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CI. PREFACE |

with the primary aim of datermining as aaﬁuzately as

pussible tha preeise nature of the gmneral nuclear war m;ssions' .

assignea to Soviet s$BNs, this study examines the Soviet open

-‘_1iterature and public media on the suhject of strategic strlke

»

. g
e
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AN

Ry

'right from the start of the nuclear—missile era in the USSR

- after Stalln s‘death in 1953. To accomplish this thoroughly

hes necesaitate& researching not orily Soviet naval writings.
.and medxa appearances but also those of- the top military and
“pnlitical leaders. '

 The analysis presented herexn unavcldably becones ‘comp~

"_licated and labared at times in order to sort out & great deal

- of deterrence-prcpagand"c af-‘from the analyticallywdigestible.

'wheat and to present all of the~ava11abla avidence to insure
'that nothlnq important wag overlocked. Gratifyingly, the-ev1~-'
- dence concernlnq the central issue of whether or: not the Navy s
:SSBNs have been given a share with the Strategic M19511e Forces
in the inxtial deep strike mission aqalnst ‘the continental U.S.
. has proven quite adequate to permlt draw;ng reasanably firm
conclusions.: For-determ;ning the SSBst roles for four sub-
sldiary missions (Which are listed in the-Téble:of Cohteﬁts
and‘Executive Summary which follow), the.availablé.data was

generally adequate with a few minor exceptions.
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'lare all integrated with the five-year plans for averall pro~

| duction._ Revlsed'missxon assignments for_thejfive Soviet -
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- "ogeanic strategy" that concentrates the bulk of U.S.

| III. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Soviet Navy's SSBNs currently have no share wzth

the Strategic Missile Forces (SMF) in the. initial deep strike
against continental U.S." targets -- nor, quite conclu51vely,
has it ever been assigned such a mlssxon.' Rather, the MNavy's
share in strategic strike has been 1 - stal miti-
tary targets and that only since 1968 This SSBN role

nst coastal COUnterforce 8 1s not even considered
part of the st¥ategic strike m;ssxon in Soviet doctrine but
as an integral part of operatmdns in the oceanie theaters
of military action (TVDs). While the Sovie ave of—
ten been portrayed as assigned to take part with the SMF
in any initial nuclear exchange, this has been done so selec~

‘tively and inconsistently that such claims may be seen from
‘the abundant evidence to h.ve been made prlmarlly to create

a misleading Western percaptlcn of the USSR’ s deterrent
strenqth.

In addition to an overklll of flatly contradictory evi=
dence to refute the view that Soviet 58BNs have, or ever
had, a share in the initial deep strike against continental
u.s. targets, additional persuasxve evidence to that effect
is found in the Navy Commander-in-Chief's recurrent campaicgn
of extensive and ardent advocacy that his SSBNs be assigned
such a share in the most-prestigious (and hence best-funded)

‘|of all Soviet military misgssions -- that for the initial deep

strike against the continental U.S. Fleet Admiral Gorshkov '

may be seen to have adduced virtually every conceivable
-argument to that end.

Besides the numerous obvious ones
such as the relative lnvulnerablllty and allegedly lower

costs of submarine missile platforms compared to land- baaed
‘ones, Gorshkov has gone to such extremes as claiming: (1)

The Soviet Navy's World War II experience in "strategic
strikes" at the Ploesti 0il fields and the port of Constanza
in Rumania already has given his forces the necessary thecre~
tical and practical know-how to share with the SMF in the

‘deep strike mission against the continental U.S.; or (1)

The U.8. has, in effect, abandoned its “strateglc ~triad" .
strategy involving ICBMs, SLBMs and ASMs in favor of an

* stra-
tegic power in our SSBNs.  Gorshkov cannot help but be aware
of the falsity of this latter claim, but the frequency with
which it has been repeated in rec¢ent years suggests he still
flnds it useful. .

.~ Certainly the main reason the Sovi Ns ha ar
‘been assigned a role in deep strategic strike becomes readily

apparent from a reading of the Russian open literature on
strategic strike, Most important, obviously, is the fact

AVPs
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formed in January 1960, ha

- appears to find it distasteful.
-made in 1972 by the Navy's No. 2 political (Party) admlral

that the SME was establ;shed speazflcally and chartered pri=
marily for the deep strike mission. The suceessive CINcs

“of the SMF have insigtently cited that fact among their axr-

guments and have skillfully and effectively fought off the

attempts by the Navy and the Long-Range Air Force to muscle

in on thne gingle mission that justifies the SMF's existence.
In addition to the foregeing subjective reason based on
bureaucratic politics and interservice rivalry over roles
and rubles, there are at least three other fairly obvious
reasons reflected in the Soviet military and naval. ert—
ings ‘and speeches. First, the SSBNs :

thah§§§f§g¥_§§gﬂggﬁt&ﬂg§ggy that, when the “Smoke clears IIom
the intEial nuclear exchange, it is found that the SMF has-
failed to destroy all of its assigned targets. This role may
have been nothing but a nominal sop. to the Navy; at least

it does not seem to be considered important and the Navy o '
Sagond lici ' EE)

and in 1973 by the Chief Marshal of Naval Aviation that the
USSR's submarine ballistic missiles were capable ¢cf striking

‘ships at sea as well as land targets made it clear that the
Navy was at least expecting to have such a dual=-purpose SLBM

in the foreseeable future. Certainly the prospect of Soviet
SSBNs being armed with a missile against which the then-

existing defeénses of CVA task fdrces would have been largely .

ineffective would have constituted another weapon for the
CinC SMF to use to repel the Navy's assault on the SMF's
deep~strike citadel -- and one that. seemingly detracted from

the vigor of that assault for a time. . CEDI

. A possible third reason that Soviet S5BNs have not. been
assigned a share with the SMF in the deep strike mission
against the continental United States is that the USSR may
have adopted an SSBN-witholding strategy to retain a reserve
strategic rike capability to enapre—she USSR to conduct -
from a "position of strength® such intrawar bargaining and
negotiations to eénd any nuclear war that may be possible
after the devastation of an initial nuclear exchange. In
addition to the intrinsically great importance of maintaining
such a reserve, the USSR may have been encouraged to adopt

+

" such a strategy for their SSBNs by the limited access to the

open oceans of all four of their fleets (a fact which all
three editions of the authoritative work Military Strategy
commented on). Such a strategy would account for .the rela-
tively small proportlan of Soviet S53BNs that have been maln-
tained at sea in or near missile-launch range of the U.S.

An SSBN-witholding strategy also would account more satis-
factorily for the failure to assign the SSBNs a more im-
portant role than just one against coastal military targets
or as a reserve backup for the SMFP, However, the possibi-
lity that the Soviets have adopted such an SSBN-witholding.

strategy wxll be the subject of the second of these studies
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of likely nuclear-war missions of the Soviet Navy. Conse--

‘quently, the preparing analyst will not attempt to antici~

pate the conclusions of that study here. . -
- Concerning the Soviet Navy's still unsated appetite
for a coequal share with the SMF in the initial nuclear Strike
mission against the continental U.S., thak appetite was shown
" +o have been whetted as early as 1955 (five years before the
SMF was formed and assigned the sole responsibility for the
deep strike mission). At that time, the Deputy Commander-in-
Chief of the Navy for shipbuilding commented in the press

. on the merits of "missile submarines” against naval bases

‘and other coastal targets -- éven th .ugh the only submarine-.
launched “missile” capable of carrying a nuclear warhead
available to the Navy at the time was the torpedo. Later,
Admiral Gorshkov revealed that the Navy, from the moment of
the formation of the SMF (in January 1960), has endeavored

to guide its development in the manner best~suited to enable
it to "cooperate” fully with the SMF -- by which he, with
virtual certainty, meant to wrest from it a share in the

initial deep strike mission against. the continental United
‘States., o -

The evidence reveals quite an intensive "debate" over
the deep strike mistion and the Navy's desire for a share in
it. Although couched in esoteric¢ terms, as most such debates
_are, the advocacy by the admirals that the Navy be given a
coequal or greater share with the SMF -in the deep strike ,
mission was decried by not only the Commander<in-Chief of the
SMF but also by a number of his backers among the Army maxr-
shals and generals in the Ministry of Defense and Armed S
Forces' General Staff who control, and are the court of. . i
last resort for, both the SMF and the Navy. At one peint _

we are treated to the spectacle of the iqggg&gg;,ﬂs@enae -
Minigter calling a hqigﬁgg_;hﬂ_pe&eméeq—an “rejecting the
Navy's advocacy by issuing the sg%ggggig_jgggggent that each
Service was to content itself with m ons in its own Ytemd;-
- T ium since Ehat, allegedly, would ] : -
_cost-effective! Nevertheless, Gorshkov . .is persisting even
today in his advocacy, perhaps not unreasonably in the expec-
tation that, once his large force of Delta Class submarines
with their missiles of transoceanic range has been completed .
and is operational in the well-protected Soviet home waters [
-and as increasing missile accuracy makes fixed land-based : ‘
missiles ever more vulnerable, he may finally prevail on
‘Brezhnev and Ustinov, or their successors, to assign the
Navy's SSBNs the major share in the initial nuclear exchange S
for which the Navy chief has hungered for nearly two decades. s

i
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,,'.ﬁg e ' Finally, the present study on the strategic strike roles

£ .ﬁx -fig__ of Soviet SSBNs found it appropriate and necessary to look
3N at the following four subsidiary aspects beyond the main one.
SR : ' for an SSBN share in deep strike: -~ - o

- '\q'.. ' 7' B o .

: ,uﬁﬁz ' - (1) Strikes at major U.S. naval forces in port;

- ':L.._.‘-':'o . . ’ . : ) ) . .
DN _ (2) Strikes at U.S. naval bases per se, regardless

of whether any major naval combatants might

s
fﬂgﬁ

“be present;

(3) Strikes at«UuS._coastaL'targets} and

A
LY
\
\\
Ty T
! X
L‘;fa:q:.l_.&rﬂ

" (4)  Strikes at ground targets in the European

'~ To conclude this summary, there follows a chart summariz-
ing this study's findings with regard to the main mission for
deep strike and for each of the above four secondary strate-
gic strike roles for the five periocds into which the analy-
tical effort was divided (as explained in the PFreface).
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1V. - THE NAVY AND STRATEGIC STRIKE, 1955-1960

_ ~The potential utility of submarines for strategic st:ike
aqainst'land targets was first pointed out in-the Soviet open
: literature in 1955 by Admiral Vladimlrskly, the Deputy cOmmander—

in-chlef of the Navy for Shlpbulldlng. /- Appearing in- July,
:the article 1n.quest19n commented that “the missile~armed sub-
marina can strike not'only at enemy shipping but also aﬁ an
" enemy's bases and coastal targets“ He wént'on directly tb
add: "The modern /” €., nuclear—powared? submarlna, desplte
improved ASW techniques, is a formidable weapon that can be
equipped with torpedoes carrying nuclear warheads". .
| From these remarks three tentative conclusicns may be

drawn. Flrst, Sov;et naval thlnklng in 1955 (when it had just

'f been decided to provxde all of the services with nuclear-
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._'miss;le weapong and five years beﬁore the SMFé/ was to be formed)
‘was to devélop.nuclear-powered.submatinés with nuclear"mlssi¢e34

. to use in é strategic strike'role; Seeondly)_the targets ha&

in mind for submarine-launched strategic strike were coastal

ones (in correspondence wah the relatlvely short range initi=

ally of submarine balllstlc mlssmles) Thirdly, pending con~

_-z:Lev Anatol 'yevich Vladimirskiy, "Novaya tekhnika na
korablyakh" (New Technology on Warships), Komsomol'skava
Pravda, 23 July 1955, Vladimirﬁkiy had just completed. a tour
- of duty as Chief of the Navy's Main Directorate for Combat
Training the previous March so could write informedly from a
standpoint of operational capabilities as well as from that
of developments in naval construction.

/Sovxet naval writers consistentlvy use "medern" as a
-euphemism for "nuclear", whather to Lmnly nuclear-powered sub-
marines or nuclear war. - :

- 3/The Strategit Missile Forces: The "SMF" abbreviation
will be used throuchout.. . .
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structioh of a sufficiently impressive force qf'SSBNs,

the potential threat to US/NATO naval bases, ports, ,

and other‘coastal installations of submarine&l&unched"

' torpedoes'carrying nuclear warheads was calculated to.

enhanqe'the US8R's nuclear‘detérrence pdsture.
Some 14 months- later, Admiral'Vladimirskiy pub%-‘
1ished another article that also inciudeq mention of

the submarine in a stratéquAstrike role. Observing

-that the-U.S. préss had'earried tecommendations that

“submarines be equipped with ballistic missiles",

VlédmirSRiy went on to guote some "specialists",

whose nationality was notugiven, as having stated

that "a submarine armed with missile weapons can hit '

"targéts'éoo—soc miles:away".i/ He added that the

targets for submaxine—launchéd nuclear missiles would

be "large coastal objedtivesicoverinq a considerable
area" (e.g., such as the large naval,base'and shipyard

complexes in New York, Philadelphia, and Norfolk).

A —————— —

Yo, a. viadimirskiy, "The Views of Foreign .
Navies", Sovetskiv flot, 21 Septémber 1956. The Soviet
admiral adjured his readers that "it should be kept in
mind" that the area of destruction caused by submarine-
i1aunched nuclear missiles are sufficiently great to
compensate for normal errors in navigational plotting
of launching positions. - - - :
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“vastly increased ranges of submarine missiles.

sentence made it clear that, on the surface, his remarks

P Al N )
i )

BAAER LRSI AT A

. From these comments it appeared that the Soviet Navy

‘already was interested in developing a submarine~launched,

‘nuclear-missile capability.for use against ground targets

in the U.S. The repetition in Vladimirskiy's second arti-

cle of his focus in the first on coastal targets highlighted

‘what was to become a feature of Soviet doctrinal thought on
- the employment of SSBNs fof.strateqic strike that (for reasons

:éo be ekﬁlained) has lasted_ﬁntil the present'despite the

| Just.a,year'later,'Air'Matshal”Verghinén,'CinC_LRAF,'
asserted in Red Star that thé Soviet "Submarine Force hasr'

become a formidable weapon which has become capable of strik-

{ ing with'nuclear_anﬂ hydrogén weapons ﬁot only coastal cities

put other /presumably "deep"/ targets as well.l/:Although-the

air marshal's belligerent tone and the content of his next o .

were intended to enhance nuclear deterrence, it also seems

‘Probable that he was advoéating putting the USSR's early
" 8§8Bs out on.patrdl'withih missile range of the U.S.

.in order to provide the.USSR_witﬁ the third leg of a

' —

strategic%deterrent triad: "Many large U.S. cities and a. = R

" number of Western iﬁuropea§7 nations, in the event of’war,

l‘--/'K. Vershinen, "Apropos of the War-like Declarations
of some American, British, and VWest German Generals and L

_Government Officials“, Krasnava zvezdad, 10 September 1957.




could be subjected to missile attack from submarines as well

'as by /Ihtercbntinental?-missiles and bomber aircfaft ...f'

-

R

Thus New York Clty or Chicago could be destroyed easily by a.

e “

-,

[/

submar;ne lving off the Continental Shelf._

o

o

Ay

In Fehruary 1958 an article in the Armed Foxces‘ Gen= -

e
YA
Y,

¥

A

A)

LN N Pt

. eral Staff journal Military Thought hy Marshal Rotmistrov (of -

oL
°y

'Warld War II tank-warfare fame)} provided a description of the

re

Navy's top priority missions. Presumably free of any deter-

[Lrk

AL

Ll

5

- rence propaganda: since it appeared in a puhlxcation whose
-dissemxnation was: restr;cted to senior military and naval
'officers, the article.listed as follows the Navy's current

"strategic” missions which, it noted, were aimed at both the

Y

" enemy's "military and military-economic power" (i.e., at’

both his militéry forces and his defense indﬁstry} and.

which together were said to determine the Navy's "overall
importance within the system of the Armed Forces":
An anti-SLOC campaign against enémy shipping, and

The destructlon of Strateglc objectives in enemy
terrltory.i

Marshal Malinovsk;y, who had become Defense Minister

in place of the ousted Marshal Zhukov,; continued in early

)

R

A

.,
atat

P

1958 to use the stock formula from the Zhukov era that. the .

.
%

i

Navy was

‘.".

Ileler e

"cépable of delivering powerful strikes on objectives

)

"O sovremennom Sovetskom voennom
iskusstve i ego¢ kharakternvkh chertakh”
Military Art and its Characterlstlc Features), Voennaya mysl'
No. 2, February 1858, p. 89.

<" P. Rotmistrov,
{On Contemporary Sov1et

#
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N gituated in other_continents”.if Gotshkov adhered to this line

in both his Pravda article for Navy Day in July 195834 ang

his ‘Soviet Fleet art;cle for the hrmed Forces Day annlversary
in Pebruary 1959.% | T
. However, by late July 1859, when the plans for the estab~

liehment of the SMPF in Degemher must have been well advanced,
'Gorehkov's'annual‘uavy Day article not only dropﬁed his‘pree
viqus'claims to a strategic-strike capability.for the.Navy} N
| he”made.an unprecedented remark about his;fotcesloperating-mcre ”
often ouﬁ‘to the.limité-efrthe.:eepective "sea theaters" éf

4/ It seemed arparent that the'Navy chief wanted to

each fleet.
make public the subsequently confirmed fact that his missile
@ED-" submarines were not then operatlng Jeyend their normal fleet
operating=areae let alone in areas within firing range of the.
U.8. 'In what sounded like a carefully orcheQbrated p;ece,
Gorshkov s First Deputy, then Admiral Tributs, sounded a dlffer-
‘ent note writing in Izvestiya but one-that included an implicit
‘denial‘ef-any-strateqic-etrike mission agsignment for the Navy

at tha‘. time: "The Navy is assigned, together with the Army

zguo‘:ed in "Priem v Kremle v chest' sorokaletiya'Sovetskoi

Armii i Voenno-morskogo Flota" (Reception in the Kremlin in Honor:

of the Fortieth Anniversary of the Soviet Armed Forces), Sovetskiy
flot, 25 Fepruary 1958. -

2/pravaa, 27 July 1958.

3 Sovetskiv flot, 23 Pebruary 1959,

4/pravda, 26 July 1959. Gorshkov's Chief of Main Staff,
Admiral Zozulva followed his chief's lead in aveiding any claim

;ﬁg- . to even a strategic strike capablllty for the ¥avy in hlS 26 July
- article 1n Red Star.
. _1 - . - 7 o - ’ ‘\&‘(‘\ s / )‘; o - -

Y
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' and Air Forces, to guard the territorial inviolability of the

. ussr*.Y

| Indications appeared in the 1959 Navy Day artzcles thah
ascribing to the Navy a capability for "delivering,pawerful
strikes on targets situated in other countrxes“ had been only
fdeterrence propaganda from the start and that the Party wanted
torcontinue At but the Navy was unw1111ng to contlnue to play

- the game of claimlng a capability for a mission for which it bore
_pgrhaps.a nominal-responsibll;ty-and which Gorshkpv greatly de~
sired to have in actuality but for which he wés.noﬁ_éérmitﬁed to
"deploffand train'hiS'ercesf‘ in the annual Paft§~preparedgarticle‘
-in Red Star providing “Materiéls for ﬁeports and Discussions" on
Navy Day, the oald l;ne-was maihtaineé that the Navy was "capable
qf-delivering.powerful strikes oﬁrtargets situated on okther con-
:tiﬁéﬂts“ E/; However, in a comparable pre-Wavy Day'artlcle in

the Navy's own newspaper Sovzet Fleet (over Wthh Gorshkov could

~exercise dominant influence) it was stated that the 1} Vavy ‘had.

3/

“everything necessary“lfor combat "in the sea theaters".~ In-
light of his Navy Day '59 Pravda article's simiiar'statement

that the fleets were opexatinq:mofe_often at (just}-ﬁhe limits
of_their "sea theatérs", it seems highly likely that the Soviet
Fléet Materials" for Navy Day were intended to deny that the Soviet

Navy yet had the-neéessaryrcapability to operate in the open oceans,

E:Admxral V. Tributs, "Na strazhe morskikh rubezhei" (On Guard
_0ver ‘the Sea Boundaries), Izvestiya, 26 July 1959. :

2/Kraqnava zvezda, 17 July 1959, Since this appeared six days
after the NAavy's own "Materials" for Navy Day, it may have been in-
tended to correct Gorshkov for omitting the customary claim to a
strategic strike. capability for the Navy. .

3/ sovetskiv flot, 11 July 1959.
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In mid-January 1960 Khrushchev reportedly gnnounced the.

—

formation of the SMF in a speeah to the Supreme Soviet meeting
:in its Fourth-Session. At this time too the broad outlines,"
at least, of the new missions of the traditional milltary
‘services were specified in the llght of the assignment to the
newly-created SMF of the role of main striking force of the
'Armed Forces. A rear admxral wrxtznq in an obscure Central
- Asian newspaper for 1960 Navy Day revealed what all of the
"more gsenior admirals refrained‘from.révealing in'their
articles for Navy Day-~'60: | |
The Fourth Session of the Supreme Scviet ... ass;gned
. the Armed Forces a number of important missions ....
Together with écertaln unspec*f1ed7 other services of
the Armed Forcés, the Navy has been assigned to defend
the coasts from assault £from the sea and from strikes
by missile submarines, and also to carry out a defense
of maritime communications.k A
_ﬁotlceably migsing, of course, was the asslgnment of any
share in the strategic strike mission to the NavY That this
was not an oversight or dellberate avoxdance of mentioning an
~assigned mission is implied by two articles by'Adﬁirél Gorsiikov.-
In his annual Pr&vﬁa’interview for Navy Day, Gorshkov. acknow-
ledged that the SMF, due to its "greater firepower"” must be

. . " . - .y
recognized as "the main service of our Armed Forces".—/

——

=’ Rear Admiral V. Lizarskiy, "Na strazhe mirnogo truda"
(0n Guard over Peaceful Labor), Turkmenskava iskra, 31 July 1960.

%/ pdmiral s. Gorshkov, "Vernye syny Rodiny" (True Sons of
the Homeland), pravda, 31 July 1960 :

-7
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;;ﬂ 36; Par from venturlng to stake out & claim for a Navy share in E
fg' the top priority milltary mission of strateglc strike, Gorshkov
3 éﬁ ‘merely noted that there remained roles for tne.other services <
‘“jgi : ';nthe'céqducﬁ.qf a war. In a July_lséo.article.i@;Agitaﬁor, :;
,‘"j : a Party propaganda journal for domestic political indoctrina- -
.4‘ —tipn,-the Navy chief stayed awéy from the’lSSS—!SQ line “thaf_: 1 l, _ ;
0 ‘the.Navy‘was capablé df-delivéring,ﬁowerful strikes on objec= g ;ﬁ
343%;2&3- _:' tiveé situated in other continents" but reverteéd to the 1955~'56 | -i
:;??im;s' ' : 'emphas;s on the Navy' s claimed capability for strlkes solely at L ;i
E?ijggs-' , ‘coastal objectives that Admiral VIadimlrskly,had emphaslzed (gs i
;ﬁ;iiizﬁﬁ | o described above). Gorshkov.wrote: "The Soviet Navy is capable ' }%
L of ... destroying ports, naval bases, and other objectiveés on ‘i;
'the coast ...“.if 'Bz;reducing his cl&imsrto'aifaédirekiéting ‘ e
capabzlltxes for strateglc strike ta just coastal targets, the ' f%
: Navy Commander-in-Chlef no doubt 1mpxon&d_hzs_eggigigﬂifgi_ S “f?
1_ 'advocatlng that the H&vy—ﬂ—ssaus_bﬂ_inzzher'developed into a - _ ::
3 {ti;}‘ “ﬂdeggihftrateglc stmlke weapon of vastly improved capab111~ : . ;:
!;;Ti:gﬂ : ties and that the Navy be assigned @ —whare with the SMF lngﬁﬁ' ' 3i
#%5531§§ o deep strike. 1In ratrogpect, this July 1960 article may be ' o

N4
-
LA

N
-

seen ‘to have been Gorshkov's opening gun in a éampaign for

- '.... Py
BN B

an SSBN role in the deep strike mission that has continued

7
'

1K)
Vi

over nearly two decades right up until the present time.

N "
)
)z Ej /Admlral S. Gorshkov, "Strazh morskikh rubezheil" (Guard -
> . Ty /”

of the Sea Roundaries), Agltator No. 13, July 1860, p. 24.
In this article, Gorshkov was more informative and less adulaw.

