals

will be discussed in detail in the following Chgﬁtgr.

-One additional faator_muét be Eapt in mind; U}S.. offi—
cialas have stated thet Soviet START proposals have been

“conditioral on fhé-non—deplojneﬁt:of_ouf'INF ﬁisailes. in

Western Europe." [Ref. 90: p. 22] A8 previouély stated, the

intertwining of START and INF negotiations is inevitable.

F. SUPERPOWER REACTIONS

As expected, neither superpover reacted iavorably tu'thg

other's START proposals; rather, the reasctions revealed

areas of disagreemént. The Soviet reaction to Presideat
Reagan's Eureka pfoposal was unquestionably negative. In a
November 1982 military commentary in Tans, the author criti-
cized the U,S. proposal for delaying the cossideration of
heavy bombers and bruise missiles unptil phase two. The
commentator noted that the U.S. had about 350 heavy bombers
operational in 1982 (not counting over 200 “"mothballed"
aircraft), :and that each operational bomber could be equip-
ped with 20 ALCMs for a farmidéble force of 7,000 cruise
nissiles. Thus, 1if the Eureka proposal were implemented,
The U.S. strategic forces on the whole, after the reduc~
tion of the first stage, would be able to deliver to
targets no less than 12,000 strategic nuclear munitions
(5,000 warhesds of ballistic misailes and 7,000 warheads
of cruise missiles on planes). ~Besides, the United
States plans to deploy thousands of strategic cruise
missiles on submarines.
The - Soviet Union has only 150 stratexic bombers

which can carry a far smaller number of nuclear weapons
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‘then the strategic aviation of the United States, Thus,
in suggesting to decrease the number of warheads only on
ballistic missiles, the United States actually seeks to
ensure that the Soviet Union's strategic forces be lim-
ited to 5,000 nuclesr warheads, while the United States'
strategic forces would be able to have no . less than '

Iz,oeﬂ_su;h weapons., [Ref. 91 p. 81]

Not surprisingly, the Soviets also reacted negativély to

U.S5. proposala to reaﬁriét ICEMs to one half the total

number of ballistic missile warheads. In an f&pril 1983

interviaw.with the West German magazine Der Spiegel, General

Secretary Apdropov commented on superpowver differonces over

the desired composition of atrategic forces. He stated

For instance, the United States believed that fts nu-~
clear wveapons would be less vulperable if they were
deployed on submarines....This is understandable, since
the U.S. 1is & sea power. We are a continental power,
and the bulk of our nuclear weapcns are deplovad on
land, Now the Americans have proposed that auclear
weapons deployed on land be reduced, leaving sea-based
missiles aside. Naturally, this doesn't suit us, For
our part, we take into account all types of niclear

weapons available on both sides, and we propose upiform o

reductions of these weapons on both sides... ([Ref. 9
p. 51

" In additienm to rejecting Reagan's Eureka proposal,

statement reveals sone of Andropov's feelings about
strategici pavy; the significance of thia statement Qﬁ
navy will be explored in the next_chaptet.*ﬁ;“Mmﬁw&y
Not gurprisingly, Soviet reaction to Reagan's June
proposal follewed the theme that U.S. "flexibilicy" at
bargaining table was just "an adjustment™ to match

“Pentagon's changed plans™ to deploy a poverful new

aile~-the MIDGETMAN [Ref. 93: p. 14].
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An . Octobe: editorigl in Pravda was devoted to reviewing

' ;ﬁé U.S..ﬁuild-déwn proposal, Again, the chief Soviet crit-

 fi¢isé.d£ the:ﬁlan'waé its attemﬁf to undérﬁine "the 'fouﬁda;
“tiﬁn”'of..tﬁé U;S.S;R.'s defensive strateglc fotential-;ita
liufercontinenﬁai ballistic missiles.” [Ref. 853 p. 17]. Ai-

.though the overall U.S. plan inciuded provisiona for count-

ing the deétructiveness of strategi¢ bombars (through SVs
units), the Soviet editorial noted that the Build«down pro-
posai specifically calls for a graduated replacement of
"warheads on ballistic missiies", and that this "replacement

will be cérriéd out to the same announced level cf 5,000"

 total wafheads. Tha editorial continues,

It's also no accident that replacement figures are named
{(one ICBM warhead 1s considered the equal of two old
onens, while one new SLBM warhead 1s considered to Dbe
~approximately equal to caly one and a half old warheads)
that wunambiguously imply a faster and larger reduction
in Soviet ICBMs than in American SLBMs. [Ref. B3: p. 31)

_An earlier Pravda editorial, written ia July, rejected the

idea of the variable ratio included 4n Build-down even

‘before the plan was anuounced. The editorial stated that

The U.S.5.R. favors a comprehensive approach under which
all strategic delivery vehicles would be subject to
limitations and reductions in the aggregate, not in soRe
sort of artifically singled-out gromps or portions. All
nuclear warheads would be counted equally within the
framework of an agreed-upon ceiling. (emphasis added)
{Ref., 94: p. 5]

American criticisms of Soviet START proposals in many
ways are a mirror-image of Soviet criticlsms of U.5. propos-

als. For instance, Assistant Secretary of Defense Richard
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\Perie. :estifiéd..iﬁ, Febrdaf}.i§$$ that tﬁé. Sbviets "have_-;!'
Prnposed a seriea of oue«sided constraints 1n START. vhichif' 
are deaigned to hamper Unitad States atrategic modernizationf 
programs while allowing their own to proceed. [Ref 90 p.'rl

- 22) Other documents cite the Soviet offer to limit thgfl
'.TYPROON and OHIO SSBN construction programa,< because Cthe
Spviets have- a secoud construction program on-going for a
modern SSﬁN. ihe DELTA I1I program. U.S. officiala charge'
that the Soviets could continue :o modernize their fleat

while tha U. S.- would be 1aft vith twenty year-old POSEIDOH:

¢lass submarines until another (and possibly 1ess effective)

program could be initiatgd. U.S. efficials charge that this

Soviet proposal 1is an attempt to use arms control as a

" substitute for effective ASW to counter the most survivable

‘elemwent of the U.S. scrmtegiﬁ forces., {Ref. 87: p. S

Additionally, U.S, officials claim that the Soviet pro-

pogal to ban deployment of long-range cruise missiles would

 have an asymmetrical effect om U.S. and Soviet atrategic

forces. “These officials state that the extensive deployment
and constant improvement of Soviet air defense systens

threatens the penetration caﬁability of U,.S5. bombers, neces-

‘gitating the deployment of long-range ALCMs, The Soviets,

on the other hand, have no need for such misgiles because
U.S. air defenses are primitive, [Ref. B7: p. 6]
The U.S. State Department has rejected the Soviet pro-

poaal for a nuclear freeze quite emphatically. In September
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1982, the State Departmant listed the folloﬁing reasons for

rejecting'dffréeze{

==A £reeée would prevent thc u.8. from implementing
planned strateglc programs necessary to ‘Mcatch uwp™ -
with the Soviet forces.

~-At the preéént unequal‘affétegic_forée levels, the
Soviet Union has no incentive to agree to force reduc—
tions to equal levelas. '

~--A freeze would "cap the existing level of strategic
arms" rather than work towards force reductions.

—-Verification of a freeze would be very difficult.
[Ref. 79: pp. 3-4] .

G, IMPLICATIORS.OF INF NEGOTIATIORS

Superpover negotiations ~on Internediate~range Huclear -

Forces (INF) began in Geneva in November 1981, partially as
a consequence of NATO's December 1979 dual track dgcision to
deploy PERSHING Ii ballistic missiles and GLCMs im Wentern
Europe, and 'éimultaneously. "geek negotiationa with the
- Soviet Union for the mutusal reduction” of U.S. apd Scviet
#intermediate~range missiles,”™ [Ref. 95: p. 4] Any success
in the iNF talks could take significant preésures off  the

strategic arms control'negotiators by deéling with issues

that have cauged problems in SALT and thus far in .§TART.

i " "‘\\\ﬂ\'\\x\\'\‘\’\"i\“ e

However, the two sides are seeking different objectives~-the

. Soviets seek to limit French and British nuclear forces and
U.S. "forward based systems,"” while fhe primarf goal of the
U.5. 4a to establish an equal limit fer America; and.Soviet
land-based missiles in Europe; consequently, the talks have

"
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been plagued with serious disagreement over which forces

will be included in ‘the INF realn.
_The initial U S. ‘positions (both the Zero Option an-

nounced 1in November 1981 and the Interim Agreement proposed'

in Harch'1983).applied solely to U.S. PERSHING II IRBMs and
GLCMs sacheduled for deployment in Western Europe and Soviet
85-20, .SSwA, and SS-5 IRBMs deployed- throughout the Soviet
:Uﬁion [Ref;'95: pe. 4]. In September 1983, President Reagan
adjusted the Intefim Agreement proposal by offering to in-
clude medium-range bombers in the INF falks. Additionaily,
he eased hié demand for wquduidé equallty betwéen the .S,

and the U.S.S.R., in intermediate-range misgiles, While the

U.8. would st.ll prefer a global INF agreement that limited -

all longer-range INF (LRINF) launchers in the U.3.5.R. (in-
" cluding those not targeted on Western Europe), the U.5.
would refraiﬁ from deploying an equai number of missiles 1u
Weatern Enroge. [Ref. 96: p.'17] |

The Soviets, meanwhile, believe that a wider variety.éf

European-based nuclear weapons should be included din INF
talks, | Brigadiér General Ye., Tatarnikov, & General Sﬁaff
" officer who was interviewed b} an Italian.correspondeut in
November 1981, stated that

It is pointless to restrict the negotiations to land~

based missiles—~che S$5-20s as agaiust the Pershiupg and

criise missilea, The negotiations must, rathes, embrace

all wmedium~range wissiles-~let us say, from 1,000 to

5,000 kwp~-which wmeans all the missiles of the lnited
States and its asllies now based in Europe and adjacent
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 yavers capable of resching Soviet territory... (emphasis N
o ’added) " [Ref. 973 p. 76)] ' L I T
" Lest there ve any confusion over his comments, the General

"-:_éﬁécifiéd thé‘sys§ema he had in mind. -

-Isrépaatz‘ ali-uadiumarango missiléé, specifically the

:"Qﬂﬁ NATO and 975 VWarsaw Pact devices. So this means not

only land~based missiles, but alsoc those carried by
aircraft and submarimes. [It means] first and forenost,
the U.S. so-called "forward-besed anucloar systems"~-that
is, the FB-111 bombers and F-11l and F-4 fighter-bombers
based 4n EBritain, and the A-6s and A-7s on aircraft
carriers-~plug the British and Franch nuclear weapons,
the Polaris and M-22s [sic], the Yulcan, Mirage and
Buccaneer bombers, and so forth, [Ref. 97: p. 76]

.The. range limit chonen by the Soviets (1,000~5,000 kam) would

éxclndq 'battlefield[taétical misailes such as the U.S.
PERSHING I and the Soviet S5-21/22/23, but wiuld include the
18 §5-N-5 launchers on six GOLF II S55Bs stutioned in the
Bultic (;hnaa launchers are not accountable under SALT
agreementa). The proposed limit also cievgr!y incf:&as the

mexisum hypothetical radius (about 1,000 km) for the ~U§9;

' ¢arrierfﬁaged A-6g and A-7s, as well as Vest German-based

(U.$.) F-45. What the Sovietrs do pot consider 1nifﬁéw A-6
and A7 cnaaﬂ; hewever, ia that carfier‘stand-off range from

the enemy landmass in wartiume vculd“makewiﬁwimpossibia for

A-6s or A-7s to reach the U.S.$.%. [Ref, 351t pp. 50-511

While this propesed range limit also encompasses rahge
capabilitien of two classes of Soviel fighter-bombers-~the
FEECER  apd FLOGGER--Soviet proposals omit these aircraft.
tovever, W.5. officials cqn&ider these aircraft to be espe~

cially threatening to NATO, and eguivalent (4F not superior)
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e to"ﬂxé;. fightaf-bonbers which Soviet“ ptop65§1§  ;nclude."

[Raf. 5&*’ pp. Az-aa. and Ref. 99: p. 13}

_ The 1nitial Soviet proposal concerning IHF, announced by”
Brezhnev in Bonn 1n Novamber 1981. was d"moratorium onf 
“deployiug new and modernizing the :éxisting' mediva-range

nuclear means in Burope", accompaniad by a Soviet unilateral

reduction in European-based veapons and continuing talks for

- "ragical cut-bncka in the remaining sedium-range forces

a:anioned in Eurnpe [Ref. 97; p. 78]. The Zoviets appeared.
to have two primary goals in INP--to pfevent the U.S. from
déployﬁng any modern misgsiles in Western Eufope, and to
forﬁe élmost all ovher American nuclear-capable systems out
of Burope. The "radical reductions™ prepcsed by Brezhnev
nbpafantly referreﬁ to a Soviet plan to reduce its force
level to. the size of combined British and French nuclear
forces, and rpmave almost all U.S5. nuclear-capable forces
from Eurcpe. [Ref. 98: p. 1]

A rare Soviet concession in :NF was revealed in .August

when, during a Pravds interviev, Andropov proposed disman-

Ctliug European-based $5-20s, instead of just redepldying

these missiles to the Astan part of the Soviet Union.
Andropov reportedly stated: |

Tf a mutuaily acceptable agreement is achieved, includ-~
ipg renunciation by the US of the depioyment of new
missiles 1w Durope, the Soviet Union, 1in reducing ita
medium-range missiles in the furopean part of the coun-
try to o« level sgquel to the number of British and French
missiles, would dismantle all the missiles to be re-
duced, [Ref. 98: p. 2]
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' whilé; by Soviet stnndarda. the offur to destroy modern_

missile launchera is a signi“icant concession, 'the NATO

Special Consultative Group noted that tha offer applied only

td Iaunchers' and that "nothing 1n their position would
“év. - ﬁrevént then from producing aud sﬁockpiling (for use'"as
refires) an unlimited number of nev LRINF missiles.” [Ref.
118° p. 111 The offer was rejected. American mi#siles
began srriving in West Germany and Britain ia Novemher. ~and
the Russions indefinitely discontinued the 'INF  talks.
Soviet participation in START wvas suspended shortly there-
after. | o o

Bechdse the START and INF negotiations are 8o cloéely
related, there has been considerable talk of merging the
two. However the issﬁa is iesolvéd, there can probably be
no START treaty without agreemzat on intermediste-range
forces. Both saides have strong motivation for reaching ﬁn.
IRF agréement~~the U.5. would 11#& to constrain the Soviet
BACEFIRE bomber, as well as §%-20 IRBMs, shorter-range mis-~
silea, and HOTEL and GOLF SLBMs, while the Soviets are
clearly concerned about U.S5. PERSHING IT ond cruise missiles
and bonbers stationed in Eurape, as well . as other NATO
. ) ' nuciear forces, The negotiating positions remain far aﬁart.
howaver, and compromise appears unlikely din the near'future.
[Far a wmore comwplete discussicn of Soviet and U.S., INF

positions, sce Ref. 99]
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Iﬁe -Soviéts will probably remain firm in their insis;
_teéce that any futura arms control agreement (either INF,
START.‘ or a combined forum) include British and French

._ﬁucieﬁr fdrééé.. In Soviet naval literature, for instance,
.no. discuésio# of the ﬁestern'strgtegic threat is complete
without a review of British and Ffénch force modernization.
The British decision to build TRIDENT class S58BNs for the
1990 s, and the French decision to equip ita existing SSBNs

' with a more modern missile while heginning construction of
the INFLEXIBLE class SSBN, are subjects of considerable
concern to the Soviet Navy. [See Ref. 100: p- 97, and Ref.
101: pp. 72-73] | |

At present. the inclusion of British and French repre-
'sentatives in INF to negotiate limits on their forces seems
unlikely as both countries have named preconditions, includ-
ing dramatic reductions of the superpowers' nuclear AT S =i
nals, uhich are not'iikely to be met [Ref. 1i8: p. 9]..
Although pumerically, the British and French nuclear fbftés
seem inuignificant in.comparison to the Soviet nuclear arse-
nal, the Sovieta remain firm in demandingm“nhat these farcas
he subject to arms control. Militarily, the missiles could
be used against the Soviets; if the dererrent mission of the
weapons failed, they could.be wsed in a retaliatery strike
againat the Soviet Union. Similarly, if Cuba (a DSoviet
military ally) had its own nuclear weapons, the United

States would no doubt insist that they be subject to arms
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control.;;ahd _probably charged against the Soviets"'oun_

- puclear allovance.