1%

;"””}f"é Q-} tory of the SMF. It was no longer credited with being the =
PRl ' "main” military service but just an "important" one whose _ -
SRR RN successful performance of the strategic strike mission would, .

e -in effect, soften up the enemy's defenses and thereby "ensure

the successful actlvxtles of the other gservices of the Armed

u
Forces m
;
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' warfére rather than of the globai‘strategic strike missiﬁh.~

Thithheme of the Navy's strategic S£rike-capabilityﬁ e

'beihg (limited to) the destruction of ¢castalstargets was re-

played for Navy Day '6l by é_political_admifal-wﬁo claimed
the Navy was “"capable of déstroying ports, naval basés,aﬁa
ather installatiOns on £he coést."éf‘ Admiral-qushkov, in -
his 1961 Navy Day interview for éravdé, féund a new formula

for implying the Navy's still very limited capabilities for

'.stratéQic-strike. He stated that the Névy was *capable" of

_carryingioﬁt‘any "operational™ mission.E/-Such SEBN strikes

as might actually be made against ships in port or aéainsh_

naval bases and other navalwrelated-coastai'targets_appeafed:
to hé cpn§i&ered'in SOVieﬁimilicary'doctfiné as only "opera=
tional" rather than "strategicﬁ and ‘as only a part of theater

3/

,sb; to summarize the period from Stalin's death'in'1953

up until the cbnveninq of the XX1Ind Party Congress in October

1971, the following points dre of significance:

1. As early as 1955, at the dawn of the nuclear-missile

era for the USSR, the Navy publicly revealed its interest in

/vice Adhiral N. Kulakov, "Moguchiy flot moguchei derzhavy".

(Mighty Navy of a Mighty Power), Leningradskava Pravda, 29 July
1961, ' S S

E/Pleet Admiral S. Gorshkov, “Na strazhe morskikh rubezhei
Sovetskoi derzhavy" {(On Guard Over the Maritime Boundaries of
the Soviet Power), Pravda, 2% July 1961. ' '

. E'/-It: appears probable that this was a bureaucratic device
by the Soviet marshals to permit use of SSBNs to strike coastal,
naval-related targets when and if that should become "objec~
tively” desirable from a military standpoint but without assign~
ing the Navy a share in deep strategic strikes, the most pres-
tigious of all Soviet militaryv missions.
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gsing-subma;ine—lagnched missiles for strategic strike against

U'S."coastal'areas -= gven though at that time the only avail- .

able "mlssiles“ capable of deliverzng nuclearwwarheads against "
U.s. ports and naval bases were torpedoes, - o o o 'ﬁ
2.- By the fall of 1956, the Navy's interest in submar- L
ines armed with ballistic mlssiles was evinced in the press | “
in foreiqn—navy surrogate form. - ' o ' =
3. Articles in 1957 and 1958. by Air Marshal Vershinen
" and Marshal Rotmlstrov, respect;vely, appeared to favor putting . o
- the USSR! -3 dlesel-powered ballistlc mxssile submaxines out on | : ,&
" patrol wlthln mxss;le~f1r1ng range of the U. S. with. a vaguely- ;:
= ".,g | | S B expressed mission assicnment for destruction of strategic _ - ;
:_','"' "'}'::‘,'- o objectlves in enemy territory; o | o - o
;zi;f?ﬁ§'_ Lo B 4. However, in July 1959 Admlral Gorshkov seemed to go
u: ﬁ;L\' tg? . out- of ﬁls way to make it clear that his conventzonally*powered* Co ..-Z?
T .§§_ :m1551le submarines were not yet capable-qf‘operatlng beyond the | o
é;\ 4,%5' limits of the USSR's-peripherélmsea theétersq' Mr
:;ﬁiﬁ;ﬁ : Y After Khrushchev anhounced formation of the SMF in )
:éi'i;f%g - January 1960, it was soon made clear that the Navy had been as- _ .'_ 3
f;',- ?ﬁ signéd no share in strategic strike.wdrth menticniné ~- and _ ' iﬁ
fﬁ%?ﬁf%? | 'certaihly none in‘thé deeé strika“miséionlaéainSt the United ,
\iﬁij :% States for which the SMF had been speﬁif;ca;ly'créateq. : ' :ﬂ
>;&} 6.  Gorshkov acknowledged this situatioh in his Navy Day i

article in Pravda in July 1960 but in a lesser-read Party

3oufﬁal he remarked that the Navy was capable of destroying

LRy

"ports, naval bases, and other objectives on the coast" --

- ! '.
SR . : . .
PRI ing to 1 h the campaign of advocacy for the Navy
J(”v A thereby seeming to launc palg 7 Lo .
B R N .
S to be assigned a share in the SMF's deep strike mission that 2
i [N . .
o B : .
o ) R L. . .
- continues until this dav. :
S 5_ . ’ =10= .
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V. NAVY ONLY ASSIGNED A MINOR STRATEGIC STRIKE ROLE, 1961~1966

. Knrushchev, infhis'l7-october lgsl.report.ﬁqr the Pérty
Central Committee to the XXIInd Party Congress paid unusudl
attention té_the devalophent of'the éoviet‘submarihe.fléetfj 
Although it is clear from his remarks that the-Navy was receiﬁv;
inq some ballistic missiié submarines for use against-land ob-
jectives, the Sovie£ leader's eméhasis ﬁas ﬁrimarily on syb--

,marihes_with_éhti-ship missiles:for use‘againSt.the aifcraft
carriers-éf tﬂé U;S;‘and.other_ﬁﬁ?d.powers.‘ Sihde-hésféomments
are of éxceﬁtional importance for an aécurate appréciatidn of
the Soviet rationale for employment OE.“missilélsubﬁarineé" in
the first_half of the ‘SOSg'the-rélevéﬁt portions.of_his speech

are quoted in full:

.

The construction of the submarine fleet is proceed-
ing successfully. Our enemies are building a submarine
fleet armed with ballistic missiles.  We are arming our
/Submarine/ fleet with both ballistic and cruise missiles.

- The situation opligates us to do this. Our enemies of”
the military blocs are preparing to fire from submarines
on the territory of both our country and the socialist .
countries. We are ready to reply to them by £firing on
surface water targets as well as on land targets., . The
Soviet Union is a continental power. Those who wisk to

""unleash a war against us will be required to crosgs 2x-
panses of water. That is why we are creating a powerful
submarine fleet armed with cruise missiles in order to be
able to destroy ships hundreds of kilometers away as they
approach the borders of the socialist countries.

~ The Soviet submarine fleet with nuclear-propulsion
plants and armed with ballistic and cruise missiles
vigilantly stands guard over our secialist achievements.

© It will retaliate against aggressors with overwhelming
strikes, including against their aircraft carriers which,
in the event of war,'will1not be bad targets for our sub-
marine-launched missiles.z/ '

: LZXXII g"azd Kommunisticheskoi partii Sovetskogo Sovuza,

17-31 Oktvabrva 1941l goda, stenograiicheskiy otchet, Tom I (The

XXiInd Congress Of the Ccommunist Party of the Soviet Union, 17-31

October 1961, Scenographic'Record,.Vol 1}, Mcscow: State Press
for Political Literature, 1962, p. 53.
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"was carried in Pravda, 25 Oc¢tober 1961, Ep.

In his report ag Defense Minister to the XXIInd Party
Congress on 23 October 1961, Marshal Malxnovskiy made two points
of relevance for the_Nayy s role in-the main. strategig strike,'
mission. He élaimed that the SMF ‘had enough missiles to defeat
"the enemy". The implicatlon seemed clear that no help would be
requlred from the USSR's long-range bombers or missile submarines.

However, he did quote Khrushchev tc the effect that it was w1thin

'the state-of-the-art for v1tal centers" of an opponent to: be

brought ‘under flre from submarzne-launched ballistic and cruise

missxles .1/ To.provide some air of credibility to this asser-

- tion obviously desiqned to enhance strategic deterrence, the
Pefense Minister added the following claim-which was to be-

‘repeated‘frequenﬁly.by Admifal‘écrshkov:

. «.c0ur missile submarines have learned how to
navigate well under the Arctic ice and to take up
m;sszle-launchlng positions precisely == which is
very important for accurate strikes at objectives
- on land or at sea.

s

Desplte Malinovskiy's claim to. a capabzllty for submarine-
launchgd gtrategic strike, especially from Arctic launchlng posi~

tidns,'the evidence for the 1961-1966 period (betwéen‘the XXIInd

'and XXIIrd Party Congresses) that the Navy's SSBNs still were not

assxgned a major role in the initial "deep” strike m1531on against
the U.S8. is substantlal and convxncing. This ev1denca takes the
form of not only'definitions-of the missions of both the SMF

and df the Navy which exclude any significant strategic strike o Lk
role by the HNavy iﬁ the‘initial nuclear ex¢hahge hut also a

very audible debate over whether or not the MNavy should be as-

signed such a role.

lfThe cext 0F Malinovskiy's XXIInd ™
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-'To'first consider the mutually exclasive-definitians just '_
mentioned, the Soviet military and naval Writingé‘for-thg 1961-'66
pericd afford four good'examples of définitions of the SMF that

-

point to it having a monopoly on the initial nuclear exchange.

?he-fifst (1962) edition of Military Stra@egy; which was edited by

ﬁarshal Sokdlovskiy, stated‘that: "While the‘Strategic Miséile
Eofces are the éecisive.méaﬁs Of‘ﬁhe Armed Forces as a whole, the
missile forces and missile weapons OS ﬁhe other services of thehArmed
FPorces are the_basic means of combaﬁ'fbf each of them". The 1962
edition also described the‘QMF as "the main means ijlnflicting mass

1/

_huclear:strikes on an aggressor" .~

In October 1965, the annual Missile quces.and Artillery.

Pay article in Communist of the Armed Forces stated that the SMF

was "the main and decisive means for destruction of an aQQressorV.gf

Then in February 1266, in the annual Army-Navy bay.annivérsary 

article in the same'pﬁblication, the SMFf‘aloné without any mention

‘of the USSR's gstrategic~range bombers or SSBNs, was credited with

the capability for "promptly" delivering the "annihilating strike"

1/ Soviet Military Strategy (New York: Crane, Russak & Co.,
Inc., 1968). A translation and- textual comparison by Harriet
Fas Scott of the 1962, 1963 and 1968 editions of Voennaya
stretegiga, Marshal V.D. Sokolovskivy (ed.) (Hencefqrth referred
to af "HFS"), pp. 204 and 247. . :

"Materials for Reports and Discussions® ent@;led:
heh' raketnykh voisk i artillerii”

f the Migsile Forces and Artillery),
20, October 1965, p. 47.

/Unsigned
"Nesokrushimaya ognevaya moshch
(The Indestructible Firepower o
Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil, No.

-13~-



that“hyritsélf could "insure ﬁchieving.ﬁhe poliﬁical aims
of a war'.‘;!'-/"'-' o | .

" Next, there were five definitions of.the Névy;s-missionb-
publiéhed in the_1961~1966 period which appe-r to-gxcluéé ang‘
major role in the stéategic strike mission1 Thre¢ of_thesé7

~ are to be found in Army sources and two arve from Navy scurces

{one from the Naval-oigest and one ¢rom Admiral Gérnhkav)f .

' The first of these five définitions.appeared in mid~'62 .

in Military Strateqgy: “OPeratibns on the high.seas.will*be

.

‘the specific farmrtakén by naval combat operatioas.rlﬁuclearé
powered submarines and naval aircraft é;mad'with miésiles.Wili* -
permit decisive naval operations against the powerful enemy '

havieS".g/ :

The'second definition appe;;ed in a book On Soviet Mili~-

tary Sclence by four Army authors which was signed to the

press on 24 December 1963. It stated, in_efféct,_thatzthe

o

&aéy had both offensive and defensive missions but limited

the former to destructiqh of the enemyfs naval forces and the

: . L/Unsigned article, "Sorok vos'maya godovshehina
. Sovetskikh Vooruzhennykh Sil" (Forty-eighth Anniversary of
. S the Soviet Armed Forces), Kommunist vooruzhennykh sil No. 3,
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; ;§'§ February 1966, p. 41. The Navy's S8BNs were only mentioned
¢ fSﬁﬁ in the context of a claim that ICBMs and SSBNs were "prac-
Ot tically invulnerable" which appeared to be a. transparent
: mx“i‘ax; way of refuting Navy claims that the ESBN was much legs vul~

nerable that the ICBM.

L

N
e
’H-
A8

" ' 2/SOViet Military Strategy. The Rand Corporation tran-
. - slation of Voennava strategiya, Marshal V.D. Sokolovskiy

U KGO ‘(Ed.), New York: Prentice-4all, 1963, p. 420. (This sentence
o aﬁd B ~ was inadvertently omitted from HFS, p. 300.).
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Q@g,. _.latter to érotectiaﬁ qf thé UssR against 3ea§0rné attack_.

T and for protection of the USSR's (coaStal)_SLoc.if |

| The third example is contained in an Arﬁy—Navy Day anni-.

.versary.article by Marshal Grechko.that appeared in Red Star'in
‘,rebruary 1964.2/ The ‘then First Deputy Defense Minister men— -
' tioned'nuclear-powared missile submarlneséf as becoming, along
 ﬁith‘naval aviation, increasinély dominant among naval forces

themselves.' However, like virtually all other Army general

R .
e e w_ .o
.u AN -

-'officers, he avoxded saymng anything that smacked of crediting
“the Navy s SSBNs with a signxflcant role with the SMF in the
_main strategic strike mission.
| The first of the two examples from naval sources, which
appear by their definition of wartime missions to exclude any. .
QE"'_ major soviet Navy‘rﬁle'in the main strategic strike miésion
with the SMF ié a Navy Day 1964 editorial which appeared in

the USSR's professional'naval'journal'Naval_Digest at'midfyear{

The Navy s overall wartime mission was stated sxmply as "to de-
: liver annihilating strikes at the navy of an aggressor“. / Nothlng
. was said even about hitting his naval bases or coastal targets,
=/ Kozlov, S. N., Smirnov, M. V., Baz', I. 5., and Sidorov,
P. A., O Sovetskoi voennoi nauke (Moscow: Military Press, 1964),

pp. 374=-37/5, Smirnov wasg an Army major«general and the others
‘were colonels.

E/Marshal of the Soviet Union A. A. Grechko, "Na strazhe
zavayevaniy kommunizma" (On Guard Over the Gains of Socialism),
- Krasnaya zvezda, 23 February 1964,

/The majorlty of Soviet "nuclear—powered m15511e submarlnes
in 1964 were still anti-ship cruise missile SSGVs rather than anti-
shore ballistic missile SSBNs. '

/"Moguchly flot Sotsialisticheskoi derzhavv"-(Mightv Navy of’
the Socialist Power), Morskoi sbornik No. 7, July 1964, p. 3. This
editorial went on to sketch the missions of submarines, naval avia-

- tion, and surface ships separately but there was still no hint of a-
strategic strike role for the Navy's S$$BNs.

v
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although to haVe dane.sc'ﬁould ﬁave been'quite no;mal‘aﬁd'allow-.
able had such miss:on been asszgned officmally._ R
Flnally, as the fourth piece of evidence, Admlral Gorshkov
himself, Ain his annual Navy Day appearance in Pravda in July 1965,
made it abundantly clear that the Navy s misslons wera limited
;stlll to defense of the Soviet Union from ‘seaborne attack ang
had not- been exgended to any signzfxcant role in the maln‘stra—'.
. tegic strike: | _ | -
| The'Navy is éalled.on to defend £h§ Homeland from“ah'
aggressor's assault from the sea. Al)l of the Navy's.
3gvié2§m§2;.£?r the past decade hés been subordinated
More interesting than these definitmons, and perhaps more
ccnvincing to many that the Navy'had'nO‘major”share thh‘tha
SMP in the strateglc strlke role, is the fact of the ‘existence
of quite an acerblc publiec "debate" between the Navy's admlrals
and the Defense Mlnlst:y‘s marshals over whether or not the‘Navy
should be accorded such a share. As is most often the case with
‘such public stiét.discussions'of'policy Alterﬁatives,'the.orQ
ganizatipn'or inégrest—group_attempting td bring abhout a'dhanqe-in
_.existing.pol;cy'is.by_far the ﬁqre vociferous while the side re-
sisting the advccated.pqlicy dhanqe is usually'ﬁo be hgard
.only in very muffled tones if at all. In this éase; the opposi-
| E;Gorshkov, in this article, also paraphrased the Navy s
overall mission as defeating any naval opponent "at sea"

Fleet Admiral S. G, Gorshkov, "Verrye syny Rodiny" (Falthful
Sons of the Homeland), Pravda, 24 July 1965, o
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carry out-the_main'strategic strike.

tion bf thé Army-marshﬁls.in the Defense MiniStry;was at‘laast
noticeable‘from Malinoﬁskiy‘$ XXIInd‘Cong:ess repért ahd: from
an.a:ticle hg:pﬁblished in February-1964. These two instances

will Eé hoted_?ery shoﬁ#ly as exémination iérmade_of the nature

and extent of the varioﬁs-examples‘of Navy advocacy of:assighf'

ing its SSBNs a éoéqual share with the SMF in'the'tap-priority B
Soviet Armed Férées' miésion for any gene?al-ﬁuclear war.

As already mentioned above, 1n his report torthe ¥AIInd

"_Party Congress Ln October 1961, Defense Hinister Malinavskly

-zgserted that the SMF already had all the missmleS'neaded to

He was guite emphatic

1/

on the point— and may well have been talllng the Long-range

Air Force and the Navy that they should glVe up hope of being

assigned;any meanxngful-shaxe.in the main strategic strike
migsion., ' _ ' .

In an article published in Izvestiya in May 1963, Admiral

_Gorshkov provided a sﬁperfiéially impressive justification based o

or naval theory for his call for the Navy to be qlven a maior

share in the strateglc strike mission, He argued that naval

warfare was shifting from combat between naval forces at sea

to naval strikes against the land.Z/ This was a'themefthatrhas

-—-—-—137- o o
~ Mallnovskly asserted that the SMF "already has a suffic-

ient number of launching installations and missiles with multi-

megaton warheads...to greatly exceed the estimates of the American

scientists and military men...and to inflict a devastating defeat

on an aggressor and the aggressor's country." Pravda, 25 October 196

2/Fleet Admlral 8. Gorshkov, "Bllzorukaya strateglya" (Short-
sighted Strategy), Izvestlxa, 19 May 1963
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reappeared so ffeQueﬁtly.xiqht up to the present that apparently
its dubioﬁs Verisimiliﬁude has not yet been effectively refuted.
At any rate, the ‘argqument was nicely tailored to Gorshkov s
pulxcy need for the theoretical underplnnlngs that are de rigeur
for any Soviet offlcxal who would undertake-to-effect a_change
in exxstlng policy on any issue of practical lmport.l/

On 22 Pebruary 1964, in an artidle carried by the influen- -

tial Economic-ngette, Admiral Gorshkov argued implicitly that,
since Soviet military doctrine held that a waf_migﬁt not outlast
| the iﬁitial nuclear- exchange, the Navy logicallyﬂshbuld be
 asdigned a share with the SMF in the éction;if Otherwise, the
capabilities,of the SSBNs might ¢go unused. Gorshkov hay well

:hgve been registering a debating~-point rebuttal ko a public

) .

: ;;In fact, this argument cuts two ways for Gorshkov. He

nas used it nost o emphasize the Polaris~Poseidcn SSBYN threat
. 0 the [SER and the resultant need for mare and hektar ASW fArces
of all kinds. 1In this Izvestiva article in May 1963 in which. the
*navy-against-the~-shore™ thesis was first surxfaced publicly,
" Gorshkov cited as authority for his theory a U.S. "interdepart- _
mental” report by a “"Poseidon Zommission". He added with far more
opportunism than accuracy that "the military leaders of the U.S8.A.
.openly declare that the basic mission assignment of the U.5. Nawvy _
is inflicting nuclear strikes from the sea on very lmportant defense
and industrial installations of the Soviet Union",

2/Gorshkov made his point with the same esoterlc.cmrcumlo-
cution that is resorted to generally as a matter of course by
Soviet officials having recourse to the public media and which is
intended to obscure for all but the elite "insider" the policy pre-
scription being made. The Navy chief first stated the military
doctrinal point that any general war that might occur would be "a '’
nuclear-missile war in which the strength and power of the nuclear
“.strikes inflicted on the enemy at the very beginning will have de~-
. cisive effect". Then he went on to extoll the virtues of SSBNs
.and -clinched his argument by quoting the then U.S. 8Secretary of
Defense Robert McNamara to the effect that the USSR's SSBNs were
the only invulnerable strategic strike force available to the Soviet
Union. Fleet Admiral $. Gorshkov, "Na strazhe mira i sotsializma" '
{On Guard Over Peace and Socxallsm), pkonomlcheskava gazeta, 22
- February 1964,
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:1as£s. The notoriously outspoken and blunt Defense Minlster.

_ at'sea,_Fhe USSR would benefit to the maximum by thereby ex~

]ploiting the "natural strength" of eaéh service,= ' \

"
2% 2%

_ striking_power“{'a élaim that may not have carried much'weight

_‘J.' F .

s
Lt A

~admonition two weeks earlier by the Defense'minister, Marshal

Malincvskiy; that was directed at any service chief attemgting
to-ehcroach on the assigned miésions of the othe? military
services. Malinovskiy, ﬁriting in Red Star on the ninth of
the.éame.montﬁ very likely had Gorshkov primarily in mind when

Tt

he'adjured his military shoemakers to stick to their respective

made his poznt brzefly but with utmost. clarlty- by-L;miting

each service to its "natural sphere" on land,-@n‘the air, or’

1/

In his 1964 Navy Day interview in Pravda, Admiral - S -
Goréhkov gave a'broad hint that the Navy's SSBNs were now_" | -
developed and tra;ned to the point that they: merlted being _ | ‘;
assigned a major role: w-th the SMF in the main strategxc str;ke o

m1331on.—/ Gorshkov claimed first that the SSENs had "great

since the warheads were félatively underpoweréd'compared to the
USSR's ICBMs., . Secondly, Gorshkcv stated that the SSBNsrhad
been-practicing firing their SLBMs "to maximum range", apparently

suggesting their readiness to share in the "deep_striké" mission.

—Tr . o L | . ) .
‘ ="This stricture was included in a speech given by Malinovskiy

to a meeting of Soviet writerg and artists in Moscow, Marshal R. Ya.
Malinovskiy, Krasnaya zvezda, 9 February 1964. ‘ '

_E/Fleet Admiral S. Gorshkov, "Na strazhe morskikh rubezhei”
{On Guard Over the Maritime Boundaries", Pravda, 26 July 1964.
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' Also in a Navy Day '64 article, one'oﬁ'Go:Qhkov‘s-top
staff admirals presented his chief's May '63 "navy-against-

the~shore® thesis in only slightly disguised form. Admiral ' .;

Chabanenko, writihg_in iiterary Rusgia, limited himself to
describing the ostensible change in the wartime missioﬂé of

submarines thatﬁhaa been‘brought about by the development of - - o

submarine-launchable ballistic missiles:

Previously gubmarines were assigned for the destruc- -
tion of'iproog7 transports, convoys, and warships. At .
present, it is considered abroad, the most important Lo |
aspect of the development of nuclear-powered submarines.

. is the creation of strategic means of attack -- submarine L
missile~launchers with ballistic missiles and nuclear war-. o
heads for the destruction of i?partant installations on - Pz

the territory of the enemy...x
_ By taking customary refuge in a foreign surrogate ("it is %
cbnsidefed abroad“i Chabanenko could count. on it being clear to
ihformeﬁ readers'that he was urging that the USSR should in- “
'créase its SSBN construction program to improve the-USéé‘s cap=- _ %

ability for "destroying important installations on the territory

| of the enemy". A«d, of course, to do so the Navy would have to be

; R ‘ . . oy PO “
assigned a significant share in the main strategic .strike mission

if the capabilities of ‘the SSBNs were to be fully expldited,
Typical of a general tendency of Army writers in_ the early _
'60s was either to ignore the Navy’s SSBNs completelygfor to just

. I3 ) . ., 3 A
;;Admlral A. T. Chabanenko, "Nash morskoi shchit" (Our Mari-
time Shield), Literaturnava Rossiva, 24 July 1964. '

g/For example Marshal Malinovskiy, in his Pravda article on

‘the occasion of Armed Forces Day on 23 February 1964 sang the praises -

of the SMF's ICBMs at length but said nothing to suggest that the
USSR also had a submarine-~based strategic strike capability.

~20-
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speak vaguely abaut submarines with long-range missiles ﬁithout

mentioning that they were ballistic'missiles-and”were designed

‘to be used against land targets. 'The majority of naval w;itérs

also-adopted this procedﬁre.as though thawsubject were so sensi~

tive that nothing could be published which suggested that‘the:
Navy.had a capability.for strategic strike'Witheut'risk to the.
author.= 1/ This practlca became so wxdespread and 80’ rxdlculous
that in the first six months of 1965 two articles by naval

wrxters, in effect, decried the practice and came out.-for call-

,ing-a spade a-spadeg "As is‘known", a Navy Captain First Rank

wrote in the Navél Digest, "missile submariﬁes have.a basic

mission of delivering strikes on land targets".?/ “"Submarines

- with ballistic missiles", added a. rear admiral a few'weeks later,

' are a means for destroymng land targets™® 3/ These unprecedented

elaboratlons of the cbv;ous, not surpriszngly, were lneffectual

as far as endlng the practice described above but theyhdld h_gh-

'lxght 1t nicely.