‘When.conpafed to the Soviet aresenal, even the- military

.signifiéant d£=U,S. INF 1is questionahle. According'to'David

Yost; if both muperpovers continued unqonstrﬁined INY mis-
sile deployments,

Soviet superiority in longer-range INF missiles would be
supplemented by Soviet superiority in INF aircraft and
in shorter-range missiles such as the 88-21, SS5-22, and

. §8-~23. Wwithout even considering tne 3 to 1 Warsaw Pami
superiority in nuctlear-capable aircraft or Soviet mia~
sile reloads, the Soviet advantage over the U.5. in
land~based missiles in Europe efter full deployment of
§72 Pershing IIs and GLCMa has buen projected as 4 to 1
in warhcads on launchers and 6.4 to 1 in nmegatonnage.
[Ref, 118: p. 1Y]

It is in the political renlm, hovever, that the Scviets
plaze the real significasce of INF reductions and limite~
tions In attempting.to'forc& U.5. nuclear forces ouﬁ of
Europe and offering to negdtiate the eiimination of British
and French nuclear forcas,
The ultimate.intentioﬁ 6f the Soviet Union appears to be
te negotiate a new structure of Europesn security, in

which Sovliet regional hegemony would be inevitabhle and
conceded in the balance of forces, {[Ref. 118: p. 10]



V. ANALYSIS OF SOVIET GOALS IN START

One can reasonably deduce from the three U.§. ‘prdposais
cited in the previous chapter that the primary American goal
in START appears to be ensuring the survivability of its
atracegic forces. Thia means eliminating or leverely limit-
ing the Soviet counterforce- capable, heavy ICBMs; maintain-
ing flexihility in deploying less vulnerahle sea based
missiles~-both SLCMs and SLBHSm-as well a3 ALCMs; maintain-
ing flexibility irn deploying PEACEKEEPER and MIDGETMAN
nlassiles in_#urvivéble modes; and insuring that the present
Soviet ABM system does not become capable of rendering U.S.
forces impotent before American technology can deploy an
effective system to similarly negate Soviet forces.

The primary Soviet goals are more difficult to piﬁ'down,
but aﬁpear to ebc0m§aas the following pointa: prederving 8
counterforce capability; preserving the present strategic
"bglance" through restriction of U.8. force modernization;
limiting or eliminating the most threatening sea-based.stra--
tegic piatforms; and, for negotiation purposes, preserving
the SALT 1I framework. These issues will be examined in

this chapter,
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A. THE SALT II LEGACY o |
33 §oted‘iﬁ:CﬁépEer.III.‘SALT 1 iﬁciuded several brovi-

‘sions which were advantageous to the Soviets. These 1ia-

' cluded”'reétrictidus 6n héavy bombers; the counting of U.S.

ALCHM~equipped ,bombéra within the MIRVed vehicle limit;
establishing a limit of 20 ALCMs per bomber; the counting of

miésile ‘launchers instead of warheads or individual mis-

siles; placing limitations on U.S. SLCMs and GLCMa (in the

Protocol); and eatablishing relatively high pumerical limits

which allowed planned Soviet strategic wmodernizatioen to

continue. - Additionaily, SALT II imposed no ﬁ#rticularly

constricting ~limits on existing "heavy"” Seviet iCBHs or the
BACRFIRE bomber. The Soviets apparently seek to incorporate

a maximum number of these "positive™ aspects of SALT II into

START. B | | .

Following the United States' failure to ratify the SALT -

L LNAE

II treaty, the Seviets have expressed mixed emotions con=

cerning the document. “hey continually praise the treaty.

"and wsste no time in péinting out which 'U.S. strategié

moderuization plans would viqiate_proviaibns of\&ﬁe unrati-

. i
AER SRR

fied document., For instance, in a December 1980 article, a
Soviet 1ideologist criticized tentative U.S. plans to Dbase
the MY ICDM in a mobile mode. The article read:
The United States has not ounly failed to ~ratify the
{SALT II] treaty to date, but has also begun to under—
mine 4t in the sphere of military construction,,.the

planued Jdeployment of the mobile MXI ICBMs, could nake
cffective verification...inpossible~~that tsa, they could
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‘undermine -the fundamental principles of the SALT I and
SALT II agreements. [Ref. 102: p. 82] '

The So&iéts'aiso view the deployﬁent of long-range GLCMs
and SLCMs as a violation of the SALT IT treaty, even though
the applicable restrictions expired with the Protocol on
December 31, 1981. A Pravda editorial inm October 1983
explains this vieﬁpoint.

Washingtoh did not put the SALT-II Treaty inte effect,
and for all practical purposes scuttled it. Statements
alleging that the U.S. does not intend to undermine its
provisions should not mislead anyone....Those provisions
of the treaty that so far suit the U.S8. and in some way
constrain the U.S$.S.R. are suitable, Those provisions
that in any way constrain the U.S. are unsuitable. This
is how the Protocol to the treaty, which envisaged the
pneed to resolve the question of long~-range nuclear
cruise missiles, was handled. When the time for the
United States to begin the deployment of these missiles
neared, the Protocol was abandoned. [Ref. 85: p. 17]
It appeasrs that the Soviets still conalder the Protocoel to
be an‘integral part of the treaty, despite official documen~
tation that, during SALT II discussions with U.S. officials,
"Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko stated that the obligations
of the Protocol cease to exist upon the expiration of the
Protocol.® [Ref. 7l: p. 52]

When Soviet compliance with SALT IT is questioned,' how-
ever, one is likely to get the answver that Gromyko gave at a
press conference in Bonn--since the U.S. never ratified the
treaty, "the two sides have no obligation to act in accord-

ance with it”, despite verbal statements that both aides

will abide by its provisions [Ref. 103: p. 13]. For example,
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SALT II required both sides to reduce their strategic arse-~

”nals to 2250 delivery vehicles by December 31 1981, but the

Soviets have not reduced to this level (their curreut force
is about_ 2500 vehicles) Their defiance is possibly a
response to U:S. “defiance“ in deploying SLCMs and GLCMs,
In general however, it appears as if the Soviets are justi-
fying their strategic modernization programs within SALT II
guidelines. tRef. 1043 p. 3] '

The _Sovieta‘ have reacted very negatively to President
Réagan's _Ehréké proposal which pointédly'.reversed gevefal
SALT II gﬁ&&élines—-bombers and cruise missileé would not be

conastrained and significant throw-weight restrictions would

be imposed. Initial Soviet proposals, on the other hand,

reflect a desire to coantinue from the SALT II framework.

B. U.S. FORCES TO BE CONSTRAINED

As in the SALT process, the Soviets apparently see the
START negotiations as a vehic1e for imposing constraints on
U.S, strategic aystems, As the U.S. forces are just begin-
ning a major modernization process after a long hiatus (as
compared to the Soviet practice of continually upgrading and
moderaizing their forces), Soviet arms control proposals
focus ‘on maximun - .strictions on force modernizaticn. In
particular, the Soviets seek to Iimit_ﬁr ban U.S. counter-
force-capable systems such as the MX, TRIDENT II, and crulse

misailen.
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Andropov s Decenber 21 proposal to impose maximum.-re;
strictiona on force modernization would 1mpact on both U.s.
and Sovietrsystema; however, some of the most threatening
U.S. éystems are still in the research and development
phuse; nﬁd afe theréfore more vulnerable to a mbderniiaticn
ﬁan. (qu'iﬁénénce; ﬁhe'Sovien BLACKJACK'an& AmericﬁﬁT B-1
bombers have entered the flight test stage; however; the
STEALTH bomﬁer (ATB) is still.én the drawing boards. The
firat two Soviet TYPHOON/SS-N-20 platforms have becone
operational, TS have the first three U.S. OHIOITRIDEﬁT I
platforms; 'hévever. the Soviet SS N-18 follow-on SLBM hus
already entered the test phase while the U.S. TRIDANT II is
gtill under design., Two Soviet iCBMs are in the flight-test
phase, as is the Uv.%, MX:; however, the MIDGETMAN .8 still
.under deveiapmenc. As becomes obvious from this list, ;f
" Soviet ﬁropoaals to limit strategic moedernization were £;~
outlaw those aystems not yet in the testing stage. the b
STEALTH, TRIDENT II, and MIDGETMAN programs woﬁld have to he
terninated. | | o

On the other hand, some American cruisc nisaile prOgrams
(such as ~the TOMAHAWK GLCM and ALCH) have" d&réhay become
operational while Soviet gtrategic cruise missile technology
is still in test and developﬁental .pﬁases; Because of
Americsn technological leads in this area, the Soviets pre-

fer a ban op certain types of cruise missiles rather than

{mposing limits on modernization.
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All :of these new'American systems (including U.S. INF

. systens) receive fréquent attention in the Soviet préSs.gFozr.J‘

ihstance,. in a_December.lQBZ interview with Tass,.-Defensé

Minister Ustinov noted that

MY missiles are weapons that destabilize the overall

. strategic situation...slong with the deployment of these
missiles, there are plans for the deployment of nev
Trident ballistic missiles on submarines and of strate-
gic bombers and long-range cruise missiles 1in every
basing mode, and the use of outer space for military
purposes is envisioned. By 1990 the United States hopes
to have up to 20,000 nuclear warheads in its  strategic
nuclear forces alone. All put, this can hardly be
_viewed as anything short of a progronm of preparations
for an all-out nuclear war. [Ref. 91: p. 85]

Not surprisingly, the Soviet press also makes frequent men-
tion of the fact that U.S. arms control proposals neglect to

limit the most modern and threatening American forces. In

reviewing President Reagan's Build;down proposal, a Pravda

editorial published in October 1983 noted that

The new MY or Midgetman IlBMs, the Trident-2 SLBMs, the
B-1 and Stealth bombers and the air-, ses- and land-
based cruise misslles all reomained untouched....U.S.
Secretary of Defense Weinberger has clearly and unambig-
wously stated that, whether or not there 18 an accord
with the U.S.5.R., all of these programs will be inple-
mented., [Ref. 85: pp. 18, 31}

A review of Morskoy Sbernik between 1580 and 1983

reveals a mixture of articles providing factual information
on American SSBN/SLIM programs, information on the expanding
American geperal purpovse fleet, and deﬁails of British and
French naval modernization pregrams, a3 well as alarmist
articles concerning the OQHIO program, TRIDENT 1I, and TOMA-

HAWK., (Interestingly, 1983 provided few saomples of Soviet
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o vriting on U. S. naval strategic programs. Evaluation of the_.

~ the number of SSBHs in the OHIO program. (Nixon asked for

- 2000, 20 OHIO class SSBNs could replnce the current POSEIDON

.\"‘

Britiah Navy s performanca in the Falklands Har superceded;"
the - pormal position of the u. S. fleet _dn ;he "Foreisu.;_, 

Navies" section of Horskoz Sbornik. )

A 1981 article iu this naval digest refered to a‘ "dan- -

gerous tendency of U S. presidents to continually increaae'*

10, Ford for 13, and Carter increased it to lé4. 'Aithodgh
the Soviets didn't mention it. under Reagan, the . program”hés
increased to at least 15.) The 1981 article predicted that
within seven years. the “"eombined megatonnage of the subma-
rine component of tha [American} strateglc forces will 1n-

creage from 280 to 440 megatons,” and that by the year

force. The author also presenteg a dramatic diagram deplct—

ing the increased ocean area that future US SS5BNs will Dbe

able to hide in while targeting Soviet territory with their

misailes. Accordihg to the author's calculations, the -

POSEIDON fleet could patrol imn 3 million square miles, the

TRIDENT I fleet can expand to 14 miilion square miles, while ?:}
the TRIDENT II fleet will be able to hide 1in 50 million
square miles of ocean. The implication is ¢lear-~the Soviet
ASW forcea, believed to be inadequate agaiﬁat the POSEIDON
fleet, will be  hard pressed to search 50 million square

miles for TRIDENT II missile carriers. [Ref, 105: p. 98]
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Soviet writings also fndicate a real fear that the
.wili Succeed'in athieving ﬁ counterforce capabil-
1ty. Soviet writers note the improved sccuracy, as vell an

ABH-evading'4ca§abilitieé; possible with the Mk 500 MaRV

. warhead :planﬁed for the TRIDENT II.  One authof wrote 1in

Morskoy Sbhormik in 1980 that the D-5 would have an accuracy’

comparable to that of the MINUTEMAN--about 230 meters--and

that plénned improvements would increase this accuracy to

180_ peters., This author corntinued that.an accuracy of 150
meters or less is judged to have almost 100 per cent proba-
bility of "hitting enemy missile silos.” {Ref.'106zkﬁ. 107}
A later article, published in 1981, noted that

The Pentagon is placing reliance on creating a potential
for & "disarming first strike" by increasing the yield
of nuclear warheads and increasing their accuracy of
delivery on target,..the kill probability of hardened
point targets with a single warhead (without conaidering
reliability of the missile or its warhead) will increase
te 0,95 for the MX ICBM, wup to 0.78 for the isproved
Minuteman-3 ICBM, and up to 0.6 for the Trident-2 bal- .
1istic missile. [Ref. 107: p. 110]

Although 1none of the Morskoy Sbornik articles exanined men—

tioned arms control, the tone of the articles was consistent i

with the non-naval Soviet présaw-modarn U.5. weapons are
destabilizing and designed for a first striké\Q“MTRg$§S¥ious

conclusion 'is that these arms should be constrained or

banned.
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C;l PRESERVING COUNTERFORCE CAPABILITY

Even ‘naval writers published in Morskoy Shozmik freely

o admit that .3ubmarine atrategic-weapons systems have tradi—
'tionally differed from analagous land~based weapons ‘gystems
‘1n their lesser accuracy and smaller explosive payloads™,
"and are therefore "deaignated primarily for nuclear strikes
at 'area’ targets.” {Qef. 108: p. 79] At the present time,

-land-~based ayaﬁems regserve exclusive billing as counterforce

weapons., Because of their accuracy, U.S. GLCMs have been
described by the Soviets as counterforce weapons, Yyet the
Soviets apparently prefer to completely ban SLCMs and GLCMs
rather than deploy the systems they have recently developed
(SS-NX~21 and SSC-X-4). 'This reluctance to deploy cruise
missileé, for whatever reason, only enhances the Strategic
Rocket Forces' monopoly on counterforce capabilities. |
By the Soviets' own admission, - ICBMs comprise about 70
per. cent of their "strategié defensive potential (in terus
of warh&ads)“ while the American strateglc inventory con-
sists mainly of SLBMs and hombers (80 percent) [Ref. 85: p.
171. Despite extensive borders with the sea and a continu-
ing. naval buildup, Andropov referred to his country as a
"continental powér.“ [Ref. 92: p. 5] The Soviet practice of
maintaining extensive ground forces can be attributed to
Russia's history of invasions from (and af) neighboring
nationy; 3its ‘reliance .on land~baosed ballistic missiles,

however, is for entirely different reasons. In addition to
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‘resdiness for operational employment.

3f£h§5 1n§reéaed aécdrécy.and'_hard-taraet kill _cabability;

':Sgiiéﬁ ICBH:.ha#a'ﬁdﬁitional.advantagés that no asea-based or
-'.,aetiai platform ;én'évar achieve~-redundant and'_réiiable

5 ¢6§§3¢1¢&££onn' iiéh'uo;ccﬁ} ss well ao 1ow~-cost continuous

.

““ In an interview with the Brataslava Pravda in Jaauary

1983, General Petrov, a Soviet General Szaff officer, stated

the following:

. %he thesis on the destsbiliczing propertias of land-based
missiles is falge....From the military vi«wpoint, . sta-
biiicy ds primarily endangered by those systems which
‘ara most effective in destroying the cefenge warning
syatew, command posts, apd astaffs and their communica-
ticns, but which do not have gufficiantll reliable
communications with headquartera-~this fact enhancas the
probability of their being 1%ed without approval--and
which require specisl operaticnal measuris which can
aggravete tension {for instance the take-off of heavy
bombers)., According to these indexes, thes most destabi-
lizing means are the hallistic missiies . deployed on
gsubmarines, heavy boumbers armed witn the Stealth. tech-
nology, jong-ranpe cruize missiles and perhaps. the
Pershing-2 missiles deployed in forward posltions. { & s
_pheais added) [Ref. 89: p. 901} -

At this point. it should be recalled that ‘U,Sﬁ and
Goviet strategic doctrine do not coincide. Specifically, in

tha area of strategic stability the two aides disagree. As

Mt e
MR

Stanley Sienkiewicz wrltes,

,..50vier doctrine denies the US formulation of stabil-

. itye-the absence ol thrests to each side’s punitive
capabilities—~but rather defines 1t, when it dees, more
generally and gyelf-pervingly 8s the absence gf any
significent innovaticn or niv depigynent above what is
duscribed an parity. {Ref, 119 pp. £16--871

While fGaeneral Petrov provides a definition of strategic

stabilicy focusing f'on reliuble conmand and control,
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Sienkiewicz s definition helpa to axpluia why U s, systems

auch a STEALTR vhich are technologically auperior to

. existing Soviet systems. are also included in the category

'of daatabilizing waapons.