—

=~/ Admiral Gorshkov- adop*ed thls approach, for example gingerly.
stating in a February 1963 article: "The basis of our Havy's strikine

‘power 1S now nuclear-powered submarines armed with long-range missiles

for various purpases”, By contrast Gorshkov described the SMF as

~having become "the main service of the Armed Forces" and its ICBMs

as having "unprecedented range, accuracy, and the capablllty for de--
livering powerful nuclear charges on military bases in any region on
earth." §. G, Gorshkov, "Sovetskim vooruzhennym silam® (To the
Soviet Armed Forces), Trud, 22 February 1963. .

2/Captaz.n First Rank P. V. ﬁlkolavev, "Problema borby c atomnymi
podvodnymi lodkami~raketonostsami" (Problems of Combat with Nuclear~
poweared Missile Submarines), Morskoi sbornik No. 2, Feb. 1963, p. 122.

3/Rear Admiral A. Tyunyayev, “"Moguchiv flot Sovetskoi derzhavy,

: (Mlghty Navy of the Soviet Power}, Sovetskivy vatriot, 25 July 1965..

“21-

EE

e

o

—

B



S AT Y R - B ; B R "
AT U500 it L % K a IR W TETNL NS L I W W, AL N gy ey e e

i

A . x
! . - el
Cor, SR
— }Z... . :

E N e P T W PRI

In January 1966 another admiral revealed the extent
of the Navy s ambitions for ga;n;ng part of the SMF's strategic
strike patrimony. Nothing less than coequal status wzth the

SMF may be seen to have been the Navy [} objectzve in the mid-

- *60s, ‘Admiral Kharlamov, wrlting in the Naval Digest, professed
to'ﬁotg "a trend to the-ever:greatek shifting of the Navy to - |
the first écheion of the strategic striking Eo?cesv.lf  That
-Khariamov-was indeed‘venturing to demand that a major share
of the main "deeﬁ"wstratégic Stfike miséien'be taken éWay from
the SMF and vested in the Navy Was, conflrmed by +he facts that
Kharlamov not cnly mavod the strategla strxke mlsSLOn to the o
top of hlsllzsting of the m;ssioqg which he, and almost certqihly
Gorshkov too, felt would be?fitﬁing énd p£0per.£or the Soviet -
Navy but Kharlanov also specified that the Navy's targets'should |
include some of the enemy's'defense—industrial'installatidns. '
.Kharlamoy alSd used the term "eolossal®, which up éo-that_
time had'éustomarily-been used only to describe the SMF's ICBMs,
to gxaggerate-theipower'of Soviet SLBMs. More interesting and'
significant, after an- 18-month lapse Kharlamov reintroduced the
“navyfagainst-ﬁheméhore" thesis that Gorshkov had firSt intro-
duced in May 1963 and that Admirali Chabanenko ‘had broathed again

in July 1964. Kharlamov put it in these terms:

: I:Admiral N. M, Khdrlamov, *Tendentsii razvxtlva voenno-
morskikh flotov" (Trends in the Development of Navies), Morskoi
sbornik No. 1, January 1966, p. 36.
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‘Now . the first prionxty mxssicn of warships of
the basic ¢lasses are considered to be not so
much combat with the striking forces of the = -
enemy navy as the destruction of his land tar-
gets with nuclear weapons for the direct achleve-
ment of the strategic aims of the war.
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a 7The foregoing paragraphs complete the necessary consmd-
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' eration of the substantial evidence which lndlcates that the
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Sov1et Navy was not assignad any share of the main ("deep™}
,_strategic strike mission against. the v.8. durlng thu 1961~
"Gs_pgrxod_for the‘xnitial-nucleax.exchange‘generally.
expected‘to occur at the outbreak of any-ggﬁeral‘nncleér_'
war. Attention_may'ngxﬁ_be given to thé:avaiiable data‘
thatfhélps %e?eal_to just préé}sely what strategic‘
._strike—foles the Wavy's bailistic'missile submarines

_actually were assigned in the first half of the '60s.

To begin thh, the 1962 book Milltary Strategvl/

contained ‘a number of invaluable clues.-‘These may be
exaﬁined most ihtelligibly under the follewing rubrics

with conclusions drawn from each:
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Do 0 Yyritten by a group of 14 Army officers on the
. M'E_ Armed Forces' fieneral staff, and edited by Marshal V. D.
SRS Sokolovskiy who was the Chief of the General Staff be-
PN 1S tween 1952 and 1959, Military Strategy obviously was
N " B written without any collaboration with the Navy -~ as’
| Pt will be seen when this account comes to Admiral Alafuzov's
- 'Qﬁ . sarcastic comments on the book in his January 1963 revzew
”-ER : of it in the Naval Digest.
'
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I. -Strikes_at Eneﬁy_ﬁav&l_?arqés at Theirubases:

A.  "The Navy's overall importance in a future war is
determined by the new missions assigned it, espe-~

- cially for combat with the enemy's navy whether

" the latter is at sea or in port" (p. 304):X -

B. "The Havy's basic mission in modern warfare will
. be to combat naval forces at sea and in port”
(p. 348} ; ‘ . :

C. "The Strategic Missile Foxces ... will also carry

' out a number of migsions in the theaters of military
operations, particularly destroying majer formations
of ground forces and aircraft, operational nuclear
weapons, naval forces in port, supply bases, and dis-
rupting the command and control systems of the enemy”

(p. 239); and . '

D. "“In a future war, missile strikes from land and from
submarines on patrol, operating together with missile-~
carrying aircraft, will try to defeat the enemy's.

~naval formations, his aircraft carrier task forces
and his missile-carrying submarines, both in port and
at S8 .+ .ll {po 307)u ) S . E

" Conclusion ‘I: The Navy was stated unequivocally to have

beén.assighed the task of destroying enemy naval forces at’
their bases as part of their overall mission ﬁo:'destroyingf
' the énemy’s naval forces. The indicated urgency for destroy-
ing*SSBNs.and'CVAs as quickly'as,possible warrants the deduc-
‘tion.that anyrenemy haﬁal fbrces that could be sufprised at

their bases were to be attacked as. soon as the SSBNs were able

L/All page references in this section are to' Soviet
Military Strategy, the translation of the first edition of
Sokolovskiy's voenpaya strategiva made by the Rand Corporation
and published by Prentice~Hall in 1963, In a few cases where
the translation erred significantly the original Russian text
has been substituted. All of the underlining of the quotes
in this part has been supplied by the author of this study.
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to do so exther szmuitan -ausly wmth the lnltial strateglc ex-

change or as soon thereafter as possmble._ Hmwever, the mission.

was not the Navy's alone. The SMF also was assmgned thls ‘mission
as were "mxssxle—carryina aircraft"- probably those of both the
Naval Alr Force and the Long*range Air- Force.

II. Strikes-at Naval-Related Targets including Vaval'BaSes-;ﬂ

: A.--“.;.. strikes by the /Strategic7 Misgile Forces can
' destroy submarine bases” {p. 459).

B. "The basic aim of this form of operatians /“Strateglc
'~ retaliatory strike“7 is to undermine the military
capacity of the imperialist coalition by destroying
its nuclear weapons and to destroy its mllltary and -
economic potential by destroying the economic war -

- base and the governmental and military system of
control. The Strategic Migsile Forces ... and also-
the Long-range Air Force ... are the main means for
attaining these goals .... Nuclear strikes by /Ehe
SMF's/ missiles and /Ehe Long-range Air Foxce's/ air-
craft can inflict destruction on military bases (air,
migssile, and naval), industrial targets ... commun i~
cations networks, ports, control points, etc?“—-__"
(Po 408)! .

and

Ce "Operatlons agalnst enemy communications should ‘be
conducted from the very outset of a war. 1This can
- be accomplished by the delivery of strikes by the.
'Strateglc Mlssile Forces and nuclear-powered sub- .
' marines against naval bases, ports, canals, narrow
Ttralts, and shipbullding and shlp-repalr yards ..."
p. 4223). .

Conclusion II: The Navy's SSBNs are indicatedlnot to have

had an asSignmént in the initial'nuclear strike against naval
bases or the other naval-related targets enumerated above un-~
less the Soviet "Supreme High Command" decided that an anti-

sLec campaiqn were both desirable and feasible with the forces

remaining after the initial nuclear exchange and in light of
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the insatiable demands for naval forces to protect the Soviet

_union's SSBNs and to combat the enemy's-SSBHs-and CVAs;-“When'

" the Army authors stated in ‘paragraph C above that an antx«SLoc

campaign "should be canducted from the very‘mutset cf the war"

- they were stating the Ground Forces' _preferenee, apparently,-

rather than official policy.

IIi Strlkes at Coastal Targefts: _

This is a suhset.of the main strateglc strike mission for
any 1n1t1a1 nuclear exchange that requires. separate treatmeﬁt
due to the ﬁact, as‘prav;ously noted, tu;t dxscussxon of,a,posSi«
blé Navy share in that mission, particularly by the ddmirals,

tended'td center around an SSBN strike.mission-limited to -

"coastal" objectives. (presumably primarily the numerous large

U s. cities locat~d along our East and West coast) - Wthh

was logical in view of the very Iimited ranges-ef aaxly Sovieﬁ'

‘SLBMS and their lack of accuracy and small kllotonnage which

' made them unsultable for use agamnst hardened missile sxtes.

The évidence on ‘this subject from the-l962.edition of Mllltarz

: trategz is as follows:

A. "Modern submarines are cagable of striking vital

‘ centers with ballistic and cruise mlsSLLes as well
as of destroying the shxps of an enemy's navy"
(b. 324);

B. "In a future wab,‘mszLOns for the complete defeat of
/Zask/ croums of an aggressor's naval forces (his air-
€rail carrier strike groups and missile submarlnes at
bases and at sea), the interdiction of his sea and
oceanic communlcatlons, and the destruction ¢f import-
ant objectives in coastal reglons will bé carried out
by strikes of the /Strateglc Missile Forces and by
patrolllng submarifies in coordlnatlon with missile=~
carrying aviation" {p. 307);

C. ."Now the Strategic Missile Forces, and to a certaln
extent the Long-range Air Force, will play the main
role /In delivering nuclear "missile strikes through-
out the whole of enemy territory"/ .... Missile strikes
throughout the whole of enemy territory ... will create
favorable conditions for the operations of the other -
branches of the Armed Forces" (p. 404):

- Em
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D.  ...the Navy's basic mission in a modern war wi‘l
. be to combat naval forces at sea and. in port ....
These qualities /Tgreat autonomy, high speed", etcﬂ7
. will permit the submarine forces to engage in suc~
cessful combat with an enemy navy and, in case of
need, to deliver strikes on shore targets Y Zp. 324 48) s

E. "In a future war, more responsible missions can be
' "~ assigned the Navy. The expanses of the World Ocean may
prove to be theaters of military action for the Navy..
The main aims of military operations in oceanic and
sea theaters are to defeat the enemy navy and to cut-

" his oceanic and sea communications. In addition,
/Tequirements for/ missions may arise to deliver
nuclear strikes on shore targets, for cooperation with
the .Ground Forces, for accomplishing maritime shxpping,
and for defense of our own sea communications" _

-{p. 420) ;. : : o :

P, "Thus, the unlxmited war of total destruction and.
~annihilation being prepared by the imperialists
undoubtedly will be turned against them, To do
this, it is essential to have the means for retal-
~ iation in constant readiness: = the Strategia Missile
Porces /and/ the Long-range Air Force" (p. 410).

-Conclusion III: Quote A above was lxmite&_to an abstract

daiscussion ofithe‘“Capabilities" of modern submarines and seemed,
essentially, to be just a perfunctory repetition of Khrushchev's

comment on the subjeéct at the XXIInd Party Congress. Quote B

also inciuded the anti-ship-subﬁarine and anti-SLOC-missions, 80

there was no necessary implication that S$SBNs had been asgsigned

U.S. coastal cities as targets. Moreover, that possibility was

"specifically foreclosed by quotes D and E which make it quite

clear that the 5SBNs will only be assigned to strike coastal‘tar-

gets "if necessary”, which the author-of'this':eport interprets

‘to mean only in the contingency situation that the SMF and Long-

range Air Force have failed to destroy all of the coastal cities |

and military targets assigned to them for destruction during ¢he

w2



7f‘g\;ﬂé§ - initial nuclear exchange, and therefore, the “need arises“ for
 $:;§’ffg$: ﬁﬁﬁ'- the. SSBNs, in a reserve, backup role, to come in and cemplete
‘:sf'_:fg! _ ' the coastal-strike missxon. It is particularly 1nteresting and
. éﬁ | e relevant to note from guote F that the SSBNs were not considered
' %& N in 1962 to be held 1n the high state of - readlness necessary
. ;liﬁgg L to pertzcipate in the Lnltlal nuclear exchange. This supports
a ;ﬂ the conclusion that any contzngency assignment of*coaétai ﬁar-_
.ifﬁ | gets,_at least any in addifion to naval«related ones, would only
=f%§ be made after tne dust settled frem the initial strategic ex-
‘%ﬂ . ¢change.. Then, since it is generally ‘known that in the early
;;ﬁ '60s the SSBNs were not out on: regular patrols within firing range B
Hﬁyl -of the U.S, ceasts, a perlod of at least several days would elapsa’ :
é%_ before the Sov1et SSBNs could trek down from the Barents Sea to
F':-a

positions withxn flrinq range of u. S. coastal targets.

. {3 Iv.. ‘Strikes at Shore Targets in (European) Ground Theaters:
PR Y] : ) " i - - e
. 'Jlbn . Particularly in view of the hostile ASW environment that
% ! "‘Q —

5

had been created in the western and mld—Atlantlc and major ‘areas.

L4
. .
~ .

Tou

/ g& of the Pacific, the use of some or all of the Soviet’ SSBNs. agaxnst
M N '
.ﬁ_wf"“gg land targets of the trans-Atlantic NATO allies of the United
[ T — .
. .
. "32 States rather than against the continental U. S itself haes long
’ ‘.“.\A.-’-’Th - * - .
_j-gffj& 'constituted an obvicuS'alternative employment. Hence it is
N y ,i:','p . . ’
7T Lo appropriate to ncte what senior Soviet Army and Navy officers
LA : : ' '
!{ Jugg have had to say on this matter. The first Sokclovskiy edition of
. -~ - o K . ) C . ' :
~F ;E- Mllltary-Strategy made- some revealing commente-ln'thxe regard:
s, o . ._q‘,‘ .
“‘fff}ﬂ - A. "The Navy's operat;ons also [llke the SMF's/ must Aot
co A be tied to ground theaters since naval forces are now
-*&'jwf iﬁ : E primarily called upon to fight on the oceans, often.
R - : at great distances from ground theaters" (p. 402):
i S ' :
i Cww} v,
2T A
f:JI i .;I‘j
1 v F‘J .
4, B : _ -28-
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"B, 'These qualitxes will permlt the aubmarlne forces to
: engage in successful combat with an enemy‘'s navy and, in
case of need, to dellver strlkes on shore- targets"
- {p. 348]). . )

C, "The Nawvy wxll combat the enemy's naval forces,
- especially his aircraft missiles, and thus protect
the Ground Forces from strikes from the sea. It is
not excluded that naval forces may be involved in
- delivering strikes on enemy troop formations and. :
nuclear weapons which are .cloge to the coast. Missile~
- carrying submarines, aircraft, and coastal missile
batteries can carry out this mission successfully
(pc 423)- '

Conclusion IV: PFrom the above, it appears that 1n 1962 the

_SSBNS Were ‘not assigned a ground-theater strike mlssion although

: tﬁeir contlngent assignment to providing. missilewflre support for .-

ground operat;oms in Europe - was "not excluded" if the exlgencies

'of war made such an assignment urgently vital,

To sumarize the foregoing four conclusxors as td the nature

- of the Navy's role in strateglc-strlke in 1962 as indicated by the |

fLrst edition of the Sokolovskzy work Mllitary Strategy, one may

ttentatlvely oonclude that the only strategic strike role assmgned

the Navy was against those of the enemy s major naval combatants

‘that could be_surprised-in port at the ootbreak-of war.l/ The

- Navy was omitted from an ehumération of the military forces (the

SMF and LRAF) assigned to strike naval-related coastal targets,

l/This conclusion is nicely supported by a statement made
by Admiral Kharlamov in July 1962 at the time when Military
Strategy appeared: This was the claim the Navy could destroy
the 'strong naval enemy" not only anywhere at sea but also

‘"in distant ports and bases". Admiral N. Kharlamov, "Pod

vympelom Sovetov” (Under the Soviet Fennant), Trud, 29 July

1962,
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including naval bases per se.t’ Only in the event that the

decision were made to launch an anti-SLOC campaigh against

-NATo'shipping would the Navy. be authorized to strike at the
rports and naval bases that harbored the merchant shlps and
: convov escorts involved. As far as employing SSBNs, in

'effect,,zn a. limited strateglc strike role against coastal -

Lclties and "soft" military targets, such a mission asszgnment

definltely,had not been made to tre Havy, Rather, it was

:;”made,quite c1ear.that the SSBNs would:ﬁot perform\suéﬁ a role

until and unless the SMF and Long-range Air Force should prove
‘iﬁéapable of'fulfillinq their mission assignments against such
targets. Finally, no Soviet missile submarines were assigned

for ruclear strikes at targets in the European ground theaters,

“either on the central front or on the North Sea~Baltic or

Mediterranean flanks.

With these insights into the Navy's one minor role and

- its several non=-rolesg in strategic strike in 1962, it is germane

,‘next to note the further relevant pleces of ev1dence that

appeared in the Soviet media for the remainder of the 1961-'66

period.

1/ In view of both the Soviet failure to essiqn the Navy's

. 8SBNs any really significant role in the main strategic strike

mission and the very heavy (and well-warranted) emphasis .in
Military Strategy on the top priority importance of fichting

the enemy's naval forces wherever theyv could be found, the

question comes to mind whether the USSR in the early '60s might
not have been already anticipating the develoctment ¢f an anti-

ship ballistic missile that would be invulnerakle to the formid-

able defenses against cruise missiles of the U.§S. Navy's CVA
task forces. 2s will be reported in due course, claims were
made in the early '70s by two senior naval officers that the
USSR had a dual-purpose submarineé ballxstlc missile for use
against bhoth sea and land targets.
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'mﬂst.ptestigious-role'Qf'stratQQIC'strike.

:_A review7of t&e'first'edition‘ofrxilitary-Strategy by

Admifa1 Alafu2ov'appéared in the Naval Digest in January %963Q

'Gn‘the'subject of the Navy's non-assignment to a role in the
initlal nuclear exchange, the admiral commented as follows:

In considering massed nuclear-missile strikes,
the authors absolutely correctly name as the main

means for their delivery the Missile Forces of T

- Strategic Designation, and also Long-range Avia-
tion. However, the authors do not mention missile
submarines. among these means.: :

Had the Navy at the time‘baen officiaily assignéa a

'share in the main (deep) strategic strike mission, it seems

highly unlikely that the authors of Military Strategv or

the bcok's,pre-publlcatlon reVLewers-would hava opened them- .

. selves. up to the serious criticish of having deliberately

g downgr&déd the‘Ngvy'by not cfeditiﬂg it with a share in the

On. the other

Ihaﬁd, the fact that Admiral Alafuzov felt free to'chidef&he
: Geheral Staff officers wiﬁh'having naglected to include the
Navy in_the list of the military services sharing the mission

suggests that the mission assignments to strategic. strike were

in a state of flux in 1962 and Alafuzov's criticism reflected

a Navy bid for a share in it.

&/Admiral V. A. Alafuzov, "K vykhod v svet truda
Voennaya strategiya" (On. the Appearance of the Work

M111+ary Strategv), Morskoi sbornik No. 1, Januarv 1963,

P. The admizral also lampocned  the Armv authors by
observxng sarcastically that their statement that n1551le

. submarines were vulnerable to c¢cruise missiles wasg “uncon-

vinecihg" and that it obviously had escaped their attentzon
that mlss;le submarlnes always operate submerged.
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The second edition of.Militggy,s;ratggyfappeare&'in August

1963, just=ajlittle over a year after the first'edition.”-Some

seemingly s;gnificant changes'regarding the stratégic‘strike
roles of the‘Navyfs'sSBNs were incorporated in it. 'These'inv

volved the addition of the phrase “missile submarines” in four.

textual passages:concerﬁing-different aspects of the strategic
strike‘miSSion. Theée passages are given below with the added

phrases underiined. To these have been adduced five additional

quotations which remained the same in the 1963 edition as in the

original 1962‘edition but Which'are-essential to the'éﬁbsequenﬁ,
. analysis of exactly how the SSBN's roles had changed or, perhaps,

of how they“were'ﬁust bela#eﬁly acknowiedged by the Army authors

of Military Strateqgy to.have-changed;_

A.  "Powerful Strategic meané ~=- the Strategic Missile -
" Forces, the Long-range Air Force, and missile sub-
" marines are assigned the destruction of strategilc
 means, disorganization of the rear of the enemy,
and also for the destruction of the main groupings
‘of forces }n ground theaters of military action"
(p. 369):L . - -

B. “"Now the Strategic Missile Forces, éﬁmitted: "and to a
certain extent"/ the Long-range Air Fdrce, and missile
submarines will play the main role /in nuclear "missile
strikes on targets throughout the whole of the enemy's.
territory*/7" (pp. 371-372): ' '

C. "At the same time /as theé main strategic strike "through-

out the whole of the enemy's territory"/, the Strategic

- Migsile Forces, the Long~range Alir Force, and missile
submarines also will strike targets in the theaters of
military action, simultaneously destroying enemy troop
formations including reserves, bases for operational and
tactical nuclear weapons, communications, the system of
‘military command, ete." (p. 372); and

iL--/Al]_. page references in this section are to the original _
Russian second edition of Voennava strategiva, which was completed
and sent to the press on 18 April i963 and passed by the censors
and "signed to the press" for publication on 30 August 1963.
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(The following five passagas remained changed from the first
edition:)’ | '

E.

G.

H.

‘mair weapons for achieving these goals

"These qualities / great autonomy, high speed,

_ogceanic and sea communications.

"The Strategic Missile Forces ... and also the Long-
range Air Force and missile submarinegs ... are the
7By means of
*strategic retaliatory strikes" to "undermine the
military capacity of the imperialist coalition by

- destroying its nuclear weapons and to destroy its

military and economic potential by destroving the

- economic war base and the governmental and mxlltary '

system of control"/" (pp. 380—381)

"Phe Strategic Missile Forces is.... the main 1nstru-
ment for dealmng massive nuclear strikes at an aggressor"
{p. 252):

ete.7.
enable. the submarxne forces to engage in successful
combat with an ensmy navy and, in case of need, to

deliver nuclear-mlssile strikes on shore targets
“Ap. 313),

" +»= Strikes by the /§trateg1c7 Missile Forces can
destroy submarine bases" (p. 381);

"Thus, the unlimited war of total destruction and
annihilation being prepared by the imperialists
undoubtedly will be turned against them. To do tnls,
it is essential to have the means of retaliation in . -
constant readiness: the Strateglc Missile Forces
Lang7 the Long=-range Air Force" (p. 382); and

~."In a future world war, more responsible mlssions ¢an

be assigned the Navy. The expanses of the World Ocean

_may prove to be theaters of military action for the Navy.