General Petrov 8 list of destabilizing syatels specifi-

cally mentions two_U.S. systems--the STEALTH bomber and the

'PERSHING II--but it also describes naval systems deployed by

both sideé-~SSBHs aad'future SLCH&. The Soviets apparenﬁly

'feel; very.confiﬂent that their political and military con=-

trol snsures that Sovief TCBMs will be launched exactly when
directed - by the Soviet leadership--their orders will not be
defied and the misusiles will not be launched in error. Whén

the strategic platforms are several thousand miles out to

sea, however, with compunications possible only st pre-

8jecified times, cotimand and control hecoﬁes more difficult.

Additionally, there is always the danger that once a Soviet

citizen leaves his national borders, he may no longer -be

~loyal to the motherland. " After all, the crew of a Soviet

frigate mutinied in November 1975, and attempted to sail ﬁhé

ship to Sweden, A oinilar danger exists when & bomber Is

airborna and out of range of Soviet fighter escorts, Thus,

the value of Soviet strategic forces firmiy based within the

Soviet Union beccmes obvious. While Soviet long-range SLBHs
fired from $SBNa at pier-side may represent s wore accurats

and politicsliy reliable weepon than when the &SSBN  is
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deployed. the valua of an SSBN as a sttategic 'resefve_lié
'negated vhen the unit 15 reatricted to in-port "patrols. -
The Soviets have also expended considarable resources to

.make the ICBM force aurvivable in ‘the event_of ahi enemy

first strike. = The expanding ABM system, possibly including
'Em / . _ a baﬁtle-management radar in Siberis near S55-18 fields, may
represent a step towards protection of the misaile‘ force.

Additiﬁn»lly. the physical survivabilicy of the missiles has

ibeén increased over the last decade. Most Soviet ICBMs are
nov daﬁloye& in suﬁer-hardened. underground. disper=ed,

gingle nisaile silos; upgraded communications facilities and

survivable, s8ilo-based launch control sites are designed to

ensure tﬁat the missiles can still be launched even after

\\' S absorbing an epemy strike [Ref. 54: p. 21]. Wﬁile SSBENs and
bombers are considéred to be aurvivéhle and stable deter-

rents by Western standards, the Soviet leadership apparently

A ' prefer# to keep a close rein on 1£a greatest strategic

aanels.,

D. RESTRICTIOHS ON NAVAL STRATEGIC PLATFORHS
Seversl atatements made by the Soviets in refercace to
army control indicaté that they are willing to accept sig-
L nificant restrictions on their sea-based strategic flatforms'
in order to constrain similar U.5. naval systens, as well as
te allow for more flexibiliry in deploying land—based.

forces. Three particular Seviet preoposals in this arca wiill
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be - examinad in this section—-the banning of SLCMa, .liﬁifed_

dbnstruction of TRIDENT and TYPHOON class SSBNs. and CONw=

trolled SSBN patrol areas.

_ 'The Soviet position in START concérﬁing ion§~range
cruise misailea appears to féﬁain uﬁchanged from théif posi-
ticn in SALT II-~-allow the deployment of strategic ALCMs, as
long as they are included under delivery vehicle ceilings,
hut.ban all long-range GLCMs and SLCMs. Thé Soviets apﬁear
to etill aupport this position, even though they sare be-
lieved to have strategic GLCH and SLCM systems in the test-
ing satage. Specnlation oun the GLCM deplﬁyment ban is
beyond the scope of this paper; however, the SLCM deployment
ban directly affects the strateglc navy.

The Soviets may be eager to ban SLCMs ax?ly because
they feel that U.S. technology i8s superior to theirs and the
American TOMARAWK development process is further advancadmgl

than the Soviet 58- NX-21 program. Another reason for the

proposed han probably involves Sovier concern that the "ﬁié—

siles wourd not be included in a future arms control treaty
(whether included or not, verification woulﬁwhe 5u£ficient1y
difficult te merit Soviet concern over U.5. compliunce). and
would be allowed to proliferaté throughout the U,5. Navy,
therehy making every major surface and subsurface platform a
potential strategic threat. The Politburo qnd Goneral Staff
arobably feel that U.S5. naval platforms. already hunting

down ships and submarines of the Soviet fleel, sheuld not
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. also be allowed to target the ‘Soviet homeland. Hitﬁ the

potential accuracy of cruise missiles, tha General Staff is

"probably' also concerned about the survivability of crucisal
_conmand  end control sites ss well as ICBM silo;._ The

: Soviets say. also hope that an early ban on SLCMs (before

they sare fully deployed) will prevent the possible prolifer-
ation of strateglc _TOMAHAH!s to West European and other
navies.

! fiﬁal possible reasch_for Soviet concern over strate-
gic SLCH deploymeﬁt is that it does not fit  into chiet
naval'strategy. Even thoﬁgh the Soviet Navy is developing
the SS8-NX-21, and will supposedly dsploy it throughout tﬁe
fleet, there does not ~2ppear to be o role for the missile in
Soviet military strategy. In iate 1983, deployments of a
Soviet VICTOR TIII SSN and an ECHO II SSGN to the western
Atlantic was reported in the American press merély because
the daployments were 8o unusual. Soviet attack aubmariaes
are not believed to maintnin continuous pat-ols ofl the U.S.
coangts., Seviet SSBNs are assigned the rolg of land-attack,
both intercontinental and rrglonal, and the forward-deployed
YAHKEEQ would probably strike the same type of targets that
sea-launched cruise wmissiles would be agsigned-~strategic
boﬁber bases, command and control facilitties, and SSBYN
bhomesn, A coordinated strike by the SLBM and SLCM platforms
would not only be redundant, but the difference in flight

times (about an heur) could--if the 85-N-21 was fired first
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and was déﬁeciednnprﬁvoke.the U.S;. té_dss;roylﬁhe " YANKEES'
before the?feveﬁzfired their ﬁiésilea, or—-1f€ thg YANKEEs

fired_-first—;give‘tha Wes:-time to scramble boﬁbers. " take .

: countermeaéﬂres,-ﬁand launch e counter attack before the SS-

N~21s arrived. _ :

Soviet SSNs are.-normﬁlly deployed in choke point or
barrier patrols or in anti-carrier roles {n areas surround-
ing the Soviet Union rather than being assigned open-éceau
ASW roles. Thu entire SSBN bastion concept impliea that a
major role of Soviet ASW platforms, dincluding SSNs, is that B
of protécting the DELTAs agd TYPHOONs in homeuqters, rather
than conducting open-ocesn ASW agalnst ehemf SSBNs. Wﬁen
the U.S. SSBN force wes armed with shorter range POLARIS and
POSEIDON SLBMs, the Soviet Navy, including naval aviation,
could conduct offensive ASW in the same areas as defeﬁsi#e
ASW (protection of the homeland). With the longer range
TRIDENT force, hovever, Seviet longarange ASW efforts are
apparentlf limited to satellite surveillance (possibly in-
cluding non~-zcoustic - ASW detection means) ard random ASW
surface, subsurface, end aerial'ﬁrosecution. The thrust of
Soviet ASW efforts afpears to be limited to area defense
surrounding the homeland. These close-in ASW forces are
augmented by snti-surfaze platforms which conduct similar
barrier patrols, apparently in an effort to protect the

Soviet homeland from attacks staged frem Western aircrafe
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'Soviet defensive strategy {Réf. 36¢ pp. 208-209].

A

:carriers.';-[Fbr'a detailed discussion of Soviet naval stra-’
"'tegy. see Ref. 41} | ' R

: This ‘defensive posture of the Soviet Navy does not

5upport .the'idea of forward deploying cruisq-nissile-aquip—

- _ped  SSNs in s strategic strike role. Western strategists

have been ctiticizad for casting U.S. SSNa in a dual strate-

giclASH-role [Ref, 351t pp. 82-83)., Critics say that the

ntratesic. mission will interfere with ASW tasks that the
unité should routinély be conducting; but at least the U.S.
SSNs can conduct both theae taska in the saﬁe scean  area--
approaching the Soviet homeland. ' For the Soviets. the tweo
tagks--strategic land- .attack and ASW--~take place on oppesite

sides of the ocean,.

From the above discussion, it can be seen th&t teportéd

Soviet proposals to designate certsin SSBN patrol areas  as

ASW~-free - zones or'sanctuafies would work neatly  into .the,.