The main aims of military operations in oceanic and sea
theaters are to defeat the enemy navy and to cut his

In addition to these,
the Navy can carry out missions for the delivery of

- nuclear-missile strikes on shore targats, for coopera~

tion with the Ground Forces /l.e., by strikes in the

' European ground theaters/, for accomplishing maritime

shipping, and for defense of our own sea communzcations
(p. 396).
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J. "It is Hot excluded that the Eorces of the Navy may
.+ be assigned for strikes on grounxngs of enemy
- troops and. his huclear means in coastal sectors"

Taken by themselves,'péragraphs A and B above unequivccally

indicate that the Navy's'"missile,submarinesﬁ. along with the

SMF and the LRAF, had been assigned a maﬂor‘shﬁre in'the initial

'déep“_strategic strike mission -- and very likely that was

exactly the impression these changes were intended to give.
How better could nuclear deterrence be enhanced in U.s. per-

céptions than by creating a mirror-image of our own'strategic

"triad" of M;nufeman ICBMS, SAC bombers and the Polarls SSBNs?
However, when note is takan of the textual passaqes that

were not;changed in the second ad;tmon from the first, quite

- a different conclusion emerges. 'Frdm'paragrapﬁ F may be seen

that tﬁé.SSBNs‘ih‘196§ still-wouid only participate in stra-

teqic.strikes "if necessary", i.e;,"in the.contingeney;that

'the SMF and LRAF could not destroy all of their assigned targets
in the initial nuclear exchange. Additionally, from paragraph J, "

the retention of "not excluded” suggests that the impiied assign-'

ment to the SSBNs of a strategic strike mission in the (European)

| ground theaters, as stated by the sentence in paragraph A, was

not deflnltlve, that asslgnment of such a role at most’ was

on a contingency ba513, and that the real assignment made was

for the destruction of the "strateglc meansﬁ comprised by
CVAs &nd SSBNs. ‘In,pafégraph H it is apparent that the SSBN -
force was no£ being'maihtained in a state of constant readi-
ness, as were the SMF and LRAF, to participate in any iﬁitial

nuclear exchange.
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_f{f ;é%S. = .Additionallj, in paragraph D, tne formulation of "the Strategic
fﬁﬁf 5?2 Missile Forces and also the Long-range Air Force and missile sub-
. g!! . _mﬁrines“ employs a staﬁd&rﬂ method'of Sooiet miliiéry writers
) 'gﬁ' ' which, by separating some forces or mxssions from others by -.an
? é&i *also", places the forces or mxssions that are listed after the
; !;‘ "algo" in‘a distinect "also-ran® category; That thls wasg actually
';. %ﬁé tho intention in this instance is amply oonfirmed-by the staoeﬂ
. "Ifiif  ment in paragraph E that the SMF in 1963, as in 1962, remained
-4'f!g! “the main instrument for dealing massive nuclear strikes at an
;ﬁ aggressor”. rAiong this'saﬁaoline, as stated oy the quote in
) .'§$5 ‘_paragraph G, only the SMF is credlted with the capabil;ty of
:'uj;o gg' K destroying enemy submarzne bases.‘
ﬁg_ . . It is noteworthy that none of the passages that were
1$§‘ L  ', changed to add "missile submarxnes” in the second edition
 '$Q '£g>. | pecifled that the strxkes at the- various targets llsted
ﬁqgffxti o ' :necessarlly would take place as part of an 1n1t1al nuclear
g

.. exchange, Consequently, if one posits an. SSBN~withhold1ng

2 - ¢

. ‘2'

o

strategy, primarily to provide the USSR with continued deterQ

P P )
il

'-renceJin~war (to influence intra=-war bargaining and the terms

o
-
=4
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on which hostilities would be terminated), then it becomes

k

both logical and feasibkble for the SSBNs to be considered to
S ©  have a secondary role as a reserve, backup to the SMF and LRAF

SR in the event they were unable to destroy all of their assigned

0 .~ targets. However, rather than try to fully sort out the con-.

_@ 'ﬂﬂl'- " flicting statements in paragraphs A through I and draw defini-
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S8BN's strategic strike roles available for the 1964-'66 pericd.
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The first two' such pieces of evidence appearedhih July

1964 -in Navy Day érticles by Admifal Sergeyev, the Chief of

the Main Staff of the Navy, and'Admiral Vinogradoﬁ; a_éub-

Vmarine‘officer and the only flag officer known to have been
agsigned at the time to the General Staff of the Armed Forceé.'
Admiral Sergeyev began his comments relative to the Navy s

roles in strategic strike by remarking that the submarlne

'missiles which had been shown to the public in the most recernt

military parade through Red Square past the Kremltn had been

of a type "capable of destroying targets in the depth ot any
" gont;nent?.ﬁ/ Howeve:, further on in the same article he
,-describéd the Navy as being "prepared for-carrYing out the

missicnsidf delivering nuclear strikes on an aggressor's war-

2/

‘éhips and-shore.targets",—"'TheSe two statements add. up to a .

clear claim that the Havy'had'devéloped a majoxr capability for

-deep shrike although they stopped short of assartlng that the

Navy had been assigned such a migsion.
‘The Navy Day 1964 article by Admlral Vznogradov was note-

worthy for prov1d1ng a statement of mlssxons for which the )

~Navy was clalmed to have been provided with "everything neces-

sary” for their carrying out:

1/vice admiral N. Sergeyev, "Nasha sila i slava® (Our
Strength and Glory), Sovetskaya Rossiva, 26 July 1964.
2/as will be explained subsequently in fuller detail,

although the Russian word for "shore" (berega) is defined in
Soviet dictionaries as a secondary meaning for "coastal” after

' the word "poberezh'ye", its commeon usage also can mean tar-

gets inland to any depth. Hence its normal meaning is simply
"ashore" as opposed to "at sea" and so can mean deep s<rike.
The preparing analyst is indebted to Dr. James McConnell of

‘the Center for Naval Analyses for this critical distinetion.

=36~
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in the strategic strike mission.

- possibly those that were naval-related).

_press on 14 June Ye4:
" ing. an enamy S ... ground military targets {p.

i)  "Break up‘any assault from the sea and neutralize
. the strike forces of the enemy; :

2) _:“Deliver annihilatxng strikes on enemy bases in
' _the most distant reglons, and . .

W/

3 "peliver annjhilating strikes on important mili<
: ‘tary targets in the depths of an enemy's country.

As mentianéd'above,'Admiral Vinograduvﬂwas a submarine
foicer assigned to the General Staff. Since ha had held the

same post since 1949 ahd was 4 bepﬁty Chief of the General

iStaff in charge of submarine development and perhaps SSBN

operations, he may be presumed to have known exactly what he

. was saying WLth regard to the SSBN' s roles in strateglc strike.

Certainly the formulation of the seccid and third missions

ﬁ-above.car:y:some interesting implications for the Navy's roles

.. The Secondlmissiong'strikes

_ at distant enemy bases, appears, in light of the third mission,
ko be‘limited'tc naval bases along the coasts while the third

'miSSLOn was stated to be limited to counterforce targets (qulte

The second and third-

missions make 1& clear that all of the targets of e Navy's

SSBNs at the time were mxlmtary 2/ This would seem to confirm
that in 1964 the Navy'stle had not been assigned a m@jor'share'

in the'maiﬁ stratagic strike against the U.S. economy, admin=-

istrative centers, etc. These commenws, when taken in con-

junction with those already reported from the two editions of

E:Admirél N.-Vinogradov, “Na strazhe morskikh rubezhei"
(On Guard Over the Maritime Borders), Sel'skaya zhizn, 26 July 1964.

E/This point is given support by a statement of the lst edi-

tion of Combat Course of the Soviet Navy which was signed to the
"Submarines today are capable of .,. destroy-~
598).
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Military St#ategy._andidesgite-the clear claims to a deep

strikercapability ma&e by Admiral Sergeyev,.wou;d lead one

to conclude that the Navy still had no assigned role in the

_initial nuclear exchange beyond striking at any major naval

combatant surprised in port at the outbreak of war. Beyond

that, the Navy appeared to have chly the contingedcy assign-
ments for: ‘ '

1)  Striking naval bases and other naval-related coastal
taxgets if the SMF and LRAF failed to destroy them
in the initial nuclear exchange (per peint (2) of

Vinogradov's mission listing); =~ - 7

2) Striking naval bases, ports, canals, straits and

: " shipbuilding and ship-repair yards in the event
that a decision were made to undertaken an anti-
SLGC campaign against NATO shipping: '

3) Striking "deep" targets as a reserve backup to the
SMF and LRAF during the course of any protracted
war as circumstances might require (per point (3)
of Vinogradov;s listing of missions); and _

- 4} Striking ground theater targets-should the exigen~

‘cies of war so require (per evidence previously = . .
quoted from the 1962 and 1963 editions of Military -

Strategy) .. ' o
The next important piece of evidence is to be found in

an article'that appeared in Réd_Star_invlate August 1964 by

' Marshal,Soko;ovskiy.and'MajorFGeneral Cherednichenko, the,

latter being the best-known contributor to Military Strategy .
and generally éohsideréd'to have been the real "brain"ibehihd
the work. The two Armyrceneral Staff officers repeéted,the :
assertibn ﬁhat "missile submarineé" would share in_"retali—
atory nuclear strikes", again placing the LRAF and missile

submarines in an "also-ran” position -- but this time listing

_ the_missiie submarines ahead of the LRAF:
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28 August'1964.

The hasic maans for carryinq out. & retallatoxy nuclearu
strike obviously will be the Strategic Missile Forges_and
also missile submarines and the Long-range Air Force.=/.

The Red Star atticle want. on to state'that, at the éut-

. break of an general nuclear war, "active military operations
- bre y | : Yy op

will develop in the oceanic and sea theaters with the aims of

‘_ daféating_the enemy's-navyg,deiivering nuclear strikes_dn

coastal objectives, disrupting maritime transport, and coopera~-

tion with the Ground Forees in opérations along the coast".

On the face of it, the two statements just quoted could be

»inte*preted 1og1cally to mean that the Navy s strategic strlke

targets were lzmlted to caastal targets. However,-in the light

of the distinctious made by Admlral Vlnogradov, 1t seems much

more llkely that the first of the Soko10vsk1y-€heredn1chenko

' quotes given_abqve (that missile submarines were assxgned a

share*in any “retaliatory nuclear strikes") referred to the

'tﬁird'éf the Vinogradov migsions listing'("tb deliver anriihila-

ting strikes on important military.targets'in ﬁhe'depths of an

enemy's country”), which then-wduld_be-a reference to the SSBN

role as axreserve_backup'fcr]the'SMF to be used as necessary-:
after the initial nuclear exchange whenever needed to favor-

ably influence the course of the war. If this view is.correct,

'i/v. Sokoiovskiy and M. Cherednichénko, "Yoenrioe. iskusstvo
na novom etape" (Military Art at a New Stage), Krasnava zvezda,
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lar'aseertion in.the second edition of Military Strategy, is.-

: then_the seccndfef.the two quotes just abOVerf;dm the Red Star.

article would fall into the second of Vinogradov's listing of
miseions}_thet'fer nuclear strikes on "enemy bases in the
nost distant regions”

The unresolved analyt;cal problem here, 4s with the simi- -

whether crediting the Navy with even a secondary role in the
main strategic strike constituted a factual statement or,

conversely, was"intended.just to enhanee-nuclear deterrence.

As befcre, it is the tentative conclusion of the author of

this report that the statement was nct factual but intended to

- mislead the Western reeder into percexvxng the Scviet strategic.

deterrent forces as a mirror image of those of the United States ==

- as a strategic-"triad“ of ICBMs, missile submarines, and long-

range bombers. The use of the word "obviously" and th¢ publica-

‘tion in Red Star (where the statement would be move certaln to reg-—

ister,in Western thinking than publtcatlon in a thlck, diffusely~
writtenebook) support such'an'hypcthesis. 'However,:es before, a
definitive conclusion will be heIdlin-abeyaﬁce'pending considera-
tion of the number of additional pieces of reievant’evidence from
the-1964-'66 period. - )

Six weeks’ after the Sckolovskly—Cherednlohenko article

appeared in Red Star, two Army colonels published a piece in

the second October issue of Communlst of the Armed Forces whlch

formulated the Navy's miscions in a way that wholly excluded

any strategic strike role for the Navy except as a contingency,

-40-
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lated as "can", the authors wrote:

Employing a- condltianal "may” that could equally well be transg-

The Wavy is assigned the. responsibility for the
destruction of submarine, surface, aircraft, and
missile forces of the enemy navy, especially in the
. initial period of a war. Additionally, the Navy may /can_?
. destroy by missile strikes the_ bases, ports, and sh;p—
building centers of the enemy.ﬁ

Gratifyingly, this statement ‘spoke definitively of the: Navv 8

mission assignmgnts rather than "capakilities™ and ccnfmrmed

the continued validity and applicability of the "may“'daveat

in both the 1962 and 1863 edltion of Mllitary Strategy._'conéa—

quently, this 0ctober 1964 article gives credence to the hypo-

thesis-that,_as of 1ata 196é, the Navy had no assigned share _

" in the main strategic strike agéihst the U.Sygf and that its
'éubsequent use for that purpose in'an initial nuélear @x-

'change was largely ccntingeut on the SMF not being able to

completely fulfill its assigned mmssxons__.Moreover, the tar-

‘QEts-listed Yadditiornally" (bases, ports; and shipbuilding

. yards) are those for the cohtingency of an anti~SLOC campaign

belnq undertaken
In February 1965, on the occasion of the Armad Forceg'
anniversary, Defense Mlnister Mal;novskly made two statements

relevant to the Navy's role in strategic strike:

i/D. Palevich and I. Pcsniak, "Osobenndgsti i kharakter
mirovoi raketno-yadernoi voiny" (Particularities and Character of
a World Nuclear-Missile War), Kommunlst vooruzhennvkh sil No. 20,
October 1964, p. 80.

/Sane the SE8BN's assigned role of destroving any 8$SBNs and
CVAs that were suprised in port at the outbreak ¢f war was not
classified as a "strategic” (but just as an "operational") mission
(of theater war}), it is not significant that the two Army offlcers
did not menticn it.

-4l -



. The basis of the Navy are nuclear-powered submarines.
with ballistic and cruise missiles capable of hitting land.
objectives and of destroyving enemy surfaci Shlps and’ sub-
‘marines in any region of the Woxld Ocean.ﬂ/

our country has become a really qreat seapower. SOVietf'
nuclear-powered submarines have a practically unlimited
radius of action and are capable of delivering strikes
with ballistic anhd cruise missiles from . cubmerged
position and at a distance of several thv,sand kllo-
meters.2/ - _ ‘ _

It is to be‘noted that he spoke onlj in terms QE -"é:étpa;'.--‘.T
bilities" rather than actual mission assignments and the tone
of his statements was sﬁrongly suggestive of deterrencé propa-

, qanda;  The only pbint'of potential substénce was'that he no
longer specif;ed that the Navy was capable (only) of strlklng
'mil;tary" targets. Although certainly ‘not definltive, thlS
omisgion at_1egst suggests that the Navy SSBNs may have had.
theif;rese:ve. back~up role to the SMF:fo;“”déep” strikes

'";expanded.to include countervalue targets as well as counﬁgr-.‘
‘force ones. S N

‘Theée two quotationsfare more interesting and-significant,‘

however, for reflecting a much hlgher estimate on the Defense

'Minister 8 part of the capabilities of the Navy in geﬂeral and

its SSBNs in partmcular than had been reflected in his earller

1 T N, . L ity
A - ' T ! S s L. -t
! . NN . VR S ) . \\\
4 : - ' ' ;

' Q&.-' : -media appearances. As Soviet Army and Navy officers‘have been’
ey : : ' _
‘EF . traditionally prone to do, in order to insure the most' favorable
‘”.gﬁ foreign perceptions Of the strength of their military forces,
-‘é"'-.‘ . . . . L . 7_ P .
N el | | - |
34 L Marshal Rodion Malinovskiy, Speech at the Army Central
S 5 Theater in Moscow, Radioc Moscow, 1420 GMT, 22 February 1965.
I R :
/fx . E& : 2/R. Ya, HMalinovskiy, "Nadezhnyi ~trazh Rodiny” (Reliable
i ﬁﬁ " Guard of the Homeland}, Pravda, 23 Feb iary 1965.
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'Malinovskly very lxkely was basing his descrlptzoa on farces_uf'

pxogrammed ‘but not yet completed == in thls case on the Yankee

Class SSBNs (the USSR's belated response ta the U, S. Polaris
SSBN program). the flrst of which was not to: becone ready for

sea trials until two years later (when the last of the 41

_ Polarls boats were commzssioned).

" The deterrence-propaganda element seens to be unmxstak-
ahle, especxally 1n the first of the two Malxnovskly state-'
ments abpve,_ln.that he_listed_the Navy's strategic stxikq
cépébility'ahead of that for, in effect, destéqying CVAs aﬁd'
SSBlNs. All;things-considered,‘it is éxtremely‘unlikély.that.
the Navy's role in strategic strike even remotely approached

the. importance in the Soviet view of achieving the maximum
. . R e e e - :

Qfﬁdamag@“limitation against seaborne nuclear strikaes. How-~ .

- e ettt e e gt e ) .
ever, for'efrectlve deterrence propaganda, only strategic
offen51ve capabllitxes were useful,.

In’ the flrst of two artlcles published in July 1965 by.

Admiral Sergeyev, Chief of Maln Staff of the Vavy, he followed
_'the Defense H;nister s lgad in llstlng in first place the Navy s

strategic strike role in a Navy Day article written Jor popular

consumption by readers of the provincial press: “The Soviet

Navy is papablé of destroying vitally important ground targets
from great distances and of winning victory against the enemy's

striking forces, both surface ship and'subma:ine?.%/'Yet, in an

= Admlral N. Sergeyev, "Moguchly flot Sovetsk01 derzhavy"
(Mighty Navy of the Soviet Power), Sovetskava Rirgiziya, 25 July

1965,
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‘article publlshed the same month for the far more knowledgeable and

sophlstlcated readershlp of the daval Dlgest, he reversed these

?riorities' "Soviet nuclear*nowered submarines-are capeble of
carrying out combat missions in. conflrct with the /naval7 striking
. £orces of an enemy...and of destroylng from & great distance

'v1tally important ground taroets on his territorv". 1/ ot

Sergeyev s use of the formula "vatally important targeta
' on enemy terrltory was ong that. had been used in both editions -

eof Military: Strategy and appears to hawve been chosen to avo;d

reveallng how relatively minor was the Javy 8 strategic str;ke '
“role and thereby to enhance the statement s strategic deterrent
effect. At any rate; here agaln the clalm was to capabxlltles
_'hot_to actual mission assignments. Moreover, ‘the. fact that he
”ﬂtd"not*claim-even'a capability for oarrying‘out a “deep‘ strata-
glc strike mission {which he surely would have had such a mxssron
been assigned the Navy) , is confirmatory evidence that the Navy
Stlll had not been accorded the sxgnlflcant share it sought in

| the main strateglc strlke mission agalnst the United States.

| The Sergeyev articles of July 1965 prov1ded +he last lnfor-
mation belpful in deciphering the Navy's role.ln strateglo strike
that apoeared before the XXIIIrd Party Congress convened in

"March 1966.‘ So, in summatlon of the flve years between the XXIInd

;;Admlral N. D. Sergeyev, "Flot velikoi derzhavy" (Navy of
a Great Power), Morskoi shornik No. 7 July 1965, p. 5. '
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and XXIIIrd Party Congress, it seems reasonably certain that

‘the Navy was not given any share in the main strategic strike

let alone the one coequal with ﬁhe SMF which it sought. More-

-over, the data suggests that ‘the Navy s rcles near the end of |
the period rema1ned substantially as Khrushchev had set them o
in January 1960._ That is, the Navy' s‘only assigned share 1p 

what'éould-be ccnsidered a small part of the strategic striké o

mlssion (although the Soviets d;dn t) was the subs1diary task .

of striking any major naval combatant shlps caught in'port at the

'occhreak of war. . Tha Navv also appeared still-to have a mission

'against naval bases, ports, and other naval«related coastal

targets in the event the Soviet High cOmmand opted for an anti-’

SLOC campaign should it become evident that the war,would_be

a protracted one. dtherwiSe, the Navy was left with only the

three possibilities for contingency employment of its SSBNs:

 1)7

2)

Right aftexr the inltial'ﬁuclear:exCharge, if "the
SMF and LRAF had failed t¢ take cut all of their
assxgned coastal targets;

During the subsequent'cour#e of a protracted waf
against *deep" countervalue objectives should the .

_SMF prove unequal to the main mission for which it

' was established and given top priority in funding,

3)

R&D, production capacity; and skilled manpower; - and

During the,subsequent course of a protracted war, if
the exigencies of the situation should . make diversion

- of naval forces from their main missions for the pur-

pese accaptable and vital, against targets in ground
theaters in Europe (and including the UK, of course).

These lattér two contingency roles for the SSBNs were ones

for which they would be available throughout the course of a pﬁo-‘

tracted war to the extent to which thev had been withheld from

initial use to provide deterrence-in-war and a surviving stra-

tegic force to back up demands. for advéntagebus peace terms.:
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VI. NAVY ASSIGNED A LIMITED ROLE VS. U.S. COASTS, 1966-~1971

In hisll'April 1966 report to the XXIIIrd Party[Congressn“

" on his handling of defense affairs during his tenure as De-

fense Minister for the five years since the XXIInd Congress,

Marshal Malinovskiy made the following remarks pertinent to

_the_havyis‘role in strategic strike:

: Together with the missiles of the Strategic Mis-
gile: Fcrces, in recent years there has been created
for us a missile submarine fleet cagable of carrying
cut strategic missions for destroylng enemy. tarqets
~on-the land as on the sea. Into its inventory

Rave come nuclear-powered missile submarines equipped
with balligtic missiles hav;ng submerged launchlnq
Jand great range...i/ :

. In thesa years /s;nce the XXIInd Party Congress
in October 19617 the Central Committeée of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union and the. Soviet Government have -
- paid great attention to the development of our Strate-
gic Missile Forces and nuclear-powered missile submar-
ines. To the rapid increase of these forces have been
subordinated the basic efforts of the leading branches.
of our defense industry. These forces are the main
means for deterrence of an aggressor and for dGCLSlvely
defeating Him in war (emphasis supplied)2/ .

'1/It will be recalled that in February 1965, ‘the Defense
Minlster had Spoken of both "ballistic and cruise missiles”.
That Malinovskiy in 1966 only mentioned ballistic missiles
for destroying both land and sea targets lends itself to the
interpretation that the "SS-NX-13 tactical ballistic anti-

. ship missile" last tested in November 1973 and which "may have

been intended for deployment in Yankee Class SSBNs" per JCS
Chairman George Brown's FY 1978 "posture" report (p. 16) was
being treated as already an accomplished fact for Sov;et de-

terrence propaganda :

g/XXIII s"ezd Kommunisticheskoi Partii Sovetskogo Sovyuza:
stencgraficheskiy otchet (XX1llrd Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union; Stenographic Record), Volume 1,
Moscow: PolitlLitIzdat, 1866, p. 412.
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A number of points in Malinovskiy's remarks reguire .

comment; In the first of the two paragraphs quoted it was

merely indicated that. the Navy ‘shared ‘with the SMF in havxng',‘

T a capabillty for strategic -gtrike. against land targets. It

_did not state that the Navy actually had been a ssxgn such S

a mission aqainst "land targets“. Nor did it specify "deep"

r_strike, so the "land targets" for whose destruct;on the Navy_'

~was said to be. "capable ‘cculd easily have been only ceastal

ones. “Most impertantly, there was no indication as to the po;nt

of time in a nuclear war at which the SSBNs would be used.
: That is,_there Was no indicetion-that the SSBNs would be in-

-.cluded in. the 1nit1a1 nuclear strike.

In the second paragraph of Malinovskiy s report, the

"mizssile- submarines" ware included with the SMF as the’ “maln

means”-both for deterrence and for "decisively defeating" an .

aggressor. Again the fact that the Navy's missile submarines

" were credited with sharing with the SMF in "decisively defeating”

an"enemy does not necessafily imply'e share. in the initial .

nuclear exchange but is at least as likely-to refer to their

‘use or threatened use during the course of a war to help 1nsure

the f;nal "decisive" defeat_of an enemy when he accepts his

opponent's terms for ending the war.

-47~
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“the SMF and. nuclear-powered missile submarines”

. be made, on the basis of all the ‘avidence available up to the

-accorded to the Navy, that the utility of Soviet balliétic
‘missile submarines had resided far more in their publicity
_vaiué_for nuclear deterrence and in their theater role than

in-their'expectéd_use in strategic strike. Despite the fact

It should also be noted that the secondwplace importance
of SSBNs for st:ategxo strike was no longer given’ addztlonal
emphasis by use of the "also~ran" formula (“the SMF as well as
missile submarlnes") but was merely listed in second place
l/

Flnally, the Defense Mznlster mentloned openly & factor

that previously had been left largely unspoken. that the SMF .

and the nuclegr-powered_mxssile submarines were important not

anly for'thei:'potential wa#-fighting.oa?ébilities but -also

Casg the USSR's "main means" for strotegic_detexréncé. The -
'_ detgrrent value of both forces was to be given'increaﬁing'

,omphasis from this. time omward. In fact, a goodocase:could'

XXIIIrd Congress on the very minor roles in strategic strike

" that the strategic'strike'roles-of the Navy's SSBNs'logically

mlght be expected ‘to have been accorded relatively more import--

ance with the obvious weakenzng of the LRAF's strategzc bomber

-force as a leg of a strategic “trlad“, it is important to note

' that;nothing-Malinovskiy said in his XXIIIrd Congress speech

_

=" In all probability ‘the large funds ewpended up to that

point on the Yankee Class SSBNs, even though they were not to

start coming into full operation for three more years, underlav

the Defense Minister's emphasis on the "great attention” he said
had been given to missile submarine "development” as well as to

that of the Strategic MlSSlle Forces.
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changed, Or was 1nccnsistent wmth, the facts cf the 1im1ted

strategic roles accorded to the Navy throughout the five years

since the xxtInd Congress. e ..