R

Few of

their ASW platforms venture into TRIDENT patrol areas' how-r

ever, the denial of access of 11.5. GS5SNs to-the Soviet SSBH

patrol area in the northern Nerwegian and Rarents Seas and

the weauefu Pacific would not only be co;:;;:‘;o U.5. ASW
and atgack atratepgy, but would also severely decrease the
usefulness of SLCMs dn & strategic role.. Even 1f SLCMs were
authorized under a START agrecment, _uith Asw-free zones

surrounding each superpover's landmess, the deployment of
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‘sqch ﬁeapona (and more importgntly. the platforms they would
~ be aboard) would be limited to third wofid areas.
In 1973, _Thomaa Burns raiéed seyérallinterésting poiﬁta.
cdncerning ASW~free zones:

"Reliable arms limitations would require quotas for anti-
submarine ships, planes, helicopters, and the active and
passive sonars used in large surface ships, and alsc for
sea-bed-mounted devices. It might be very difficult to
arrange a coordinated ban which would be effective.
enough to have any realistic value. In liniting tacti-
cal ASW-~both passive end active~-monitoring technigues
zr? not yet well developed or reliable. {Ref. 109: p.

Rehdiﬁg .this .paésagh, several pfdblemé appear ﬁbvious:
.firat. the problems of verifying sonar deployweuts in both
fleéts; second, the unlikely chancé that the Soviets would
“agree to "quotas" limiuing their extremeij large'SSN fleet
to. the size of the U.S. force; and third, the wunlikely
chance that :ﬁhe u.S. soﬁl&.agree to dismantle it§ sea~
mounted soqnd surveillunce system,  Moxre problems appear
obvious as Burns continues his analysis of ASﬁ—free zones:

The most important single tsctical antisubmarinpe warfare

consideration is the continuous trailing and the active
tracking of the SLBM submarine fleet. There are @
nunber of proposals ranging from the simple agreement by
both nations to stop continuous trailing to the estab-
1ishing of sanctuaries where missile submarines could
operate and ASW activities were forbidden, But open
ccean sanctunries provide very little safety, since they
would be subject to passive sonar monitoring....Even if
they could be wade secure, such sanctuaries could be
enployed only in peacetime; with any threat of war, the
submarine fleets would disperse to the best tactical
positions for carrying out their missions. [Ref. 109:
p. 43]
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As previously discussed, Soviet strategy {(or lack of capa~

bilities) ‘épparently deemphsaizgs Vcoﬁtinuopa trailingf'_of

the most modern U.S. ©SSBNe; -however, 1in wartime, Soviet
- strotegy apparently calls for the immediate destruction of

enemy _SSBNa,' as well as their support bases and 'command

headqﬁarters. Soviet pians.to attempt to.desnroy -deployed

U.S, 8S8BNs apparently require the cooperaticn of all types

of Soviet platforms and weapons, including land-besed mis-~

siles. ICBM attacks would probably be designed to incapaci-

tate Weste;n SSBNa'through electronic and structural damage,
rather than to deatroy the submarine. [Ref. 110: pp. 161-
163] The potential success of such attacks remains open ﬁo
speculation, |

In the final analysis, the deciaration of ASW-free zones
could .ﬁork to the Soviets' benefit as they ﬁeldom. fo?wa:d
deploy ASW platforms; however, the probability is minimal
that the ';vo superpowers would agree to forfelt certain
advantages and freedom of deployment that they presently
possesé.

The. Soviets have also proposed the exact opposite of
ASW-free zones; instead of assuring the SSBNs freedom to
conduct patrols unmolested, the Soviets have suggested that
S8BNa "be removed from their present extensive combat patrol
areas, that their cruises should be restricted by limits

mutually agreed upon.™ [Ref, B86: p, 69] Their initial
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. START proposals also 1nc1uded the provieion that the con-
,struction of OHIO and TYPHOON class SSBNs be limited to four

to six units and that further SSBN classes be limited to 16

launch tubes. " These proposala could reflect any one' of

numerous possible Soviet goala.

' The Soviets do not need the TYPHOON program to modernize

~their SSEN force;' their entire DELTA force has been built

within the last decade, and the DELTA construction progran

is continuing (this cless has only 16 launch thhes).- Not

only do #heae submarines have long service livea  ahead of

them, they are aiso gquipped with 16ng~range_(3500-4300 nm)
missiles, and a new SLBM ié under development. Iﬁ:;ontras;.
the American SSBN force consists largely of t#entyﬁ to
thirty-year old SSBNs equipped with POSEIDON missiles (2000

nmn :angé). - The increasing age of this fleet makes:it im-

practical to rearm any additional SSBNs with TRIDENT I

missiles (the TRIDENT II will fit only OHIC tubes), ' and a

replacement program for the OHIO class (supposedly a smaller

aubmarine, capable‘ of carrying fever ﬂissﬁles,"and moré,VJq

acceptable to the Soviets) would take more than 10 years to

develop and deploy, Thus, imposing constrﬁrtiom br deploy-
mept limits on TYPHOON snd OHIO class SSBNs would have
limited dmpact on the Soviet SSBN force, while it ‘would
"freeoze®™ the American strategilce ﬁavy as.an aging farce with

limited endurance and striking range.
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.. A possiﬁlé Soviet goal.inﬂlimitiﬁs.SSBN patrdl areas
would be to ensure that SLBMs are used only as a straﬁegic
résef\e. If all SSBNs were forbidden to deploy in areas
Qitﬁin striking range of enemy ICBM fields. command and
contfol‘sites. and other specified “first—strike targets,
both sides would be forced to maintain their counterforce
weaposs on land. This may.represent a Soviet negotiating
tactic designed to persuade the U.S. to agree to higher ICBM
force levels, to caﬁcei the TRIDENI +I, 8and to actualiy
decrease the nunber éf modern SS5BNs. The impact: oﬁ “the
Soviet Navy would beréimilér-—the number of SSBNs would
probahly deﬁrease as tﬁe iand-based missiles assumed the
preeminent role in stratcgic strike.

Ancther possible reavon why the Soviets would Iike to
remove American SSBNs from patrol areas within striking
distznce of thé Soviet Union is their Apparent weskness in
ASW, Until an "ASW breakﬁhrough"'is achieved, neither side
can e#pecn to destroy sll enemy SSBNs before they can fire
thelir nissiles. If SSBNs are delegated to a strictly re-

serve mission, thowever, the inmitial nuclear 2xchange nmay

destroy sufficient American command and control facilities.'

including satellite communications, to render SLBMs usgeless.

Whether oy not Soviat.arms control decisionmakers pur-
posely seek to linmit the Soviet Navy's role in strategic
strike, the effect will he the sape, If the goals deline-

ated in this chapter truly reflect those of the Soviet
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'tion for strategic importence.“
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,

leaderahip. _then the Soviet strategic navy is apparently

destined to remain a distent eecond to the SRF 1n competi—e

B+ CONCLUSIONS R I o , _ _
g Insteed of exemining Soviet START ptopoeele for eoten-_

tial loopholes which the Soviet strateglc navy could exploit
to £urther increase its strength,. this chapter hes focused
on the Soviet Union's ‘primary reiiance on land- beeed niseile
forces end on proposale which would clearly limit or de~
crease the navy a strategic roles. _

'Speculation On TeREONS for thie apparent declining role
of the Soviet strategic navy is endless, end ofteu vithout
firm support.. It could be that the strategic navy's role is
not declining at all, but is remaining stable, and therefore

no  START proposals to further increase the size or pnwer of

" the navy are necessary. The strategic navy proved its worth
in late 1983/early 1984 vhen DELTA SSBNs were dispatched to

‘a patrol area near the U.S. in response to the American INF

deployments in Western Europe.

START proposals that limit SSBN patroel areas may not
reflect decreased confidence in the Soviet strategic navy as
much as they reflect a 1ack of success in Soviet acoustic
and non-acoustic means of detecting Western SS5BNs. Without
major advances in ASW technology, the Seviet Navy would

probably be unable to neutralize U.S. S5BNs ‘before they
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fired their missiles in wartima: therefore, the Soviets

apparently seek. ‘to reatr¢ct U. S.' SSBHs to"patrol areas

_beyond striking range of the ‘Soviet Union.