From the foregoing treatment of the evidence on posqxble

_SSBN‘roles in strateglc strike between the XXIInd Party Congress.

':in 1961 through Defense Mznxster Malinovskiy's report at the

XXIIIrd Congress .in 1966, 1t becomes clear that there are. fouxr

_such possible roles with- whzch this analysis must be concerned.

1y

2).
3

‘The initial "deep" strikes against the continental

United Statesx

Strikes against naval forces in U.S. naval bases:

Strikes against ccastal U 5. targets, including naval

_bases. and

Strikes against European (and UK) grOund theater
objectives. . )

‘Making use of this formulation of the pfeblem,-it‘becémes

. " practicable next to consider all of the data (including the

3rd edition of Military Strategy) for the pericd from the end

- of the XXIIIrd Party Ccngreés'in Aprii 1966 up~to the X¥IVth

in March 1971 under one of thesge four aspects of the problem.

However befcre beglnnlnq Ln specific detail with the first of

them, the "deep” strateqlc strxke, some general information

partlcularly appllcable to that mission must be noted.

In the first placc, between May 1966 and ~the end, of July

1968 there were flve claims frcm duthcrxtative Sov1et Navy

‘sources that a "unlty of views" had been worked out regardlng

the Vavy 8 m15510n assignments. Y If true, Such a consensus

‘|

=’ Gorshkov in Naval Digest No

5 of May 1966 (p.8); and in

Prayda, 28 July 1966; "Materials for Reports and Discussions" on

Navy vay-'68 in Communist of the Armed Forces No.

(p. 49): and Admiral Kasatonov in Military-Historical Journal
"No., 1, January 1968 (p. 4l1); and in Red Star, 28 July 1963.

-49=-
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'loqicallyy ofuéourSe;fwuuldrhavefincluded-tha ﬁavy‘s'foles in -

strategxc strike. In his May51966 article in the Naval Digest, -

Admiral Gorshkov asserted that such a unity had been workéd

:out but without SPecifylng among whom, rh;s left the impress-

ion that both the Party leadership and the Defense Ministry
marshals were anolved. However, Admiral Kasatonov, in a

January 1968 article in the Milztary-ﬂistorxcal Journal.

stated that the unity cla;med was (only} among "military

péréonnei*. suggesting that.Pafty.approval either had been

withheld or, more likely, had not yetmbeeh forﬁhcomiﬁg. _Moref

—irdver, while Gorshkov had implied that the-unity achieved was

::”completel{ Kasatonov, in. the 1ast werd on - the subject to appear

before the XXIVth Congress, stated in Red star at the end of

‘,July 1968 that the Navy s migssion (only) had been\“def;ned

'_mare specifically“;' In view of - Kasatonov-s WO caveats, plus

the thn facts that no more such claims were heard from the NaVY
and that neither the marshals noxr tihe Paxrty leaders ever lent

a word of substance to the claim, it seems warranted to con-

. clude that no-fu;; agreement-had been reached. Moreover, the

problems of settling the xoles and_missions.cf each of the

five Soviet military services of the Armed Forces were so vexed

and. so subject'to‘change with each new weaan introduced into-

“operational use that the chances were slim indeed of any modus

vivendi on service missions (and hence budget allocations) long
enduring.

- i;In hls Pravda article for Navy Day—‘GS, for example,
Gorshkov claimed tHat the Soviet Union had solved such "complex

problems” as "deLermlnatlon of the Navy's strateqlc -and opera~
tlonal-tactxcal missions"”

-50-
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3 '_Beﬁweeh'rebfuarg 1967 and May 1970 Gorahkov asserted
puhlicly four times soms variation of his claim;in‘the.keb- .

ruary 1967 Naval'Diqést that "Our Navy, together with the

 Strategic Missile Forces, has become a most important stra=

tegic means of the Supreme High ¢ommand?a£/ It ia‘éntirely

probable;that the Navy's anti-SSBN and anti-CVA missions

(both of which had been'daﬁignétea as "strategic” énes{_would _

have been sufficient to warrant such an assertion. The state~

‘ments‘appearea, like the chanqes to the 2nd edition of Military

| St:ategx (discussed"abaVa)}-to have bkeen calcﬁlated to create

'tbg’im?réésion-abrbad'that-the Navy's SSBNs were assigned a major

role in'the initial.udeep”‘ztzikgg,of any initial nuclear exchanges .

between the U.5. and the USSR. Whatever the truth of the matter,

Admiral Kasatonov again Puncﬁuredzhis‘chief's'propaganda balloon

by observinQ in his January 1968 article in the Military~Historical

Journal that the Navy's submarines had (only) "gained real pros?ects -

for becoming a most important means of the;StrategiclHigh Command®,
In the 1966~1971 period i:_etwaen. tﬁe XXIIIrd and XXIVth '

Parfy Congresses, in additiqh to the""veryfimportant-méans4of-

the~supremé—High—Commahd" ¢laim, Admiral Gorshkov on five

occasions belabored another closely related assertion of the

l/The other three occasions besides his MNaval Digest article
of Pebruary 1967 {p. 8) were in the East German newspaper Neues
Deutschland on 3 August 1968, in Izvestiva on 27 February 1970, -
and in the Bulgarian Army newspaper Narodna Armiva on 7 May 1970,
The probable deterrent-propaganda motivation that underlay these
claims was indicated *y the fact that two of the four claims were
published outside the USSR where they were doubly sure to attract:
Western attention, _
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-.allegedly decisive influence of the SQViet Navy on the "course”

- or couzse and cutcome" of any general nuclear war. . For example,

A

%ﬁf in his February 1967 Naval Digest article, he claimed that the
-;S - Soviet Navy with the SMF was capable of exerting "a deeisiye
.:!ﬁ_ _ | influenee'on the course of a war in military theaters of vast
3 extene In this erticle and on & second occasion (his article
1 in the East German newspeper Neuee Deutschland on 3 August 1968),
. he combined the two claims in a formula that revealed ‘that he
‘;.gg. . -:e was claiminq nothing more than thet the Navy weuld play a sig~
"‘2 : nificant role in the military theaters and not- against the |
ii - continental U 5.._ '

T,
)

"Next to the Strategic Misgile Forces, our: Nevy
" has become the most important means in the hands of

' : the Supreme High Command fot exerting a decisive
:'GE?' ' ' influence on vast theaters of military action”

T
AT AR

[ g
x Jor )

r
)

-
‘F

Since military theaters" would include both the European ground |

e
RAL

theaters ‘and the Atlantic and Pacific maritime theaters “{and
M

quite possibly the Atlantic and Pacific astal areas of the

'U.s,)?but not the continental U.S., it can be seen that Gorshkov

o

R

-

~was not actually asserting by either the "Supreme~High-Command”

of.fdecisive-influence" claims that the Navy's S$SSBNs had been
assigned a share with the Strategic Missile Forces in the deep

strike mission. By July 1970, even this 1968 claim fok the Navy

hav1ng a "decisive 1nfluence“ had been cut back to just "a very

o . S
' §§ ' substantial influence on the course and outcome of armed COnfllct
¥ - w .
~ "‘v'_
o ;}, . in vast theaters of military operations". L/ Very likely this
1o’ '
. . . . . )
=uES Ry ' =8, G. Gorshkov, "Flot v bol'shom pokhode" (The Mavy on a
tﬁ et Long Cruise), Tekhnika i vooruzhenive No. 7, July 1970, pp. 1~3,
A _ {JPRS translation into English No. 31310 of 3 September 1970,
N pp. 22=23).
Oy _ : , : ,
- | | | -52m
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L Tfﬁexy~cdnsidérable‘fetrenchment in terms of what additional naval

" aty : : R : o e

. . forces the lesser claim would justify was due to the opposition
of the Army as expressed, for example,'ih'the 3rd edition-of

" Military St:ateq& which'had'appeared in the spring of 1968.

That edition répaated-the statement that had .appeared in the 1962 -
-and 1963 editions which stated: “Militaxy.actiQnS'in maritime |
theaiersfin a future wofld.war,will aéquirervast scope but ﬁﬁese |
;actions scatceiy.wil; have decisive significance for the:Out- |
come of aiwar”,i/f'euite_possibly to lend emphasis td¢ this
'standpoinﬁ,'thé l968 edition dropped a related -statement théﬁ
had_appeared‘in.the tWo.earlier'editions= “Miiitary actions
in maritimeitheaters'also-éﬁs those by the SMF, the Groﬁnd
Forces,‘andlthe P?Q?l will be very sighificgnt for the success—
‘_GED " ful coriduct otra'ﬁﬁéneral nuclear/ war., "/ B _ ST
| o __'Malinoﬁskiy’s'assertioﬁ_in nis April.l;.lQéG-speedh at’
the XXIIIfd Party Cong&ess (gquoted earliery ﬁhat the SMF.and -
nuciéég-powered missile_submarihes were'the'main forces for _
both:ﬁheideterremce of an éggressbr_ahd-his defeat in any nuclear

- war were followed in 1967 and 1968 by a welter of c0n£lict§ﬁg state-

E/HFS, p. 459. Gorshkov, with His usual resourcefulness,

came up with a substitute formula that sounded nearly as good and
‘still emphasized the importance of naval warfare in the overall
scheme of things. Expanding his formula from just the Soviet Navy
o include the NATO navies, he was able to use both of the key -
phrases "decisive influence” and "course and outcome®: “A modern
war will of necessity involve considerable military activity in .
the seas and oceans that will exert a decisive influence on the

o course and outcome of a war”. 'Again the deterrent=-propaganda

;§3 aspect of this claim was made especially obvious from the fact

e " that it appeared (only) in a foreign newspaper, in this case a
Western European one: La Revue Maritime (Paris)), October 196%,
pp. 1139-1143, ' _
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 XXIIIrd Congress and repeated the Malinovskiy line.=

ﬁants on_t&e subject. ' Por the remaining nine months of 1966,

‘the Malinoéskiy line remained undisputed and the Navy Day ~'66.

"Materials for Reports and Discussions” in the Party jourfal

for the Armed Forces, Coﬁmunist Qf’the Armed Forces, Citeq tﬁe'

1/

Then in February 1967 and twice again in Ocﬁober and Novem-

ber of the same year, Marshals Grechko, Rokossovskiy and Krylov

' published‘éuch contradictory statements that it;was”apparent-l

that the MalinOvskiy line at the XXIIIrd Party Congréés was far

from being officially-accepted policy and probably was under -

attack.ﬁ Grechko began by giving: a nearly verbatim quote from

. Malinovskiy that the USSR had *given great attention to the
development of‘thé_Strategic'Miséile Forces and nuclear-
 powered missile submarines”. Having thus established for his

.readers that it was Mallnovskiy s a%serticn at the XXIIIrd

Conqrass of whlch he was speaking,. Mallnovskly First Demvty,

'then &cting Deﬁense Minister for his fatally ill chlef,icut

the ﬁavyis SSBN force down t0 what he considered to be its

_ proper size by crediting it onlylwith,being able "to operate -

2/

successfully in any area Qf the_World-OCean“.—

4

1/"Much attention has been given to development cf the }
Strateglc Missile Forces and to nuclear~powered missile submarines--
the main means for the deterrence of the imperialist aggressors
and their destruction in the event they ignite a war." {Kommunisgt.
vooruzhennykh sil No. 13, July 1966, p..60). The following :eD~
ruary, Marshal Batltskly, Commander-in-Chief of the PV0O, alsc re-
peated the Malinovskiy line: "Soviet strategic missiles and nuclear-~
powered missile submarines are the powerful means for deterring
aggressors and for completely defeatlng them should they start a
war®. Tass, 10 February 1967 )

2/ Marshal Andrei Grechko, Tass, 22 February 196)
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a major share in strategic strike with the SMF.=

“staté;

. - " . ' Y
I:"\.f-chﬁ.'st' vsenarodnogo praznika"

: That the subject was sansitive was shcwn by tha fact that the
-Red Star account af tha ceremonlal meetlng at the-Central

‘Theater of the Army in Moscow at which Grechko had given the

main address and made the remarks reported by Tass suffered

an unusual 24*houxs delay before it-appeared in-R&d.Star on

24 February and then the one single remark censored out of

.the Tass report from among a number of substantive comments

was. the one quoted above which melzed Grechko s disagreement
with the Malinovskiy line that nuclearwmlssxle submarines had
L/

Soviet nualear—powerea submarlnes. in the descrlption

published by Marshal Rokossovskiy in october.IQGT, were said

" to have "capabilities for delive&ing nuclear‘missile'strikes

_ £rom‘the ocean depths at great'distanCeg",z/ uAgainst.whatf

L

‘-#ypes*cfftargets or with whét éccuracy, the marshal failed to

‘Barlier in the article, the .SMF had been charaéteriéed.

by Rokossovskiy as “capable of annihilating strikes with ex-

_treme precision against an enemy in any’ part of the world"

: ertxng in November 1967 in Mxlltary Thought the OffiCIally
festricted'gournal of the Armed Forces' General Staff,=the.‘

Commander—;n-Chzef of the Strateglc Missile Forces, Marshal

'Krylov, reminded his readers, in effect, that the establiahed

doctrine'xn the USSR (said to have been derlved from "a deep -

(In Honor of the All~
Peoples' Holiday), Krasnava zvezda, 24 February 1967, p. 1.

2/7rud, 14 October 1967.
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scient;fic study ) was that the SMF had been creatad explicitlj

‘to'carry out "the main strategic m;ssions“ whose successful

£ulfillment would "predetermine the course and outcome of.a war”,
Krylov went on to state subsequentlys: . |
In modern conditxons, the Strateglc Missile Forces
-havé become the main striking force, the main branch
- of our Armed Forces, because the course and outcome
' of a war will depend to ? decisive degree on . thelr
combat capabilities ...l . _
In this-étatementg_which wasg not]intended for the eyes of
anyone other than senior Soviet military and naval officers,
one notes that the Navy's 85BNs were not found worthy of mentian '

in- connection with the main strategic strike missmon. Moreover,

‘it seems apparent that Krylov was quotinq establ;shed doctrine

in an_effo:t to justify the SMF's- retaining its-przmacyu_.I

seems?uhlikely that he WDﬁld-have:done this unless the military

‘service which he headed was belng challenged for a major share

in the single mission on which its existence dupended += tha,
for strategic strike. Had Malinovskiy's listing at the XXIITre

Party cOngress of m15511e submarlnes, along with the SMF, as a

'main means for deterrence and defeat of any protagonist been

official ﬁcctrine rather than deterrence propaganda, it seems
unlikely that Marshal Krylov either could have avoided giviné
them credit for a share in deepfst#ike or that he ﬁoulé have
found it necessary to argue so.strongly to retain'the.SMF's

sole mission agsignment.

lfﬂarshal N. Krylov, "The Nucleatuwissil Shleld £ thp
Soviet State", Voennaya_mysl‘ No. 11, November\l967.
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like a Party effort to mediate the dispute.

_not sucéessful.

An edxtarial in Cammunlst of the Armed Forces in Aprll

‘1967 publlshed a wvariation on- the Malinovskiy line that seemed

The SMF. "and-also
missile submarines were stated to be the two forces that to-
gether comprised. "the.mast important featare of the presant

stage of the development of the Armed Forces". As mentioned

'-previously, use of the "and also phrase in Soviet milltary

. practice placed the sacond-listadrfcrge in an "also-ran"

relatidnship to the first. If‘this'Party editorial were

indeed such ‘an effort at mediation, or at least was a reflec~

tion of such an effort carried on out of public view, it was_
A'suhatantlal number of reflect;ons-of a ¢éon=-

.tlnued dispute over the issue were to appear in the Sov;et

media ln ‘1968 and, although w1th reduced frequancy, rlght up

to the- Xxthh Party Ccngress in 1971

In the sprmng of 1968 there appeared the revxsed Third

Edition of Mxlitary Stxategy, Stlll written by more than a

~ dozen offlcers of the Armed Forces' General Staff and edited

by Marshal 50kalé¢skiy. A restatement of the-Malinoﬁskiylline_

had been added to the 3rd edition:

“Together with the Strateglc MlSSlle Forces, the
missile-carrying submarine fleet is the main force
for keeping an aggressgi in check and for declslvely
defeating him in war",

Yurs, p. 194.
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. mlsslons "of a.future war” .

' Seven pages further on, at tha end of the same chapter,
the phrase underlxned in the following quotation had ‘been
added tq the rest of the sentence, which had-appea:ed in the
first two editions: | '

- "The basis of waging it /nuclear—mlssile war/ will
be the mass use of nuclear missiles by all.of the
services of the Armed Forces, but primarily by the

Strategic Missile Forces and by the nuclearwpawered,
__m13311e—carrying submarines.l/ B .

That a considerable dispute had taken place with regard
 to including the statement was suggested by two,éonfiicting

-statements on the subject retained in the 3rd édition from .

the 1962 ‘and 1963 versions.- One'bf these stated that the SMF

(still) was accorded "the main role in exacutlng the b351c

/ The other sald that the mlSSlle
weapons of the services were (only) the bas;c means of combat

for each of then 1nd1v1dually, that is, by direct inference,

 the . Navy S SSBN roles were limited to carrying out naval

missions and had ne wider strategic ‘role.

/Tor a g@neral, nuclear war7 of the Armed Forces as a whole" .=

The SMF, by contrast,

was given exclusive ceredit for constltutxng “the decisive means

3/

Particularly indxcatlve of the interservmce wrangllng and

the bureaucratic tugg;ng and hauling that (one_feels fairly con-

fident) must have taken place to result in such a mishmdsh of

unreconciled and unreconciliable statements was the sélection

of the place in the over-500-page text to insert the key state-

Yars, p. 201, 2/mrs, p. 246, 3/urs, p. 246.
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rfeat of an aggressor;

‘for Navy Day but in one carried only in the provinecial press.

.maﬁt mentigned first abovérthat the SMF and missile submarines
tﬁgether canstztuted the main means for the deterrence and de-
With obvious malice aforethought and Wlth
the uﬁmistakablé intent of weakening or discreditihq the quasi—

elevatlon of the Navy s role in strateg;c strxke, this key quote

'was immedlately preceded by the assertxon ‘that the SMF- (alane)

could carry.mut "the maln strat&giQrmLSSLOns of a war" and that

it had by then aéQuired'“such-a'quanity of launchihg devices,

missiles and nuciearrwarheads for them@-including ones o£'mega?'

~ ton yield, that they are in a shape such that they can complately -

- carry out the missions which they are assigned".

- In late July 1968, Navy Day artiéles by aAdmiral Gorshkov - and

" the First Depﬁty’Chiéf of the Paftyncontrdlled Political Direcé '

| toraLe of the Navy, Captain First Rank. Shabllkov. for the flrst

time publ;cly asserted a Navy clalm to the share in the StLateglc-

: str;ke role that Malinovskiy 0stensib1y had'announced well over

two years before at the XXIIIrd Party Congress. The very fact

that Gorshkov had ndt‘immediately-quoted the Deferse Minister

" and claimed the golden—qu-layxng gocse as soon As possible

testifies to the gquestionable validlty of Mallnvoskly s 1 April

1966 coupling of the Navy's missxle submarines with the SMF as

the "main forces" for the "dec;smve defeat of an mggresqor"- A

further testlmony to the same end was that when Gorshkov flnally
decxded to exert hls clalm he did not do so in- his Pravda artlcle

The

~ Navy chief stated that the SMF and the nuclear-powered missile sub-
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marines were the maln means far "the deterrence or destruction“

of any aggressor.= /_ Simxlarly, rather than the top Party watch-

dog QVer;the”Navy,-Admiral Grishanov, voicing the Navy's &laim
in his annual Navy Day article in the main government newspaper

Izvestiga,'it.was left to his deputy to do in the relatively

"obscure pages of the DOSAAF néwspaper Soviet‘Patriét.flcaptaiﬁ

 Shab1ik6v'mincedLn9_words in'feéeating the essenee'of.MaiinQVSkiyfs
seeming.annduncement.on 1 April 1966 that the‘Navy.had been

 assigned & major share with the SMF in the main straéégié'strike:‘

 "The basic means for the decisive destruction of the
enemy are the Strategic Missi}e Forces and nuclear~
powered missile submarinesg".X

' The oppasition to aémitting'the”Navy'via its SSBNs to

.the SMF s exclusmve strat@clc strike club was’ reprasanted
. publicly in 1968 by Marshal Bagramyan in February and Marshal

'Krylov 1n October. The former, who was Chlef-of the Rear

Serv1ceg fcr the Armed Forces, ‘asserted the SMF s cont;nulng )
monopoly on the strateg;c strike mission, cred;txng-the SMF
(alane) Wlth comprlsing "the main military means for deterrence
of an aggressor and for defeating him in war". / As for nuclear-
powered submarines,-they were portrayed as nothlng more than

"a basis of the Navy s strlkan power" along with the Navy s

: m;ssmle-carryxng alrcraft" ance the latter certainly - had no

role in the main strategic strike, the Navy's SSBNs were being

.
I:S G. Gorshkov, "Na morskikh rubezhakh oborony" (On the
Marltlme Defense Perlmete-s). Sovetskaya Belorossiva, 28 July 1968.

/Captaln First Rank N. Shablikowv, "Na bovevoi vakhte" (On
Combat Watch), Sovetskiy patriot, 28 July 1968.
: 3/Art1c1e in the Soviet Armenian newspaper Kommunist, 22 Feb-
ruary 1968.
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- tarred by association. Speaking through the SMF's annual anni~

© versary article in Communisgt of the Brmed Fdrce#,'ﬁarshal Keylov
'ignored the Navy and stated that the SMF 1n lts role as “the |
main strlking forces of the Armed Forces" was the Party and
Government's chosen instrument for carrying out of the "stra-
 teg1c mlssions essantial to the USSR'S securlty.l .
Indicatlve too that. the Navy had not actually heen accorded  ;
”a'éhare in the main strateglc-strike missiqn.was a formulat;on ‘

. used in a DOSAAF pamphlet, The Soviet Navy, which was written by -

Admirai ¥akoviev and signed to tﬁe~pres$’by-thé censors om 9
,Décembef_lésa. In a statemeht.ésserting':he SMF*s primacy

. am0nq.the USSR's huclear-armeﬁ.farces that w&é’similar'to-dne
:‘that had been 1ncluded ‘in all three editions of ﬂ&l&&ﬂmx

‘Strategy, but gOLng further, the pamphlet stated

"Just as the Strategic ‘Missile Forces will destroy
the most important nuclear strike weapons of an enemy
on the ground, the Navy's strike forcas, especxally
" the nuclear-powered submarines and aircraft, w1 1

destroy his 1uclear~m15911e platforms at sea.

The  igsue of the Navy s role in strategic strlke appeared
to have reached its peak of topicality in 1967w'68 and to have
been mentioned only on one occasion in each of the three last years

of_the‘pexiod.' In 1969, only the SMF's anniversary article in

Communist of the Armed Forces publicly asserted the SMF's claim

- _ . | o 3 o . .
l:Strategxc Missgile Forces and Artillery Day Anniversary
"Materials for Reports and Discussions", Commuﬂzst vooruzhennvkh
sil No. 20, October 1968, p. 38.

2/V1ce Admiral V. D. Yakovlev, Sovetsklv vocenno-morskoil flot,

2nd ed. (Moscow: DOSAAF Press, 1969), pp. 58-59.