Soviet offers to halt the TYPHOOH conatruction prograﬁ
appeér' tb reflect peorly on ‘the submarine's capahilities.
and neéd td”be'ﬁnalyzed in detail, It is extremely unlikely
that - the U,S. would égree~to the Soviet—propbsed iimits on
atrategic modernization that would prohibit deployment of
the TRIDENT II SLBM; therefore, the offer to halt the well-
advanced‘ TYPHOON program."in return for limited OHIO .con—
atructioh, probably repreﬁeﬁts a method of at Ieésc re-
gtricting the potentially counterforce-capable TRIDENT II
SLBM., ﬁnder the Soviet proposal, until a nev SSBN . class
equipped with the TRIDENT II could be deployed in 10-15
years, only four to six OHI10s would be armed with this
hissile. '

Thia proposal also reflectﬁ Soviet cunning in attempting
to curtail the.only modern_U.S. SSEN construction program

while .the_ Soviets continue to ~mass—producé DELTAsj;vith

upgraded missiles, Beyond this, it 1s”alsq possible to

speculate from this proposal that the TYPHOOprnggqam didn t

deliver everything that the Soviet Navy promised. It 15
possible that the navy promised that the S5-N-20 would be as

accurate a missile as the TRIDEHNT II is projected to be, and

that the demonstrated capabilities are disappointing. It is

possible that the TYPHOON 1s wmerely a never, bigger, wmore
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éxpensive'BELTA. and the Defense Ministry feels continuation

of the program is unnecessary.

It ia worth recalling that, during SALT II negotiations.

tha chiet delegation proposed a "one newv SLBH" rule that

ﬁould have bauned TRIDENT 11, bnt allowed tha development of
the SS-N—ZO and TRIDENT I. U.S. mnegotiators rejected this

proposal, but éugge;ted that they might consider a ban on
the.TRIDEHT IT i{f the S8-N-20 was also banmed. The Soiie;s
rejected thee offer. But, in 1983, with the demonstrated
capability of drploying TRIDENT I SLBMs cn existing POSEIDON
SSBNs, it now appears that the imitial Soviet proposal to
limit OHIO .and TYPHOON‘#lass conatruction was  really &an
offer to limit SS-N-20 depluyment (on TYPHOONs) if the U.S.
restricted TRIDENT II deployment {on OHXOs)--TRIDENT I'sa

‘could still be deployed on older $SSBNs. This proposal also

left open the possibilicy of the deployment of the TRIDENT
IT on a smalier, later generation SSBN. F%om this proposal,
it looks like the Sovietn cqnﬁider the cu#tailnent of the
TYPHOON/SS-N-20 s}stem (wiﬁh s demonstrated operational
capability) to be a price worth paying for a short-term

limitation on the deployment of the TRIDENT II (which 4is

_ étill under development), This complete reversal of the

SALT II position strongly suggests that the operationul
TYPHOCON system hag been a disappolntment,

The most recent Soviet proposal would allow each side to

deploy one new SLEM. Obviowsly, the Soviets reslize that
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f_thé".TRIDBRT 11 Joulé.he thy American ;hoice. and ‘equally
" abvious is the idea that the SS-N-18 follow-on would be the

‘:Soviet”'éhoite' for the nev SLBH. Perhaps this change 1in

. adgotisting tactics merely reflects Soviet acceptance of the

- inevitsble~-namely, ~that the U.5. is determined to deploy'

the TE!DEKT II in substantial numbers. Instead, it <could
‘reflect Soviet confidence that the SS~N-i8 follow-on will be

as accurate and hard to counter as the TRIDENT II.

' Du#pi:c.‘theae naval proposals, Sovieg ochjectives in

START.ippaai to heavily feature a continued emphasis on the
rqla_of'cuunterforce«:apable ICBMs in stratugic strike, and
demand maxisum limitations on U,S5. counterforce-capable

systuaé. 'The Soviet leadership demonstrated & willingness

to sacrifice sevaral Soviet naval programs--the TTYPHOON/SS~

_H=20 and 5$mHI-Zi aystemg-~in ordaf to achievae restraints oo
U.S. SLCHs and the OUIO/TRIDENT IX program. At the sams

tize, the Soviet'leedernhip nppesras dedicated to the princi-

- ple of ensuring equivalent cupabilities for the Soviet and

. American strategic fleets, Aa the U.S.rnppaf@ntly-rejccted'

the OHIO/TYPHOON SSDBN limited conaﬁtuct;oqfﬁproposalj the

YU e W

next Soviet move was to ensure that the Soviet atrategic
navy retsined the opportunitv to depley a system aquivalent
to  the TRIDENT II. Whethor they have the capability to do

a¢ rewains Lo be seen,
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© VI. CONCLUSIONS

The astated puxposelof this thesis was to examine the

Soviet position on straiqgic naval issues in SALT I and SALT

. 1T negotiations, and attempt to predict Soviet naval strate-

31¢ objectives in START. By necessity, this thesis has been

‘divided into three distinct time periods--SALT I, 1969-1972;

SAﬂT IX, 1972-1979; and START, 1979-1983. This final chap-

‘ter will sttempt to.identify common themes found in each set

of negotiations; uny éimilarities that can be found will, it

is hoped, aid future ﬁegotiﬁtors in identifying areas of
Soviet concern andiinterest.

Over the last 1% ycars, the strategic role of the Soviet
N#vy has been a product of the navy's capabilitieﬁ. numeri-
cal.aize. power in relation to the U.S. Navy, and pover in

relation to the Strategic Rocket Forces. Each of these fac-

“tors has been examined in each of the three specified time~

frames; a strong relaticnship betwveen esch of these factors
dnd Soviet objectives in arms control canm be established.
For ingtance, during the SALT 1 negotiating period the
YANEEE/SS-N~-6 force, represenniﬁg the first long-range
ﬁtrikg capanbility for the Sovier Navy, was just being intro-
duced. By the time the Interim Agreement was signed, only
29 YANKEEEs were operntional; this force was - aiguificantly

smailer and less cepable than the U.S. SBEN force {vwhich was
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hbeing equipped uith MIRVed POSEIDDHs), amd was almost inaig- '

nif;can: when coapared to the 1500 ICEM 1aunchers_ the SRF
had -6perationsl in 1972, Hany of these land-baued nissilea
had ‘ranges in excess of 6000 nam. | |

- Because the SRF was so superior to the sttét#gic navy in
terms of numbers, range, accuracy, and throw-weight, the SRF
obviéusly retained the primary responsibiliny.for long~range

strategic strike; the YANKEEs were to be withheld or used in

‘cdahtal strikes. The primary Soviet naval objective in SALT

1 was apparentiy to avold any consﬁraints ‘on the Soviet
strategic navy's modernization and gr&wth. Because the U.S.
Navy had edventages over the Soviet Navy--forward baﬁes
bracketing the Soviet Union, technological lesds such as
MIRV, and potentisl reinforcement by NATO SSBNs--the Soviets
falt that their navy must be allowed a significant numerical
advgn;age' over the ¥.S. bafore "equal gecurity” could De
achieved. _

ﬁy the time SALT II negotiations were in the finai
round, the Soviet strategic navy had grown to 62 modérn
units, inciuding 31 DELTAs armed with intercontinental range
SLBMs, while the U.S. Navy remained essentially uanchanged.
The Soviets apparently felr that their numerical advantage
in SSBNs/SLBMs (guaranteed under the Interim Agreement)
helped even some imbalances between the Sovietr and Awmerican
fleetr, &nd ose primary naval objective in SALT 1T was to

protect the right for qualitative ioprovements of their
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siratasid navy. The"SALT I1 treaty alloved the avy- to
inerease its mumber of MIRVed SLBMs (the first of which had

. become operational 'in - 1978) and placed no limit on the

- nuﬁbei- of new types of SLBMs which could be developed and
‘ ‘deployed, Heanwhile, the atrategic role of the navy, vis;a-
fis thé SRF, was probably improving as the firing range of
the SS-R-B(IE SLBMs increased, thus enabling DELTAs to
pattol'in éecula'homewaters, or even ;caud combat "patrols™
at pier—aide. | | _

~ During the CTART negotiations. it appaarszﬁhat the role
.0f . the Soviet strategic navy vas expsnded to 1ac1ude quick
and flexible reactions to political aituations.l The forunrd
deployment of several DELTAs to the western Atlahtic in late
.1983 certainly filled a pol;tical need in a way that the SRF

could not. At the. same time, however, the stand-off advan-

tages of the DELTAs were wasted through forward ﬂeplayﬁent.J

RNt

suggestiﬁg that making a political statement was wore impor-
tent than the original strategic mission of the DELTAs--
vhether it be invulnerable atrategic reserve or ‘long-range
strike, e '
Ny e STTWEEE '
Additionally, Soviat START pruposalq indicating a uill-
ingness to significantly curtail SSBN patrols and TYPHOON

con&tru;tion, and streongly supporting the continued deploy-

went of counterfcorce-capable ICBMs, ﬂuggest that the strate-~

gic role (or at lesst the strategic strike role) of the navy .

may be decreasing rather thaniincreasing. In view af U.5.
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:strategi; naval modernization‘anvisaged in the 1980's, the

‘iost obviﬁua' Sovieﬁ néval obfectives in START appénr to

include cbnéﬁraining OHIO SSBN construction and moderniza-

‘tion (retrofitting with the TRIDENT II), limiting TRIDENT

patrol areas, and prohibiting the deployment of long-range
SLCHs (& goal that first became apparent duriné SALT I1I.)
In order to achieve these important goals, the Soviet Navy
may have to accept rtoughly equivalent restraints,

~The riﬁing and £a1i1ng.£¢ftunes of the Soviet strategic
navy‘afé ciearly relﬁted ﬁot only to its own wilitary capa=~

btlities (such as i{ncreased striking range and ' improved

'accﬁracy). but also to U.S. naval capabilities. The devel-

oprent and deployment of the long-range TRIDENT I system and
the development of the TRIDENT II SLBM with potential coun=
terforéé capabilicties have exerted n.tremendous influence on
Soeviet naval objéctives in arms control, The most consist-
ently demogatrated Soviet concern in naval arms ‘control
issﬁes has focused on anti-submarine warfare--an area where
the Soviets traditionally trail the U,S5. in capabilities.
Even during .SALT I negotiétions, when -the TRIDENT I was
atill dia =& devélopmental atage, a Soviet naval engineer
expressed his concern that

The expansien of thé operational zones of guided [bal=-

li1stic] missile submarines sharply reduces the possibil-

ity of their derection and requires the encmy to devole

o large  number of ASW defensive forces and means to
cembat thewm. [Ref. 253 p. 51}



i
H

1

I

The Soviets first called for limitations to be placed on

SSBN patrol araés'during SALT I 1h the.dhya of phdrterange

_SLBMa, restricted patrol areas would have moved the SSBN:

out of firing range of enemy territory, thus limiting "the

need for aggressive ASW. During SALT II negotiatiomns, the
~Soviets expressed interest in the deaigﬁation of ASW-free
zones vhere SSBNs could patrol unmolestéd. as well as subma-

_rine-free zones. Strobe Talbott has described ASW-free

zones as "a sort of underwater verqioh of the ABM treaty"
because the effect would be the same--these zones would

elipinste the naed:for anti-SSBN warfare skills [Ref, 36: p.

2081, Similarly, Soviet START propoéaia have agﬁin'called

. for limited SSBN patrol sreas, and even the cuirailment of

the TYPHOON and OHIO construction 'progfama; Soviet naval
vritings. in the 1980's emphgéize the quiétnesa of the _OH10
SSBN, as well &s the large patrol area which Soviet ASW
assets must search, Al; of these proposals atrongly suglest
that the Soviets.ladk confidence in their 1long-range ASW

capabilities,

"one

During'SALT IT negotiaticns, the Soviets propesed a
new SLBM" rule which would have allowed the development of
the SSfN-ZO and TRIDENT I, ©but would have prohibited devel-
0ﬁment of TRIDENT II (which was in the news.at the time) and
fhe §5-N~18 follow-on (a missile which was undoubtedly under

development &t the time, but wss kept Bsecret), Renewed

Soviet {nterest 4in banning the TYPHOON/SS-N-20 and OHIO/
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TRIDENTﬁIII_ systems reveals Soviet concerm not -only abdout

‘thelr ability to deteét and deatroy.the QHIO pubmarines, but

alse their concera over U;S. counterforce capabilities.
This concern may be caused by a Soviet naval 1nab111ty to
duplicate the threat (1.0,. deploy o cénhterforce-cap#ble
SLBM) or.an inability to destroy the incoming missiles (if
eﬁuipped with MaRV warheads) uith.ah operational ABM system.
Subseﬁuent Soviet efforts are once more focused on ichieving
s "one nevw SLBM" rﬁlq, suggesting renewed confidence in
their ability to duplicate the TRIDENT II threat.

It is the bpinion of this aurhor that many important

military conclusions can be reached fron atudying Soviet

arms control initiatives. Limitations proposed by Soviet

negotiators can often be used to predict future Soviet force

levels (as in Brezhnev's SSBN/SLBM sroposal in SALT I} and

the relative importance of each of the strategilc branches of .

the Soviet military. Past negotiating patterns established

R Cari

in SALT wmay be useful in anaiyzing_ Soviet propoéals and

objectivee in START and future negotiatioms.. Perhaps the

more important finding of this-thesia.7ﬁ however,- 1is that. -

N Y
T MR

Seviet proposals and actions in arms control negotiations
can be analyzed to determine Seviet concerns about their own
militery forcese-~such as a weakness in ASW or difficulty in
developing or countering a counterforce—capéble, MaRV-equip-
ped SLBH~~as well a5 Soviet confidence in their wilitary

strengtha. B
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'Inf'concluding, a brief comment on the Soviet naval
laadership and arms control is in order. Reseﬁrch performed
for this thesis has supported an important suspicilon voiced

in Chapter lI--namely, that Soviet naval represantatives may

~ no% have much influence in formulating Soviet naval-related

propoaais in arms control., Soviet naval writings ia Horskbx

Shornik since the early 1970'6 have provided no hint of

actual naval preferences in aﬁrategic arms control. Simi~
larly, Admiral Gorshkov's extensive writings in the 1970's
barely mention strategic arms control. Instead, Soviet

naval eathusiam for arms control appears to be limited to

'agreements'outaide the SALT framework: for inatance, a pro-

poaai advanced by Brezinev in 1974 for the withdraval from
the Mediterranean of ships equipped with nuclear weaspons
received an “unprecedented public endorsement™ by Adpiral

Gokshkov.' [Ref. 111: pp. 235, 237} In coptrast, in the

Navies in War and Peace series published in 1972 and 1973,

Gorshkov dismissed the usefulness of the SALT process by

writing:

Even today, when the arms limitation talks heve become a
reality &aund ways of solving this problem have been
defined, arms conrtrol is still only being extended to
stratepic missiles... [quoted in Ref. 112: p. 252)

This statement suggests that Gorshkov would like to see an-

East/West dialogue extended to Include non-strategic issues,

possibly inéluding the establishment of nuclear-free zones

-



{both tactical and strategic nuclear weapons), as vell as

ASH—free ZOBES.

In the seccnd edition of The Sea Power of the State,

signed to press after the SALT II treaty had been completed.
Gorshkov s only reference to the treaty was negative.
Being forced to hold talks with the Soviet Union on
limiting strategic arms, the United States stubbornly
attempts to "seek its own adventage to the disadvantsge
of others,” despite the principle of equality and equal
security recognized by both parties. [Ref. }13: p. 234]
This quotation provides little hint of what specific aspects
of SALT II displeased him. Rather, it suggests that Gorsh-
kov was required to comnment on the SALT process, and he
sought the safety of the "party line". The quotatidn ~in

this statement is drawn from a Brezhnev interview with Time,

A more explicit reference to extending arms control

~beyond the strategic realm was obvious in 1983 {after the

commencement' of - START negotiations) when Gorahkov stated

that
"The arnma race, including the naval arms race, is causing
_unease among neace-loving mankind. That is why in their
6 January 1983 Political Declaration, the Warsaw Pact
states advocated that talks be started on restricting
neval sctivity, rveducing naval arms, and extending con-
fidence-building measures to the seas and oceans. [Ref.
114: pp. V1~V2}
While he may be displeased with the SALT and START process-
es, this statement suggests that Gorshkev would not be
opposed to at least two fregquently mentioned Soviet pro-
posals--namely, establishing ASW-free zones or limiting SSBN

patrol areas. - The statcment may also be influenced by the
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. Soviet positien favoring ﬁaval confidence building measures
1n much of the Atlantic as part of the measures to be nego-
-tiated :at'_the Conference on Disarmament in Europe, which
began in Stockholm in January 1984, |

While Soviet naval objectives in arms control may not
always parallel the Jdesires of the Soviet naval leadership,
Admirel_ Gershkov has benefitted from the final  outcome of
previous negotietions. Both SALT 1 aﬁd SALT II allowed for
makimum modernization and expansion of the Soviet strategic

navy. At ;he same time, Soviet ohjectives in arms control

have obviously included a desire ‘to restyr..n U,S. strategic

modernization and expansion. In this area, Soviet naval
writings E1ose1y parallel other authoritative Sovier writ-

ings, public statements, and negotiating efforts. Although

the outcome of :TART is far from obvious at “this time.

" $nitial aoviet pr090¢als auggest that their naval obj*ctiVes

in START remain consistent with those apparent in SAuT-~to

impose maximum restrictions on U.S. naval strategic programs

while allowing maximum flexibility in Soviet naval moderni—-ifw

zation and expansion.
. _ X
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