_.sll.- .
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”f”ﬁf_ 5% e - to cont1nued main~means" primacy if not exclusmety in the
P gl A
s El . : main strategic strike role for the "decisive destruction of
Qﬁ any aggressor;if- ' R R ‘ T
=7 P - In 1970, Army General Pavlovskiy entered the lists on the
i same embattled issue. The SMF, said the Commander in Chief
RN ,
9 '32 ' of the Ground Forces, are “a reliable shield, the main force
O
_ &3. _ of the /”BSR'S? nuclear-mlssile capabxlxty, and assxgned to
.ﬁ . o curb an aggressor if he unleashes a general nuclea:~mlssile'

v

war“ _ - : : : :
. ' Hot a single voice had been-heard in"1969ﬂor'1970 6n be-
- half ‘of the Navy' a interest in cbtainlng a major role in the |
main nuclear strike. Judglngufrom this fact-alone, one mlght-'.
have concluded either ﬁhat the-Ndvy“had won.its case"(i#g;,-the
"@ED :i-ﬁissue had been resolved in thefﬂavy'é favor and it had;beenf
.tawarded a major share withrthe‘SMF-inﬂsﬁrategic Strikej gg.thgt:
| the Navy_advbéacy that it be giveh such a shéféihad beén;silencéd.
Hoyeve?, in early 1971, Admiral Go:shkov»had the final public
wo:d on the matter prior t6 thé XX1IV Party-Congréss and,‘as before,
assertédﬂip a'littie read.neﬁspaper that.the SMF and SSBNs weré:"tne

main means for the deterrence and destruction of an aggressor";gfl

“‘*‘13”—“ : :
"Materials for Reports and Discussions" on SMP and Artlllery
Day, Kommunlst vooruzhennvkh sil No. 20, October 1969, p.,47

Z/i. G. Pavlovsklv, "Istorlcheskaya pobeda" {Hxstorlc Victory),

-
-
]

4w 2hurnalist No. 5, May 1970.
' N s, G. Gorshkov, "Rozhdennvye vellklm Oktyabryem" (Progeny
e of the Glorlous Oc¢tober), Sovetskaya Moldaviva, 23 February 1971.
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' Pending study of the more detailed evidence on the ‘deep

strike mission that'will'be-gxamined next, na‘aptémptwwill_be

- made at this juncture to reach any conclusion as to whether or

not thé,issue of the Navy's role in strategic strike had been-

irescﬁ_lved in Gorshkov's favor prior to the XXIVth Congress and,
ICQnseqﬁently,‘he was annougcing the élad tidingsior'whetﬁer.ﬁ
‘Malinovskiy's XXIII Congress announcement to that effect had

_ been propaganda and Gorshkov was still keeping alive in the

-provincial press his advocacy of an issue not at the time

on the_épproved'liét'far active public aiscussidn}

| , The_mcsﬁ convincing pieces of the datailed.évidence'

from the 1966-1971 period that supports the view that the Navy's'
ssnus were assiqned.a'major role in thé initial "deep” strategie i

strike at the time of the XXIIIrd Party Congress in March-april

f1966$/*'are-pr93ented in the immediately fgllowi&g'lettered'_

,p;:agraphs (emphasis supplied) . They'will be folloWedrEy'a

_comparable listing of the further evidence that supports the
. econtrary view_that the So#iet Navy was EQE assigned any share

| in the deep strike role during the 1966-1971 period. With all

the relevant evidence pro and con noted, it will be analyzed

and the indicated conclusions drawn.

—5/"At'the beginning-of'IBSG, on the eve of the deployment
of-the Soviet Navy's Yankee class, strategic operations against
the interior were, fcr the first time, declared first priority...".

‘James M. McConnell, "Strategy and Missions of the Soviet Navy in

the Year 2000", in Problems of Sea Power as We Apbroach the Twenty-
First Century, James L. George (ed.), Washington, D. C.: American
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1978, p. 45.

-53-



A, Malinovskiy, in his 1 April 1966 report to the XXIIIrd

‘ Party Congress, stated (as previously guoted) that .
~development of the Navy's nuclear-powered missile sub-
marines, along with the SMF, had been given great S
attention in recent vears, that the missile submarines
'had been improved t& the point that they were capable
- of delivering nuclear strikes on targets on land as
well as at sea, and that the SMF and missile submarines
together were "the main means" for defeetlng an enemy
in war. .

B. Gorshkov, Pravda, 3 April 1966. "Soviet submarinés are
armed with powerful missiles which are capable of destroy-
. ing with great accuracy sea and land objectives /respec—
B tively/ “that are hundreds and thousands of kllometers
distant _

'c. - Vice Admiral Sychev, Red Star, 20 April 1966. "Nuclear-
: powered missile submarines are capable not only of tac-
 tica1 and operational missions but even of strateglc

ones."”

D. In May, 1967 there appeared a second edition of the
: standard history of the Soviet Navy, Combat Course of
the Soviet Navy, which included the following two releée-
©  vant sentences: S

1} "The. Strategié Missile Forces and nuclearmpdwered
. missile submarines are the basic strategic nuclear
- forces of the Soviet Union"; and

2) "The basic mission of our Navy in a future war will
be to fight the forces of the navy of the ememy at
sea and at 4 their/ bases...At the same time, the

N mission remains for the Navy to conduct active com~.
ﬁﬁ bat actions on oceanic and sea communications....
B N Modern. warships are armed with missiles of not only
T nﬁ operational~tactical but also strategic designation
A and this allows the Navy to be assigned strategic

missions for the annihilation of lmportant military
and economic obiectives of the enemy in. the depths

)
o

\
b
. |
-‘."
a4

:ﬁé ) .~ of his territory."i _
I . 1§i E. Mllita:y Strateqgy, the 3rd (1968) edltlon of the Sokolovskiy
D work:
! o : |
;? 1) "Trogether with the Strategic Missile Forces, the nuclear-
~ s powered missile-armed submarine fleet is a main force
Hﬁ for the deterrence of an aggressor and his complete
-gﬁj defeat in a war" {p. 23%). This entire sentence
gﬁ was added new to the 3rd edition;
o . '
-3 'o("o . 'f.‘ ‘c
- -\.::-. ':'1-"
wiv Y Bovevoi put' Sovetskogo voenno=morskogo flota, (Moscow:
. Eﬁ Military Press, 1967), p. 345. .
s |
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e .2} "In a future war, the significance of the Navy . -
SR - . as a whole will be determined by the character
of the new missions assigned it for destruction
wef eneny opjactives on the land ag at sea” (p.

e )
et
l.»‘-'_._n

‘.
A
.

i
? .

:;ﬁ- 2}, The underiined portion was added to the
ey ‘Brd edition in place of the following phrass

TS - in the 2nd edition (p.-248) "especially for
Lot " combat with an aggressor s navy at sea and at
n m "bases"; ‘ .

3 ”The basis of waging it /“huclear—mlsSLIe war"7
" will be *he mass employment of nuclear missil®s .

by all services of the Armed Forces but, in the
‘first place, by the Strategic Missile Forces and
the nnclear-powered missile~armed submarines"
{p. 243). The underlined part was added as an
extension ¢f the same sentence in the: an edltzan
(p. 249); :

41..'At thenpreseﬁt time, bringing forces'into combat

readiness cannot be measuyred by days and, in a

- number of cases, not even by hours, Foxr many
units and formations it is now a matter of minutes.
This applies particularly to the Strategic Missile

. Porcds and to nuclearnpowered. misgile-armed sub-
marines, the main means of infllcting mass nuclear
strikes on an aggressor" (p. 247). The underlined
part was added as an insertion in the same sentence
in the 2nd edition (p. 252); .

%) "Phe combat actions of the fleets consist of /T:)?
- nuclear strikes at cobjectives on the continents

P . “ ~ /&nd (2)7 mobile employment of missile and torpedo_.
N$~ o L submarines, missile aviation, and surface ships /1n7
%ﬂ . an active search for the forces of the enemy navy
t& . - and their destruction employing missile and torpedo
Ky ‘ . strikes" (p. 330). This was added new to the 3rd.
e — T o o editicn; : T
&ﬁ - ‘6) "...the main objectives /¥in a modern war"/ are sit-
v uated bevond the limits of the theaters /Mof military
. _‘g? - actlons“7; ‘they are located in the depths of enemy
rﬂ"gé : ' territory. For destruction of the strategic means

/[Tof nuclear assault"/, dlSQrganl?atlon of the rear
Of an enemy, and also for the main groupings of forces.
in ground theaters of military actions are assigned
/four/ powerful nuclear means -- the Strategic Missile
Forcdes, the Long-range Air Forces, and the missile-
armed submarines. They will carry out their missicns
by delivering nuclear strikes according to the plans
of the Supreme High Command..." (p. 340). This pass-

i'ff(n‘ff-‘la
A
ARAANA

!
(Y1 - o

v gy X .
e ﬁ&“ W . . age was repeated verbatim from the 2nd editiocn {(p. 369):
* J~ ) . .
3
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succeed in reaching the launch areas earlier”;

7) "Now the main role /Tn "nuclear-missile strikes

throughout the enemy's territory” against "the -

- enemy's means of nuclear assault, his military-
économic potential, and the governmental and
military control system, and their groupings-of
forces”/ will be played by the Strategic Missile
Forces, the Long-range Air Force Forces, and
migsile-carrying submarines employing nuclear
weapons.,." (p. 342). This passage was repeated
verbatim from the 2nd editiodn (p. 371).

Gb:shkdv,'?ravda, 14 February 1968: "In order to

sucecessfully carry out the missions assigned thém,*éhe

main forces of the Navy must possess...the capability

‘of delivering strikes on land objectives as well as on

targets at sea, These regquirements are met in the
highest measure by nuclear-powered submarines of various

- designations and by Naval Aviatien...";

Navy Day-'68 "Materials® in Communist of the Armed Forces .
No., 13 of July: "/nuclear-missile submarines OF the.

- Soviet Navy/ have been assigned to deliver strikes on
‘an enemy in the oceans and on his overseas territory"”

{p. 31);

™

Vice Admiral N. Kulakov, Leningrad.Pravda, 28 July 1968:

The Soviet Navy was stated to have the capability for

 nuclear strikes at "the most important military objec-
tives deep inside enemy territory";

Gorshkov, Pravda, 28 July 1968: "Our Navy has everything
necessary not only for repelling any assault from the sea
but also for delivering annihilating strikes on ‘an enemy's
naval forces in distant areas of the oceans and at the -
most important military objectives deep inside his terri-

tory":

Admiral Kasatonov, Red Star, 28 July 1968: Claimed that -
the Navy's nuclear-powered, missile~armed submarine fleet
had the capability to "destroy not only maritime targets
but also military-strategic targets on any continent™;

Admiral Sergeyev, Radio Moscow, 27 July 1968: "In short,
the Navy has everything necessary to carry out large-
scale operations on the high seas. It can answer aggresse
ion by delivering powerful /nuclear/ strikes on land

‘objectives as well as on targets at sea”;

Major-General V. Zemskov, Military Thought No., 7, July
1969: Implied that missile submarines on combat patrels

in missile-launching areas would participate in the initial
nuclear exchange by stating that subseguent strikes could
be made by those nuclear-powered submarines "which did not

66—
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e S M. - Gorshkov, Pravda, 27 July 1969: “The Communist Party
s s - and the Soviet government have determined the main

trends for the development of a modern navy capable
not only of repelling any assault of an aggressor from

&

P :

:%} - the sea but also delivering annihilating strikes-on the
o aggressor's navy in distant areas of the oceans as well
Qxé as delivering strikes at important military objectives
&N ‘in the depths of his country”:; - ’ _

"Gorshkov, Rabotnichesko Delo (Sofia, Bulgaria), 19
September 1969: The soviet Navy was said to have been
"assigned the mission of being ready to ... deliver-
~strikes at the most important strategic targets deep
within an aggressor's territory"; o _ S

=

B TR
A 4

R s
2
-+ IEPEEL R SR N

N 0. "Rear Admiral A, I. Rodionov, Udarnaya sila flota {Strike
t-m - . Force of the Navy), Moscow: _50§AAF %ress, 1970 (signed
ey g to press 1 April): "Modern submarines ... possess the -
Vot capability for launching missile strikes while submerged

£

I
b
&?

L™

. against not only important coastal objectives but also
objectives deep in enemy territory"; AR

-

:-:‘" . . : . . .

4%§ ' P. Navy Day~'70 "Materials” in Naval Digest No., 6, July:.

o~ Credited the Navy's missile submarines with the. capabiljity .
el of striking "enemy objectives at thousands of kilometers"”

-
*

@2}_ _ (p. 1413 ’

e © Q. Viee Admiral Kulakov, Leningrad Pravda, 26 July 1970:

Eﬁ - "Nuclear-powered submarines are capable of destructive

;bﬁ' s strikes at. objectives on land as well as at sea";

Ay ‘ ' : : : S

%f; ‘ R. Gorshkov, Soviet Moldaviya, 23 February 1971l: “The -
_ %%5 ' : Strategic Missile Forces ... together with the Navy's
“jq}: ' _ S nuclear-powered, missile-armed submarines have become
WS R ‘ the main means for the deterrence of an aggressor and

Q;: - for his decisive defeat in a war ..."; ‘

N o ' ‘ . Co

"Eﬂ ‘ ' S.  N. N. Azovtsev, V. I. Lenin i Sovetskaya voennaya nauka

ot (V. I. Lenin and Soviet Military Science), Moscow:

e Science Press, sioned to press 9 March 1971: "The main

et missions of a war under modern conditions must be carried

e out by the Strategic Missile Forces, Long-ranye Aviation,.
Ve . and nuclear-powered submarines..., The delivery of mass

Ky .‘: : nuclear strikes with the aid of strategic means /of de~
- ' livery/ permits the achievement of political aims. in
short periods™ (p. 297).. ‘
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N The ev;dence that -argues: against tha view that the chxet Navy's
T
e \{. $SBNs were. asszgnqd a share with the SMF in the initial deep strike:
. .',-' . q- :

missian at . the time of the XXITIrd Party Congress in 1966 is set out

)
L}
LN

L

L

in the followxng numbared paxaqraphs-'

- .-.‘..

e *a .ﬁ hral.‘.M
4

1. Admiral Zakharov. Seviet Russia, 31 July 1966: "The Navy is

® A capable of not only defending the maritime- boundaries of our.
, E@. country successfully but even of successfully conducting com-~
o bat operations against the naval forces ¢f an enemy in the
™ A seas and oceans, and also of delivering powerful strikes on
IR A vitally important objectives spread over the tsrrltory of
o the enemy“-

2 &

2. -Admlral Kasatanev, Sudostroyenlye (Shlpbulldlng} No. 7, July
1966: "At the presgent, the main forces of the Navy are nuclear
powered, missile~armed sybmarines and Naval Avxation (p. 3):

L3

Ay

L f“f"‘,i‘" 1:‘
EERT Y,

e,

3. “Materialg" for speeches on October Revolutlon Day 1966,

- Communist of the Armed Forces No. 1%, October 1966: “"The
Btrategic Missile Forces are in constant readiness, in
case of necesgity, to deliver immediately an all-destroy-
ing retaliatory gtrike on an aggressor....Nuclear-
‘powered missile submarines have hecome the basic
striking force of our Navy. "They are now in a condi- -
tion to carry out most important strategxc missicpns"
(p; 49) ;

Ty

r
o

4. Gotshkdv, Naval Digest No. 10, October 1967: ",,.in the mid-'S5(

. the course wag chosen to create in a short time a fully modern
oceanic navy...capable of delivering strikes at an enemy in the
oceans and on his coastal territory as well as defending the

_USSR's own cbjectives rrom oceanlc directions. &and such a Navy
is being bullt" {pp. 11-12); ' '

R

r ™
1

Marshal.Krylovl Military Thought No.'ll, November 1967:  "The
Strategic Missile Forces are... the main medans for the deterrenc
of an aggressor and for his decisive defeat in a war...The §tra-

e
7]
L]

R

-,
-

qjﬁ tegic Missile Forces have become the main striking force, the -
'?& main service of our Armed Forces, because the course and outcoms
e - of a nuclear war will depend to a decisive extent on themr combé
o~ " : 'capabilxtles ‘and constant readiness...";
& '
SRR 6. Mllxtary Stratqu, 3rd edltlon (1968):
! '-:'!' + .
I a) "While the Strategic Missile Forces are the decisive means
o of the Armed Forces as a whole, the missile forces and
o0 missile weapons of the other services constitute the basic
oA combat means for each of them" (p. 298). This sentence
RO : was repeated verbatim from the 1963 edition (ep. 302-303});
v
o".'\
B
l:..‘\
&y
gﬁ ‘
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b)  "The main forces for such /Tstrategic strike®/

operations will be strategic nuclear weapons, in
 the first place the Strategic Missile Forces and
. jts missiles. Simultaneously with these strikeg
or, more probably, right after them /fwill oceur/
front offensive operations, airborie operations,
- and, in some sectors, operations of the navies... .
(p. 347). This senténce also was repeated verbatim
from the 2nd edition (p. 377); oo

c) "The basic aim of this type of military pperation
/Fhe “retaliatory nuclear strike"7 is to under-.
mine the military power of an enemy to eradicate
hig military-eccnomic potential by destroying his -
economic foundation for war and by disrupting his

- governmental and military control. The basic
means for attaining these ends are the Strategic
Missile Forces, which are equipped with ICBMs and

~ IRBMs with powerful thermonuclear -and nuclear war-
heads, and alsc the Long-range Air Forces and
missile submarines armed with nuclear warheads
and with hydrogen and nuclear bombs" (p. 349).
This, too, was an exact Yepetition of a sentence
that had been included in the 2nd edition (p. 380):

4) SSBNs "actually are vulnerable” (p. 350 in 3rd ed,
p. 381 in 2nd); ‘ ' '

e} Addéd-new to tha Zrd.edifion'with no mention of

'5S5BMg: "The SMF were described as "the main ‘
combat means of the Soviet Armed Forces” (p, 330).

' Gorshkov, Militarz‘Thoﬁght Na. 1} January 1968: Stated

that the mid-'50s decision to kuild "an oceanic navy
capable of. carrying out strategic missipns of an offen-
give nature" created a requirement “for warships of
great range and cndurance, unlimited seaworthiness, .
great striking power and combat stability, and capable .

of delivering strikes at an enemy at sea and in his _
coagstal areas. Such a navy has been built, the first

generation of multi-mission gubmarines rightly consti-
tuting the main striking forces of the Navy";:

_General Pavlovskiy, Literary Gazette, 21 February 1968:

“mhe emergence of strategic misssies...doas not in the -

~ least eliminate the role of the Ground Forces. iHowever

significant may be the role in a future war of such a
formidable instrument as the Strategic Missile Forces,
victory...can be won only by the joint efforts of all

" of the means of warfare --=- the Ground Forces, the ALr

Forces, the PVO and the Navy...":
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ruary 1968: "The most significant expression of the
reconstruction of cur Armed Forces was establishment
of the Strategic Missile Forces, which are the personi-
fication of our Motherland's nuclear might..... While
assigning our Strategic Missile Forces the role of the

Marshal Krylov, Sel'skaya zhizn (Rural Life), 23 Feb~

‘main nuclear striking force, Soviet military doctrine

proceeds from the faect that, in crder to achieve final

victory over an aggressor, it is necessary to combine _
. the efforts of all of the services of the Armed Forces....

/[After separate paragraphs on the Ground Forces, the PVO,
and the Air Forces, the Commander in Chief, SMF continued/
Our mighty Navy possesses everything necessary to success—
fully carry out the missions assigned to it. Its might
is based on missile-armed, nuclear-powered submarines

. which are armed with long-range ballistic missiles for
underwater launching”; _ - A

‘Marshal Bagramyan, Kommunist (Yerevan), 22 February 1968:

"rhe Strategic Misslle Forces are ... the main miritary .
means for deterrence of an aggressor and for his defeat

"in a war,... The basis of the Navy's striking power
is the nuclear-powered submarine and the missile-carrying
aircraft"; : o S

w

Vice Admiral Surabekov, Naval Digest No. 6, June 1969:
"Nucleatr~powered submarinh@s can destroy large-—area

objectives on the territory of an opponent. . ..Western
. gtrategists consider that the main and first priority

mission /for navies/ is destruction of the important

ebiectives of the enemy, not only on the coasts but .

also in the depths of his territory” (pp. 28-29Y ;.

Istoriva voenno-morskogo iskusstva (A History of Naval
Art), Admiral Zakharov (Ed.) s, signed to press 19 August

1969: "The Navy of the Soviet Union was created pro-

ceeding from the fact that the main threat for us at sea
was constituted by the navies of the NATO countries,

~and basically by nuclear-powered, missile-armed sub-

marines and aircraft carrier strike forces.... The
Navy was assigned to combat precisely thase forces"
(p. 561)s "If required, our submarine~aircraft Navy

“eould destréy ground opjectives in any territory of

the enemy..." (p. 562)¢

Gorshkov, ?révda, 26 Juiy 1970: "Nuclear-powered sub-

marines with missiles of various designations are the
pride of the Nawy. /These/ submarines together with
naval missile and ASW aviation comprise the basis of
the Soviet Navy's strike power"; '

~7Q~



Lm0 14, admiral Grishanov, Izvestiva, 26 July 1970: "Qur Navy - .

R o includes nuclear-powered s%ﬁmarines;,.axmed with
missiles launched from underwater and high~speed
aircraft...capable of carrying out their missions:

A
A

.
e .
B N
L3 . .t
a‘v v.'- ¢
SR RAPEE )
# .

S el _at any peoint in the World Ocean...capable of a wide
N range of strategic and operational-tactical missions";
[ e | |
I 15. Marshal Grechko, Pravda, 23 February 1971: "Time has
s ' ' fully confirmed the validity of the course chosen for
_u\\'tﬂ - the further development of our Fatherland's Navy. |
BN A5 Nuclear~powered and diesel~powered submarines with
AR e missile armaments, surface missile combatants and - -~
R o missile~carrying aviation teday constitute the main
_ N . strike potential of our Navy. Soviet naval personnel
N : “have mastered the expanses of the World Ocean and
- ;‘ . possess everything necessary for the simultaneous
SR " and protracted conduct of combat actions on the water -
. expanses of several oceans and seas”. -
_ Turning first to analysis of the lettered quotes from the
-1966-1971 period.that support the view that the Naﬁy's SSBNs.were'
______ ‘i_ *&séigned a major role with SMF in the initial deep strike either
; Wy at the time of the XXIIIrd Party Congress -in March-April ‘1966 or
: "3%; “within a year or twe thereafter, it is relevant first to look
géa again at the statement bg‘Marshal Malinovskiy in his report to
- fiﬁ_" . that Congresa which appeared to. announce that the S8BNs had: been
. :ﬁ - - given such a major role in the initial nuclear exchange. As may
3 /I'T NG - be seen from paragraph A, the Defense Minister stated, in essence,
A . : ‘ '
"Yl;jf“ﬁg that the SSBNs were both "capable" of striking taryets on land
L _1.,3 AT ‘ . N . ) * ) .
' n\' ~»t 0 ° and that they had become, along with the SMF, a "main means" for
ron SN fighting a war should one start. | | |
. f% Three points should be noted here. First, whether a " cap-
;o o ‘ : _
o Sﬁ ~ability" or an actual "assignment” to strike "targets on land"”
Sﬁ or even "on the continents" or "overseas gerritory" is claimed,
. 'E: as in-paragraphs'A, B, E (2), E(5), F, G, and Q, there is no nec-
.:‘: .4‘.';\ ’ . .
R
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o

- SN L l Bt T
. . iy Y T . o B e =



AR

N T
5
o
L]

woe

S WA

R
LI
.
>

N

S

o)

b2

XX

tal .l.'..t.

)

NI _.f'.
s e e

Itl
-
c"(l\"A

eésary implication that a share in.the initia; aéep.$trike'missicnr_
'is intended. Rathex, the authors instead could have had in |

“mind (and'obviodély often did) just coastal or theater targets.

Nevertheless, the radical newness of Malinovskiy's. formula made
it.claar that he was-claiming (Whether in-eafnest or to enhance

datexrence) that the Navy's qSBNs had been assxgned to some:

dunspeclfled mmssion against objectives on land.

secandly, as noted prev1ously, a clalm to a certaln capabxllty

"or even to. havmng "averything necessary“ is not logically ‘tanta-

mount.to-assertinq that a.m1ssion_actually has .been assigned to -

‘exploit that capability, This applies to paragraphs B, D(2),

#, I, J, K, O, P and Q. | o S .
A thirdkreservation to be noted is.thaﬁiit aisc is.not

1oglcally equivalent to assertxng that the . Navy had been gaven

a majcr role in the initial deep strlke ml ;sion to state, as

in paragraphs D(1}, E(1), R and S, that mmssxle submarlnes had

been ngen a qhare with the SMF as a "main means" for:' defeatxng

the enemy in war, or_for_sharing.the'“malﬁ missions" 1n-a nucleat
war with the SMF, or, together with the SMF, CGnstitutihg-the
USSR's "basic strategic forces": While thesefaﬁe resounding‘
phraseé in a_deternenée-propaganda:context; fhey do not.neeessérily
impiy that the.Navy had been'assigned any ﬁissibhs_beyénd.their

primarylones to protect the Soviet Union from nuclear strikes by

CVAs and SSBNs.
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Eili E%? e | Si@ilariy, since the aﬁ;;ussaﬂ'andfahti4€?h missidgs-
:%*ﬁ;} v R have béen3&eéignaﬁeé'to be-“strateqic“-onea,lclaims such as
-Ei;g%%nggi in parégraph-cvth§t tha ﬁng_is capable of carrying 6ut -
:3&:¥g§§i T ?strateQic“'missibns,:or even have been assigned such misgions,' |

fi*lf}‘gi‘l' | "~ do not neCessa;;iy imply anything with regard to the deep strike

.;Tﬁgs : missionﬁ' Furthermore, claims such as that inuparagraphs:E(3i
:Eﬁ énd‘s that the Navy's mis#ile submérinés will share with the
t;ﬂigﬁi_ SMF in the "mass eﬁplayﬁanﬁ-@ﬁ nuclear weapdné‘ or in Jthef_ 
' f-;ig' ~delivery of mass quclearlstrikéS"]may be'discounged sinée 
iﬁé | the prescribed requirement fbr-theuﬁavyﬂto destgoy the SSBNs
B _and’CVAs of the U.8. gnd,other NATO powers at the very outset-:
_T?§ﬁ_ ':._.:._of any war (to limit the.nﬁclaér-strike=dam§ge as much as
A;;;id' - 'poséible) pxqvides_aifully adeqqate hasis.for such a cla%m. 

‘While the foregoing analytical caveats allow a number
 of the more obvious examples of deterrence prc@a@ahda to be
disieéardéd, eieven of the lettered quotes merit individgal
examination: E(2). The addition to the 1968 (3rd) edition of
Military $trateqy of the phraser"the.new misaibns assigned it
' éfhe Soviet Navy/ for destrnctioh.of.enemy objectives on the
iland...“ cohstiﬁuted'the first unambiguoué aésertion thaﬁ‘the 
Névy had Been éséigned at least some roie'even tﬁoﬁgh unspeci«
Eiéd in strikes.against-land_tafgets. Although clearly this
statement was phrased in such unrestricted general terms that
it was suggestive (intentionally, perhaps) of an $SBN share in
theiinitial deep strike rolgs, it cled with egual logic imply

a more limited role against coastal U.5. and/or trans-Atlantic
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' ground theater targets.

8a, noting that such a élear claim'that

o at least some- role in strareglc strike had been assigned to the

Navy s nuclear-missile submarines was made Ln the 1968 rev151on of

the sokolovskiy work, the rest of the ev;dence on the subject of deep

'strateglc strlke will be examined before trying to decide the exact

signlflcance of thls change to the 3zd editxon of Mllmtary Strateqy. .

E(4).' In this quote from Milltary Strateqy,_Brd edltion.'the

Navy 8 "nuclear—powered, mxssile -armed submarxnes had been added

-to the SMF as forces that were to be ‘kept in constant readi—

‘nass &s part of "the main means for znflzcting mass nuclear

V:Strikes .

The paint already wag made above that ote does

"not'have to pasit anything more than the requ;:ement?laxd'on'ﬂ:“

the Navy for carrying out. the maximum ameunt for damagealimiting of

ant1~SSBN and anti—CVA operatlons ‘at the very outset of a war

- to1accoun£ for the share in "inflicting mass nuclear'strikes'

Nevertheless this‘élaim rémains'analytically significant-in

that it would be necessary to have those SSBNs assigned to

: partxczpate 1n 1mmed1ate actlon at the outbreak of war already

in their missile launching patrol areas in readiness to flra‘

sSo tﬁis statemént that the USSR's missile submarines (at least
that part intended to play a role in'the.initial nuclégr eka .
change)'had been added to the SMF as forcas.to be held iﬁ con- -
sﬁant readiness indicates the.fﬁlfillment of h-prerequisité Zor
the Navy's SSBNS playing any role at all in the initial nuclear
exchange .{or any prompt follow-up to take out any land targets

on the SMF's assigned list but which they failed to destroy).
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Curiouély; hawever, a secand passagﬁ frbm-thefeaflier two~editicns
that lzmited ‘the forces in full readxness to the SMF and Long-

range Air Force was repeated ;n the 3xd edztlon.l/ hile this

‘was possibly merely edivorial oversxght, it st111 1éft the3an34

lyst in doubt -ags how seriously ha should take the claimed addi-
tion in the 3rd edltion of the. Sovzet nuclear—powered m;ssile

submarines to the nuclear*strike ready forces -~ the fact that.

. the change was made in one passage and neglected in. another

is more suggastive of the results of a last minute- censor 5

effort at a deterrence-enhancing ploy. than of an xmportant
edltorial change_to;accord with a changed s;tuat;on.

E(6) and E{7).  These twé-subparagraphsTare similar both in -

' content and in theé fact that the§'wére'carried over unchaﬁgéd'frém'

the an edltlon of five years earlier. Since both passages when

' first published in 1963 claimed that the USSR's m1$Slla submarines'
had a role in strategic strike at a time that they definltely '
- did not, the fact that they were republished verbatlm in 1968

‘makes~them-less convmnclng_than-lf they had appeared for the

firgt time in 1968. More importantly, they demonstrate the

validity of a useful analyﬁical-asaumption of this study:
that in Soviet military writings when a listing of migsions

is given for more than one force, there is ne necessary impli-

H Th

us, the unlimited war of total destruction and annihila-
tion being prepared by the imperialists undoubtedly will be turned
against them. To do this, it is essential to have the means. of
retaliation in constant readlness- the Strategic Missile Forces,

/and/ the Long-range Air Force." (2nd edition, p. 382: 3rd edi-
fion, p. 351) :
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~cation that any pa'rﬁi'culavr force need be capabl.e'ofrmore than .
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ane of the lxsted missiens in. order to ment anlus—wn m the I

: list. In the two suhparaqraphs, to illustrate tha point, it 15

o
{ ﬁ""-“:": ' quite certain that, at the time of the 2nd edition in 1963
,_:Eﬁ : _.(ﬁhen"mis..-siie'subm-a‘rines we-ré- added to the 1st edition's listing
’ . ! ' 'of the SMF and LRAF as capable of carrying out comprehens:.ve
i \::' lists of both counterforce and countervalue str:.kes) , the Navy's
. ‘.: SSBNS were only assigned to ccntx:lbute to "destruc.t:.on of. the .
. ) .‘-.; 7 strategxc means of nuclear assault" (i.,e., CVAs and Polaris
\\-.' ’,',§ SSBNs) as expressed in E(G) or . "the enemy's mea..ns of “assault"'
‘:\‘ as it 1.5 put in E(?). Validatmon of this assumpt.mon from ‘the -
g . above example is important as an analytical key to interpret-— -
. /5::' o . ing these wo and subsequent clalr_ns-‘_ that the SSBNs _‘alcangf w:Lth.
" : 3 @ _the SMF share in a number of mis-;ions ili's_ted tp'gethér. In
: ':l_-_‘,’:: his - 'i_:hesé fwo ‘cases,- che is ‘wellr-w.&rz.'anted to r.ejéc':.t_ for 1963-- {as
/ ES wéls deﬁonstrated 'eariier that we could reject for’ 3.—96.3).-_. any
< / ﬁ:: conclusion ‘that thesge quote-sl 16gically ccnstitutéd a-claim that-*
’/ _5-5 N : the SSBNs shared in the ‘deep strike missions for "d:.sorganiza--
/,/: :;-_ ' , | tmn of the rear of an enemy” (E 6) or for d_Lestroymg his
:,.-’ E ;é "mili;:ary-economi'c potential and the governmental and military
7 ;E o c_dnt:;ol system" (E 7). . | |
. éi. F. & G. 'Tl’tese 1968 statements by qush.kovrin his. annual
f % ) Navy Day inteiviev} for Pravda and in the "Maté_rials" for Navy
_g-' j;g Day discussions _;re similar to the qqote' from the 1968 edition of
- :“'i‘ Military Str-ategx discuissed above in subparagraph E(2) in that’
/ i} - they laid unambigueu# c_laim to the Navy having been assigned
8 o
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"hcmeufole in strateﬁié strike against the'iaﬁd' Unlike the quote

in ECZ) hawever, Garshkev left it unclaar whether'he was announc—

g that the Navy already had been provided with the weapons

systems required to deliver strikes at whatever ground_targets

may have been. assigned or whether he was advocating éhat.éven
larger forces, which he specified as consisting of “nuclear-

pewered submarines of vatious-designations and Naval Aviatioﬁ“,

be proviﬁed; cartainly inclusién af'this referénca to. the Navy's'

1ong-range, miss:le*armed aircraft did nothing to create the

.strongest possible Westarn perception that the- Navy 5 SSBNS had

been asszgned a major rele in the initial deep strike mlssmon.

"Had Gorshkov been ;ntending to assert a clalm to such a mission

asszgnment for his S8BNs, it is reasconable to expect that he

would have avcided lxnklng them with Naval Aviation: fwhlch dc--

.finxtaly~had no deep gtrike role) and specified “ballzstlc~

m;ssile submarines* instead of those ﬂof.varlous des;gna;ions“.

By I, 3 & M. It is logicaliy conceivable-thht“at'léast g
some of the claims by Soviet naval wrlters to havmng a "cap-
ability" or “everythlng necessary" to perform a certain mission

or missions may be using these two. expressmons as euphemisms

- for claimlng an actual mission assignment. . This possibility

suggests itself particularly in the case of the quotes in the

abcve four paragraphs. 1In all of these it is indicated that the

Navy is either “capable" of, or has "everythlng necessary" for, )

,‘carry1ng out deep strikes (just) against counterforce {i.e.,
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'“mil;tary"} targats.

:cities.

or the "capability”

While sﬁbmarinefmiséiiea, despite their

'generally poorer accuracy and lowex yield than the ICBMs of

:he~SMF, would be useful in temporarlly neutralizinq if not.
destroying "hard" military lnstallations,-they normally would
be more effective against "soft" countervalue targets, especially

However, since destroying or, more accurately, threat-

_ening to destroy countexvalue £a:gets'constiﬁutes the very es- -

sence of the SMF's,raisoh d'etre, it seems highly‘prnbable

that Admzrals Kulakov, Gorshkov, and Kasatonav in théir Navy

Day-'68. articles and Gorshkov again in his Navy Day-'GQ article

- were advocatlng that_the~wavy'be assigned a share in that part
of the deep strike missiczi which the SMF. would be least' reluctant
lto rellnqui$h and which could best be Justlfied as related to the

_,Navy s mlssions (L = ; to include at least inland “mzlltary

© targets such as the Great Lakes Naval Tramnlng Station or the

Naval Ammunxtxon Depot at Crane, Indiana).

I & M. 1In addition to the comment on these two Pravda

- “interviews fo;-Navy Day by Gorshkov in 1968 and 1969, it

should be noted also that, in the two nearly verbatim mission
iistings, the claim to having fevefything-neceﬁéary"_(in 1968)
cay {in 1969).£or carrying out the three missions
he. listed, the strikes on deep counterforce targets -were llsted

in 1ast place., Had the Navy actually been assigned such a role

in deep strike, even if just for naval-related targets thxough-

out the U.S., it seems virtually inconceivable that he wquld'

not have at least listed it first and probably placed'the other

Sy X



:ﬁissians°infan;“;iscwran” poﬁiﬁidn by use of the standard
| 'techniqué5cf_li5ting the &eep'strika]missioh first and adding..

‘"and also for repelling any assault of an aggressor from the

sea and delivering strikes on.an enemy's naval forces in distant’
éreds of-thé-o6e§qs".ﬁ | ”

L. Although ¢eneralfzemskov,,the editor_gf,_and frequent -
contgibutor to,.the'Armed Forces'.Ganeral_S;aff restricted- ' |

'distribution jouxnal’ﬂiiitangThouqht po:traYed 2 scenario

'in the article from which the referenced quote was extracted

~that he stated:at the: outset was taken from foreign press’
- S mgtarial as well as_ﬁorid War_lzlexperience, it seems likelys
that he wag eithér a&vocating how Soviet férces gshould be
'emﬁioyed in any-general‘nuclear &é:'or explicating offi-ial
views. . The relevaﬁt'passages follows: | | |

In a nuclear war, Lf one breaks out, the combatants,
from the very beginning, will employ all the available
forces and means at their disposal, above all the stra- -
tegic nuclear means. S : :

The Soviet Armed Forces...will be compelled to use
against the aggressor to the full extent their nuclear
missile means and, above all, the Strategic Missile
Forces, the missile-carrying submarines, and the stra-
tegic aircraft.... Both sides, it must be assumed,

3§, o will use to the maximum extent in it all their military...
A ‘ capabilities. ' o - :
R SO The decisive act of a nuclear war in all conditions
b - is the infliction of a strike by strategic nuclear means,
T _in the course of which both sides obviously will use the
.Eﬁ; . ' main portion of the most powerful nuclear ammunition.
o The war will immediately assume a global scope. All
-ﬁﬁ: the continents and oceans will be directly or indirectly
BRI % involved in the sphere of military operations. _
I .j.-"- } . . '
e
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-_.'-Vg' ;Ea S A decisive role in a nuclear war, especially at the
L A T ' " beginning of it, is played by the results of the effects
v : o -~ of strikes against the most important deep regions of
the states, above all in the territories of the main
countries of the combatant coalitichs. /Only/ subse~ -
quently, great importance can be attached to aperations
and combat actions of the armed forces in completing
the defeat of the remaining groupings of the opposing
side. _ - o ' . C
- Simultaneously with the infliction of nuclear strikes,
. a struggle will develop in the sea and ocean regions as
"well as in the air with the goal of destroying surface
and underwater forces of the Navy in order to thwart .
the enemy /mavy's/ nuclear strikes. E
In condicting a nuclear war, the armed forces can use
the following forms of strategic operations: /17 strikes
- of strategic nuclear forces, /: strataégic operations in
" /Tand and sea/ theaters of military action, /37 inde-
pendent sea and ocean operations, and*ﬁ}?‘_comﬁﬁ% actions .
for thwarting the nuclear attack of the enemy to defend
~the territory of the country. o _ C
‘Undoubtedly the strikes of stratedic nuclear forces
will be the main one of these forms. Evidently the most
intensive exchange of nuclear strikes will occur during
_ _ the first days of the war. Subsequently, as a result of
-@2} -~ ‘the great expenditure of means of destruction, it is
: . possible that there will be a decrease in the nuclear
‘strikes against the deep regions with continuation of an
‘extremely active nuclear conflict in the theaters of mili-
tary actiananiah.land and se§7. At this time, individual
strikes can be inflicdted by the surviving strategic forces
(aircraft and nuclear-powered submarines which did not

Qﬁ' ' .'succeed'previously in reaching the regions of /missile/
- c ; launch positions) as well as by massed groups and single
;&_ _ _ _ strikes by the operational-tactical means.. o
ég , | | Althbugh the.céntext, in the analysts opinion, amply shows
-EQ | 21 ‘_ théﬁ.thelforegoing,Was General Zemskov's_own Preferred scenario
1;3 'for.a-nﬁclear war, his poéition as a highly respected military
--EE o theoxeticianldoes hot allbw one to discount thé possibility‘that‘__
E% if also was generally accepted by the Ceneral Staff and that,
a gg éccordingiy, his article may‘have‘been ccnsidered as "a concreté
éﬁ expfession of military doctrine". Be that as it may, there‘is_
f*: ﬁg' pgb. ﬂcthing in the Zemskovw Scenario for a genefal huclear war'that
T h ‘*$§ ” indicates that the Navy's SSBNs would strike deep targets as
.ég ) -.Qppcsed to coastal or-Eurbpean ground theatef tafgets._
oy .
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N. The formuiatiou ‘used by Gorshkav in the: fall of 1969
for an artlcle puhlished in Bulqaria was unique in Soviet naval
writlngs and was never repeated by the Navy Commander%in-chlef -
perhaps because it was more revealinq of the SSBN s strategic
strike role than he had intended. He stated that-the SQVletx.
Navy had ‘been assigned the mission of being ready to...d
liver strlkes at the mcst important strategic targets deep
within an aggressor' s territmry . The unprecedented and rarely
- repeated emphasis on "being ready” to carry out a mission
- gounded for all the world like the SSBN' reserve, backup role
to the SMF which was identified earlier in this. study and was
.determined to be one that would only permmt the- SSBN& to flre_-
. their missiles in the unantlcgpated eventuality that the SMF

' could not destroy all of the targets aséigned to it for the
initial nuclear exclange. Thié remarkably'different formula—'
'tion may have been the result of Gorshkov 5 wanting to tell

the USSR's Warsaw Pact allies that the Soviet Navy finally ‘had
sent gome‘cf its SSBNs out‘Qn-patrol in or héar'missile-launching
areas where théy were_engaged in Fbeing ready” to fire on céll
at ény deep strike targets that the SMF failed to:&es;roy in an

initial nuclear exchanqe.

0: In the pamphlet Strike Force of the Wavy which appeared
in the sprlng'cf 1970, an admiral credxted the Vavy with' the
"capability" for strxkes agains* "not_only immortant coastal
objectives but also-ob;ect;ves déep in enamy territory" (emphasis’

suppliedf; Implicit in use of "capability” in Sovie£ military

-81~
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-writings lS the’ possihility that the author'using 1t may have

- chosen it to advocate eseterically that ‘a fittlng.mxssion he

| assiqned to pux the particular capability to use. Also, the
“not only -- but alsa“ gxammatlcal constructxon is not 1nfre-
quently used in- malmtary advocacy to distlnguish between a'
“not«only mlssion already assigned and a ”but-alao“.mlsslon
'whose assignment is being advocated.j The likllhood that such
was the case in this instance ls increased by the fact that the
same construction had been used nine months earlier by another

adm;ral writ;ng Ln the- Naval D;gest, but making use of a surrogate
PV

-“(forﬂlgn-navy), so often the hallmark of advccacy
| Next, consideratlon must be given to the numbered quota-

tions prevmously ligted that include all of the 31gn1f1cant .

evidence agaznst the view that the SOViet Navy's SSBNs were

assigned a major role in strategic stflk& around the time of the

_XXIIIrd CQngress in 1966 or at gome early point in the fxve
intervenlng ‘years before the XXIVEh CQngress Ln the spring of

. 1971. - These 139 gquotations will be taken in turn-using the sama
I_parégraph numbering (and subparagraph lettefing in the case of

"the 3rd edition of Military Strategy) that was used above in

*lstlng the quotatlons.-'

T ———ALTT

l/See Vice Admlral Surabekov s 51mllar comment in para—
graph 11 in the immediately preceeding list of evidence
against the Navy having been assigned a major share in the
lnltlal deep strike mission.
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I; In this quote ona finds the Pacific Fleet polxtlcal offieern
Admiral Zakharov, four mmnths after the XXITIrd chgress suppos&dly

'heard Marshal Malinovskiy annﬁunae that the Navy had beéen given a

major share in the ‘initial nuclear exchange, not only listing the

g Navy s purported deep strike mmssion in third place but in an ”alaom

ran" thxrd place to booc. “The Navy is capable of not only defendlng
the maritime boundaries of our ccuntry ﬂjccessfuily but even of
successfully conducting combat operations against the naval’ forces

of an enemy in the seas and oceans, - and also of delxvering nowerful

_strikes on_vitally impartant object;ves spread over the territmry of
'_ the enemy”. . Had the Paxrty consxdered that Lhe Navy actqally had been
E assigned a slgnificant share in the initial deep strike m;ssion,

'there 1s no grounds for doubting such a share in the one m;ssi@n

cons;dered of transcendent importance would have been listed first.

2. Here the First Deputy Commander»xnnChlef of the Navy,

 Adm1ral Kasatonov, stated in July 1964 that "at present the mAin

forces of the Navy are nuclaarhpewered, missile-armed submarines and

'Naval szatlon « As commented prewLOusl;, a share in deep strike

would not have been - bracketed with Naval Av;atlon, smnce the latter

would play a coastal strike role at mosgt.

3. Most indicative of all that the Navy had not been given a
share in the initial "deep strike“ mlSSlon is the fact that this
guldance-on the Party line to be followed on military matters for.
speeches on the day celebrat;nq the start of the 50th year of ;Oil&é
power stated explicitly that ths SMF would carry out the retalﬂatory .
nuclear strike if it came to war - and the ‘Navy was credlted vaguely .
with the capability for "most impoftant_strategié missions" ; an apt
description of the anti-SSBN and anti~CVA missions.

| 4. This is also a partlcularly siynificant plece of evidance

since it involves the Navy Commanaer in=Chief clearly implyinsg,

~R 3=
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Eﬁ‘a &3 . in October 1967 in the Navy's professional journal, that the
I'E | . Navy's role in strategic strike had been planned in the m$d~
E o gg . _ fses §c be limited to coastal targats:anﬁ that this limitatian_’
3% still obtained: "...in the mid-50s, the course was chosen to
-93 .' - ¢reate,..a:navy,.;capable~of delivering strikes at an enemy...
:,%é B A_on his coastal'tarfitary,' And'suéﬁa.ngvg;is'beingfbuiLtf“
o (emphasis added) ' - | -
ftf; ' 5. Writing in tha xestrictedndlstrlbutzon Armed Forces'
-§§ | General Staff 3aurnal in Novemb&r 1967, the SMF Commander-in-
.-gﬁ ‘E_.- Chief, Air Marshal Krylov, gave exclusive cxedit to .his service
gg. _ f' _as the fmain means" for defeating an enemy 1n yar.-‘Evgn grantingr‘
;é' . Krylov's vested interest in protecting the SMF from peing re-
o B quired to share its sole mission with another service, had such
£ v ‘;> an assignment to the Navy of a major shake in the initial:déép
..'§§ f.. strlke been made offlclally, Krylov would almost certaznly have
ﬁk:-- : _7~e1t constxdined to acknowledge the fact. It seemns hlghly un=
.Eg : E 'llkely that he weuld have been willing to accept the political rzsk -
ég o pf bucklng thg tightly~controlled Part;-dOm;nated.Soviet system I
.Eﬁ - of &embcrati¢ eentralismrtﬁat,requirés strict adherence to doc-
5 | t:ine'by‘all'seqments'of society éndipartioularly by the military
%g since it is traditicnally viewed by Party ieaders as the greatest
. %é .Pétential-séurce'of threat tc'their'cbhtinued control of the USSR
gg | (__5;' the fear of “Bonaﬁartlsm" as evxdenced by the Zhukov affalr)f'
g | 6 {(a). This quote from both the 1963 and 1963 editions of
;E Milita;y Strateqgy not on;y"attributes to the SgF the preeminent_and.
"ﬁg oo exclusive role as "the decisive meéns_of_:he Armed Forces as a
Eg . ~84-
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‘whole" but also makes it clear that the nuclear weapons of the

other serviées are only intended to allow each ta‘carry out its own
- sérQice miési&ﬁﬁ. ”This, too, would seem to make it quite'clear"
“that the Navy's and LRAF's mlssion assanments did not lnclude

a share in the initlal deep strlke role.

6 (b). Here the SMP is again the exclusive proprxetor of |
the main role in the lnltlal nuclear exchanqe and, whlle the
Navy may strlke szmultaneously with the SMF, it lS made clear
that this is not egsential (as it would be if the SSBNs had
" been assigned'a;Share in the-;nitial deep strike). ' Rather theﬂ
Navy “more7p;obably"_wiil not begin its cpérations_unﬁil "right
' afterf the S%? has-ceﬁ?lgted the initial_deep st:ikes.

6 (c). This quote conce:na&'participaﬁion'in‘“thé retalia- -
tory nuclearﬂétrika" which, of course, is synonomcus with the
.inltlal deep strike mission. ‘The fadt that this statemént'had
'appeared lnitlally in the 1963 edlticn, at a time (as has been
‘determlned with full assurance) when the-Navy did not hava a
share in the 1n1t141 desp strike m1q31on, surely provides
sufficient grounis for SCSpthlsm when that claim was repeated .
in the 1968 edltlon.' Even were one to tentatively accept the
statement as.valid, iﬁ-is to be noted that the LRAF and the
Navy's miSSile'submarines are placed in an “élsowran" category
by being mentioned only in an "and also" clauée.' Moreover,
whlle the LRAF had beeh dropped from the "main means” of dtra—

teg;c st*mke from the geveral new passeges adueﬁ to bhe 3rd edi-

-85=
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”tidn,it:was étill‘mentioned in"this quote Ehat had been carried

-

‘over from the an edxt;on. Thls obvious 1ncon51stency suggests

sloppy editing and, perhaps, a cont;nu;ng ‘bureaucratic assault

on the sMF's monopoly on the USSR's tog‘prlority.mxss;on by one

ar_more of the dozenQQdd‘contfibutors_to Military,Strategy}'

6 (d)., ‘This quote states, with réference to the U.S.

'Polaris SSBNs (in what is qu;te likely to have been. 1ntended as
a surrOgatesfor the Sovxet_Navy s SSBNs), that_they “actually

‘are vulnerable”., Obviously such an argument could have been

used to good advantage by Marshal Krylov and-aﬁy'other ﬁaféhals

who'appbsed.giving'ihe Navy a.major'sharé in the initial deep

strike miss;on._ In liqht of the admitted great superlorlty

:‘;n ASW of the U.8. and other NATO navxes, ‘such an argument

could-scarcely have been ignored. ' It is hard to believe that

the‘SMF'pfogonents would'notjhave.taken:fuil_advantage of this

'situation.

6 (e)} Again, the fact'that there was added new to the

1968'edition a statement that the SMF (alone) donstituted “the

main combat means'of.the Armed Forces" affords a éignificant

piece of eﬁidence that the other concurrent assertions ih‘the 1968

Military Strategy about the Navy's missile submarines along with

the SMF having various strategic-mission assignments could not’

logically be interpreted as inaicaﬁing'thatlthe Navy had been

.assigned a major role in the initial deep strike mission.

-6~




e ”'[,,7;_ In the January 1968 article in Military Thought from

hwhich this sixth quote_was taken, Gorshkov substantially're-

DR i peated what he had said in his October 1967 Naval Digest article,
| | as already discussed in p&ragraph 4 above, but with the possibly
L a :'fﬁ :signifiéant-difference that in his article in the January 1968
o | 'issuéfdf the-restrictea—distributidn.jcurnél of the General
Staff hé'impliedsfhat-the course'selected.in'the‘miduiSGs of '
'bui;ding.a n#vy_capabie, among cther missions, of deliverihg‘
"nﬁclear strikes‘onscoasﬁal targets had been completed. He.

accomplished this by merely changing the assertion in the .

earlier article that "such a'navf is being built"” to "such a '’

'-.ﬁavy hag been built"” in-the one published three mpnths later.

_ 'Except in the unllkely event that- the lntervenlng three months
: ‘ | were ccns;dered to have made the dlfference, it seem.a likely
| that Gorshkov was implicitly advocating that it was tmmg, since
the.Navy had been basically'campleted, for it is to be“assigned 7
to go beyond the ccastal strike assignment to a major role in
deep strike. Gorshkov -] 1nc1us;on of the. clalm to "combat
| stability” in his description of the war-fighting capabilities
of his forces in the open oceans cén reascnébly be'interpreted
as a refutation of the vulnerablllty of SSBNS asserted in ‘the
IR 3rd edition of the 30kolovsk1y work {ag discussed in subpara-
graph 6 (d) above). This affords support fo: a hypothesis
tﬁat Gershkov was taking édvantage.of the closéd forum. pre-
- sumably afforded by the General Staff journal to-argue that
his S8SBNg had finally been developed to the point that they
U ﬁerited assignment of a more substantial role in strategic

strike.




Whatever ﬁhe_truth of the foreg¢inq'hyéatﬁeéis; it is

of primary'importance-for this study to note that;'in a publica-
tion intended only for the eyes of senior military officers

and iﬁ*Which,'consequently,:Gorshkav could speak frankly,,l

' he.laid_CI&im only to a coastal strike mission. o

8. Writing an Armed Forces Day Anniversary article in

the Literary Gazette in February 1968, the Ground Forces

Commanderfin-Chiéf,_General Pavlévskiy,findiréctly indicated

: that;thefwévy did not have a major.sharé in ﬁhe'initiél deep
'striké miésion.:'ﬁg did so by first mentioning the SMF‘didne 
as the force which was éxceptionaliy‘”formidableffénd which -
:wéuid play a uniquely impcrt&nt‘role:in_a future war.  Then he
_ implicitly indicated thaﬁ-the_Naéﬁ had no special ﬁole-to play,
as it“would have'of necessity been écqorded'if it shared in
.ﬁhe initial'deep st;ike mission..'rhis-latter:implication L3
gained from Pdvlbvskiy's;listihg_the.Navy along with tge'
Grouﬁd Forces, Aif‘FOrceé,-and PVO as the "other" services .
besides‘the SMF wiﬁhout the joint.efforps of which final
victcry.in-wﬁr could not be gained. | -

9. Macéhal Krylbv,:the SMEP COmmanderwinwchiéf,-writing again
in.February 1968 (aﬁ the same time as General PavloVék;f as
discuéséd-immediately above) conceded the same doctrinal point
‘as stressed by the Ground Forces Commander-in-Chief that the
joint efforts of all of the_ﬁilitary'forces would bg_required to

"achieve final victory". It is notable, however, that in conced-

g8~
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Aviation as "the basis of the Navy's striking power“

ing this_point.'Krylav_managed not only to mention that itVWas

the‘SMF that {(alone) had been assigned the role foﬁghe main
nuc;ear striking-fdrce" ahd-that were fthe perschification of
our Motherland's nuclear might" but he even‘atc*aimed establish-
ment of the SMF (1n 1960) as "the most significant expressidn

of the Z_bstwar, nuclear—era? reconstruction of our Armed Forcés“

Not only dld_all.this.gxclude any:major_strateglc strike-role for

'tha.Navy;‘it:specifically put'that Serviée-down into a second-

priority categcry of fochs that implicitly had only'to mop
up after the SMF “had blown the enemy to bits.
10. Wr;ting in February 1968, at the same time and for

the‘same-occasion as General Pavlovskly and Marshal KIYlOV'(just

- dlscussed Ln paragraphs 8 and 9 &bove), the chlef of the (uni-

fled) Rear Serv1ces of the Armed Forces, Marshal Bagramyan,

also credited the SMF as being'the "main'means“ for fighting

' a war successfully. In describlng the Nawvy, Bagramyan made it

clear that the latter had no major share in the strateqxc strlke

role by listing ballist;c missile submarines along with Naval
1/

1. In the-quote by Vice Admiral Surabekov in the June 1969

. Naval Digest, the admiral stated: "Western strategists consider -

‘that the main and first priority mission /For navies/ is destruc-

l/The fact that "ballistic®" missiles were specified sup-
ports the preparing analyst's earlier hypothesis that it was
generally expected that the Navy would socon have an anti-ship
ballistic missile for submarines. :

-00,.




tion of the important objectives of the enemy not only on the

coasts hut also in the depths of his territory” (&mphasis
supplied); As mentibned previously, use of the'ﬁnot only:..
_'but also” construction is a common dev;ce for advacatinq

; that the mission llsted after "but also® be a331gned ﬁn add1~
tion to the already assigned not only missmon. -Moreover.

'use of historical and foreign surrogates (“Western specmallsts

in this case) is the single most frequent device resorted to by -

'Soviet'military writers to advocate changes in officially-

ﬁreacribed_poiicY.‘"Here it_is-of'parﬁicular interest that '

. the admiral-author was referring implicitly to the "navy-

against-the-shoré? thesis that the nature of naval warfare

Thad changed;due tb the'advent of‘ﬁuclear-tipped miseiles and
‘nuclear;pcwer ﬁropulsicn plants for shi§$ so that the tradi-
tional prioriﬁy'of navies-against~navies had yielded pride

éf-?léce to navies-against-the-shore, With the ﬁppealihg

-aura (particulafly for Russians) of being le dernier mot in
.ﬁqdefn naval theory, ;his must have seemed to Surabekov, as

- well as_ﬁo GofshkOV'and his other senior officers, as lending
.itself With‘particulaf felicity to supporting Navy acguisition

of a share of the SMF's initial deep-strike mission.

'12. This quote from A History of Naval Art, edited by

the Party's political watchdog with the Pacific Fleet, Adm.ral

Zakharov, and which appeared in the fall of 1969, used th: "if-

required”-by-the-exigencies-of~war caveat with regard to the.

.Navy's-performance of any role in the deep strike mission that

”~ o~
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| was drcpped from the Brd edition of Military StrateqY: thereby

making it less xmplausible for the Western reader. to conclude'
that the Navy's SSBNs had been assigned a major sharae in that

mission. . Use of the same'caveat'(over a year.aftex.the ird

_ editien)‘in‘a standard textbook which stated on its flyleéf.it.

was intended for use by the (several) Soviet naval academies.

suggested that the Navy still did not have an assigned share in-
the main strategic strike‘missicn;

of ccurse. since .at least a'possibility exists-that the "if

_required" phrase was a superfluous elaboratlon of the obvious

meaning nothlng more than "in thn event of war".

the emphasms glven by the use of the work precisely" to the'

Navy«s5m1581on~orlentation to spec;fically cmmbat;ng the $8BNs
and CVAs of the NATO navies makes'the cOnclusion.virtualiy in=-

escapable that the Navy was not assxgned any major role in the

inltial deep strlke mission. - : -

13. In hl@ Pravda 1nterview for Navy Day 1970 Gorshkov
pot only failed to render_any of the usual honors to his SSBENs,

he termed the "pride of the Navy” his multipurvose submarines :

~ {that is, ones of “various designations", which took in both the

diesel and the nuclear-powersd missile boats,  including thoge

with anti-ship missiles). Had his SSBNs been assigned a

significant share in the initial deep strike, it is extremely

unlikely that he would have passed up the opportunity to

take credit for the Navy for poséession of such a highly

-0

This alone is not conclusive,

Nevertheless, o
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_prized-mission by specifying that the SSBNs were_tﬁe pride of

the'Navy. Moreover, in such.circumstances Gorshkov would have

been unlikely to have detracted from the central féct of having

gained such an a531gnment by includlng mention of "naval missile

and ASW avzatlon" in the same breath that he referred to the

mission of h;s missxle submarlnes. Rather he elther wculd have

omitted mention cf aircraft altoqether {which he has done qulte

frequently) or at least have reduced their comparatxve import-

anca by resort ‘to the "also—ran construction, v;z "ahd also

-~ naval missile and Asw aviatlon .

14. Thzs Vavy Day 1970 quotatlon from Admxral Grlshanov,

' : the top politlcal oﬁfmcer assigned by the Party to keep -an eye '

on the Navy, seemed to go out of ‘its way to avold any. mentlon

of SSBNs or ballistie missiles or land tarqets "Our Navy
includas nuclear-powered submarines...armed with missiles
launched from underwater and high-speed aircraft capable_of

carrying out their missions at any point in the World Ocean....

capable of a wide raﬁge'bf‘strategic”and operational-tactical

missions". rThis not ﬁnprecedented practice of avoiding any
mention of aaNavy'rolé in deep strategic strike (which was

noted to have been carried to‘ridiculOus lengths in'thg first
hélf of‘the '60s) is a likely indicator th&t thg sﬁbject was

of ﬁarticular sensitivity.ét the time.. Moreoveﬁ, by including
mention of naval aircraft along Withfsubmarineé, Grishanov effec-
tively removed, whetﬁér intentionally or not, any liklihood

that his remarks coﬁld be'cohét:ued as either a statement that
the Navy élready had a deep-strategié strike role or aé-advocacy

that the Navy be assigned such a role.

N2
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15. The final piece of'eVidencé controverting the view

that the Navy had been . a531gned a deep strlke role -around 1966
was provided by Marshal Grechko -3 Armed Forces Day annzversary

article in Pravda on 23 Februa:y_lB?l == just shortly before

_ the XXIVth Party COngress.' Whether or'not with that specific

intent, the Defense Minlster effectively cut the Navv down te

size by mak;ng_a mos : unusual reference to the Navy's wlesel—'

- powere&~missile suhacines. Since the Navy's conventionally-

pcﬁeﬁed ba1listic.and cruise submarines were whclly ﬁﬁsuitable
for carrying out deep strikes, Grechko's mention of ‘them along

with their nuclear-powered sister boats tended to create an

impression of & submarine force most_suitable for anti*éhip

missions and for theater strike missions ih Western Europe.
Had the Navy's SSBNs-beah assiqned.a-share_in the mission that

held the commanding heights of the Soviet military mission

_structure, it seems most unlikely that the Defense Minister

would not have pcrtrayed the Navy in a more flattering 11ght

than to say as he did that “nuclear-powered and dlesel—powered

‘submarines with missile armamentar surface-mlqsile combatants,
. and miSSLle-carrylng aviation today constitute the main strlke

 potent1al of cur Navy : o .

Next it is appropriate to present the evidence as to

whether or not the Navy retained throughout the 1966-1971 period

ithe role of destroylng naval forces at their bases {although

not the bases pe f se) which the Navy was found to have prior to
the XXITIrd Party;Congress in 1966. Slx pieces of evidence
were found in the Soviet media covering the 1966-13%71 period

that indicated the Navy had retained this role:
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A, Camha“ Course of the Navy, 2nd ed., May, 1967 mrhe
 basic mission OF our Navy in a future war will be to
fight the naval forces of an enemy at sea and at
bases."” :

B. Military Strategy: 3rd edition -(1968): *YIn a future
war, missions foxr the destruction of objectives on
the shore, for the defeat of /task? groups of the
naval forces of the enemy, his strike aircraft car-

- rier formations and missile submarines at /the1r7

~ bases and at sea, for the destruction of sea and
_oceanic communications will be carried out by strikes
of the /Strategic/ Missile Forces with missile avia-.
tion" (p. 246). ~This statement was changed from the
2nd edition (pp. 251-252) in that a general reorder-
“ing of mission priorltles took place which changed
strikes against “coastal regions" to ones against
the shore 1/ and moved the latter up into first
place and pushed down into’ second place the mmssion

',of deatxoying CVAs and SSBNs.

c.. Mll tary Strateqv, 3rd edition: j“At the sane tipe

- 7that the. Navy's priority missions are to-protect the
0SSR from nuclear strikes from CVAs and SSBNs/, the
Navy will retain such important missions as fighting
with the forces of the /enemx? navy at sea /beyond
CVA and SSBN strike ranges7 and at bases, and also
the interdiction of his oceanic and- sea shipping"
(p. 308}.

D. - Rear Admiral Rodionov, Udarnaya sila flota (The Strike
© o Porees of the Navy), Moscow: DOSAAF, 1970: "Modern '
submarines...possess the capability of launching .
‘missile strikes while submerged not only against im-
portant coastal . targets but also against objectives
deep in enemy territory and against combatant shlps
and merchant ships at sea, at. /their7 hases, and in
ports....Juding from the materials in the foreign
press, the naval command of the countries of the
 imperialist camp intend to use submarines, and first
of all nuclear-powered submarines, for the accomp-
lishment of the following basic missions: the launch-
ing of nuclear missile strlkee against important
- - objectives of the enemy's territory and against ships
at /the1r7 bases and the destruction of submarines,
‘surface combatant ships, and merchant ships at sea....
How do missile submarines operate against enemy ground
ijectlves and ships which are at /the;r7 bases?

E/As_méntioned earlier, and as will be discussed meore
fully subsequently, the Russian word for "shore" (berecga),
although it carries a dictionary definition of "coast”, is

- often employved to mean anywhere ashore, including deep inside

a country.

-




_According to Anglo~American views published in the
press, the indiv:idual use of missile submarines is -
deemed most expeaient....Important objectives are _
designated to each missile submarine before departure

~ for sea and strictly secret regions for. combat pa-
trolling are specified from which they will launch
_ their missiles."” S . :
Iﬁ this naval écadéﬂ?itexthéck, from which the;quote in
paragraph-Afabove was takén, we find a.mpst‘uneéuivocai aéser-‘
ﬁion that'thé "basic mission” of the Soviet Navy in a future
war will include fighting,"théinaval.forCes-6f an enemy at_séa
7andi§t'éihéig7 bases". Since a stgndard,textbook-far naval
- officers vould seem to be the last placesthat the Soviets would
'be 1ike1y to_plént misinformation in view of the fact that it
| éouid misleaﬂ the‘véry.éroup it wasﬁintended to ins;ruct, this
stétemen£~that~thefﬂavy‘s "hasic mission" included.fighting |
eﬁemy naﬁal forces at their bases would seem to meriﬁ ére&encg.
“:  5s¢de6nced from a gfeviéus example taken from-MiIitétx,.
) S;ratggx,:in So&iét statements such as in parégraﬁh B in which
gseveral ﬁiésions are_éaid to be pe:formed_by mere thanﬁdne
service, it cannot be aésumed'that'each service is assigned all
thé missiqné listed. Accérdingly,-on the basis.of this state-
ment alone, one canncot reasonably‘cohclude £ha£ striking U;S,'
¢VAs and missile submarines at their bases remained a rdle
assigned to Soviet SSBNs or one -in which S$BNs had a major
share; : | u | |
~ Paragraph C, of ccﬁrse,-constitutes‘an unequivocal élaim
that the Navy had indeed retained its role for striking SSBNs
;nd CVAs at Eheir bases. It.needronly be noted in addition
'~ that the wordiﬁgJof this passage hﬁd been altered from that

'in the 2nd edition (p. 312) which stated that "the basic mission.

~95-




6f oﬁr Navy in modern war will be combat with the euemy*s.naval

- forces at sea'and at-[fheir? bases“ 1f ohe had to draw a'cdn#

clusion just -on the basis of thls change in the 1968 edition of

Military Strategy, one would have to cunclude that the Navy's

role against S8BNs and CVAs at their bases, while still retained

by'the,Navy.bytlQGS, had suffered axmajor downgrading from hav-

ing been part of the Navy's "basic" mission in 1963 to having'

‘hacome'jﬁst an "important" mission by 1968, In the Soviet.

system such hair-splitting distinctions appear to be qute 1m~

portant for determining the number and modernlty of naval fcrces

- to be assigned trainlng and forward deployment to be in- readi-

ness to carry out the varlous migsions.

Although Rodlonov nawhere specifled that he was talking

about Sov1et SSBNs and made referenae to the "foreign press"'

'and the SSBN-employment pollcy of the "naval-command-of the

countries of the- imperialist camp", these were quite likely’

sufquates to discuss either existing Soviet policv in ‘this

regard or what_Rodimhov was aGVQcating for that policy. 'Thete

is no way of belng confident, howaver, that the admiral actually ‘

was clalmlng that the Navy 3 SSBNs at the. time retained a mis~

~ 8ion for striking CVAS and’ SSBNs_;n_port. What is noteworthy
" in this quote is the clear indication in the final sen‘tences

that striking our major combatant ships at their bases is treaved

as a separate mission category in Soviet't* niking. 7This fact
justifies the present study's separate consxderatlon of this

category rather than as part of the mission dgalnqt naval bases,

. =96-
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Tha evidence that milztates against a ccncluszon that the

Navy retained lts pre-1966 role for strlkang SSBNs and CVAs

' at their bases is limlted to the fallowing two statements'

1. Military Strategx '.edltlon (1968): *In a futuré'
© war, the iImportance of the Navy as a whole will be -

'determlned by the nature of the new missions ‘assigned
it for destruction of enemy. ObJECtheS on land as
- akt sea™ (p. 247}, ' ‘

The underllned portion replaced a phrase in the 2nd edi-

‘tion (p. 248) which speclfied that the . Navy S new m1531ons in~
'_~c1uded "especlally flghtlng the Navy ©of an aggressor at sea

: and at base"; ‘While thzs dropplng of a specmflc mission re-

quirement for strikes against the ma jor naval combatants at
their bases does not constltute adeguate evidence to conclude

that the mission asszgnment had been cancelled, such: formula--

' tiens are worked out in careful compromlse and nOrmally may be

~taken quite llterally. Howevar, in llght of the other three

statements already quoted in paragraphs A, B, and ¢ above. the

‘likellhood that the Navy retained an "important" missxon against

warships at their bases 8til] remained high. What had happened

‘essentially was that strateglc defense agaxnst CVA and SSBN

strlkes had been recognlzed as the Navy's top priority mission

with the result that flghtlng the enemy s naval forces at
_sea and at thelr bases had been moved down to a secon&ary but

still "important” place.

2. ‘Militar Strategy, 3rd edition: "The Strateglc Mig=-
sile Forces WLI% carry out a number of missions in the
theaters of mllltary action, in particular. ..destroy~
ing naval forces in the regions where they are based"
(p. 297). “"Nuclear submarines with 'Polarig" missiles
can be destroyed at /their/ bases by strikes of the
Strateglc Missile Forces and the Leng- range Air

"Force" (p. 3661-
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This suggests the‘possibility that the mission the Navyfretaine&’
'after 1968 for strikes against warships at their bdses may have

‘Deen limitea all along to striklng at CVAs in port.

'be'invesﬁigated, it is posited that the Navy did retain a role

for strikes against major combatants in port. namely CVAs,

_ slnce both of these statements had heen carr;ed over un=
changed from the 1963 (2nd} edltlon {pp. 3062 and 399 respec~
tlvely); they dld not smgnxfy any change in the Navy s role

in the mission against ships_at naval bases. What these two

quotes do suggest,-however,'is_that in 1968 the SMF appears to

‘have had primary-if not exclusive rights to the anti-ships~inport

————

role- in the ground and naval theaters (which would not include the

—y,

cOutlnental J.8.), This may well have left the Na ; —-the..

picture_with regards to strikes at the Polaris missi}e.submarineS'_

‘present at their bases then situated at Holy Loch, Rota, and [EiETr v

e e ) D

" .On balance, from thg limited evidence avallableg one

. cannot conclude with full certainty that the Navy had retained
a mission againét'any major naval combatants that ¢ould be

caught at their bases. However, as a working hypothesis for

éontinued_consideration'in the 1971-1979 period remaining to

but that primary ownership of the role for striking Polaris

submarines at their bases outside the continental U.S. had

ka2en vested in the SMF.
Next to be considered is whether, during the 1966-1971
periocd, the Soviet Mavy was assigned a ghare in the initial

strategic strike mission against coastal targets, including

~08-
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is'listed-belc@?in,chronological order:

A.

: naval'baﬁes;: All of the evidence relevant to this aspect of

‘the strategic strike role of Soviet SSBNs for that period

Gorshkov, Naval Digest, October 1967: "In the mig-
'50s the course Was chosen to create in a short

time a fully modern oceanic navy...capshle of de-
livering strikes at an enemy in the oceans and in

. his coastal territory as well as of defending the’
'USSR's own installations from oceanic directions.
‘And such a navy is being built: {pp 11-12); .

'.Goéshkdv,-uilitary Thought, Japnuary 1968: "In the

mid-'50s, the Central Committee..,and the Govern-~

ment made the decision to build an cceanic navy

capahle of carrying out strategic missions of an
offensive nature. This required warshipe.,.capable
of delivering strikes at an enemy at sea and in his

~coastal areas and of defending cur own installations
from oceanic directions. Such a navy has been built";

Military Strategy, 3rd ed.,-1968:'"1n a future war,
the significance of the Navy as a whole will be dew-

termined by the character of the new missions assigned
it for destruction of enemy objectives on the land

as at sea" (p., 242);

Militarg Strategx.-3rd'ed., 1968: "To theaﬁumber of

maln missions .of the Navy in a future war belongs the

interdiction of the oceanic and sea shipping of an
enemy, the disorganization of his communications....

Actions against the communications of an enemy should
be developed on a large scale from the very beginning

of a war. The carrying out of this mission can be
accomplished with strikes by the Strategic Missile
Forces, Leng-rance Aviation, and missile submarines
against naval bases and ports, rcanals and narrow
straits, and against shipbuilding and ship~repair -
yards" (p. 366); ' : : '

GOrshkov,'Pravia, 14 February 1968: “In'ordeh to

‘successfully carry out the missions assigned them,
' the main forces of the Navy must possess...the capa-..

bility for delivering strikes on land chjectives as
well as on targets at sea. These requirements are
met in the highest measure by nuclear-powered sub-

- marines of various designations and by Naval avia-

tion...";

Navy Déy 168 "Materials" for political discussions,
Communist of the Armed Forces No. 13, July 1968:
"/Nuclear-powered missile submarines of the Soviet

'Navy/ have been assigned to deliver strikes on an

enemy in the oceans and on his overseas territory
(p. 31): ‘ .




G..  Engineering Admiral Kotov, Labor, 28 July 1968: o .
‘ f...nucleax—puwered‘submarines...toqather-with - ‘
naval aviation have become the main forces of o - Cow
our.Navy.--They-are-capable of annihilating the T

"’I; .

/their/ bases and on objectives in his deep rear";
H. ‘Vice Admira;-surabekcv, Naval Digest, June 1969:
"Western stratqq:_tsts consider that the main and - T

It is considered that the main forces of a navy.
for carrying out this mission are nuclear-powered _
missile submarines armed with-ballistic,missiles,,.";. 
- I+ Rear Admiral Rodionoﬁ,'Strike-Fbrce of:thé"Nav y
- signed to press 1 April™T57y: “Moagrﬁfbuﬁmar;nes..f

-Infpéragrapha A and B above, we have the Navy Commander-~ - o o

- in-Chief twice stating (in the professional journals of,  first,
.the'Navy and then that of the Armed Forces' Geherél Staff)

.that one of‘the'specific goals-to-which'naval‘construcgion . , - //'

had been direéted:since-the mid-50's had been acquisition of
capabilitiesﬁfbr'strikes on "the gnemy...in his coastal ter-
ritories". The fact that Gorshkov substantially repeated his

October 1967 Naval Digest assertion to this effect again three

months later in a restricted-distribution journal, and one

of the highest military professionalism, supports the con-

- clusion that he was:speaking in earnest rather than in an af-

fort to enhance nuclear deterrence in Western perspectives.

- Moreover, he asserted in his Military-Thought article that

such a navy had been built, i.e., that the key prerequiSite
for actual assignment of the anti-coastal strike mission to

the Navy had been met,

-100~
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- and his January 1268 piece in Military Thought (paragraphs A

[targets by the spring of 1968 when the 3rd edltlon of Mllltarx
.Strategz appeared. '

in the early July 1968 "Materlals“ for Navy Day political dls- .

cussxons {para. F)’ take on clearer meanlng. In the prevzous i

Then in paragraph C. the 1968 edition of Milatary Strategv

' is found in a passage-added to that editlon to be speaking of

"new™ m;ssxons assxgned the Navy for destructlon of enemy ob-

jectives on the land as at sea®. Moreover, these "new MLSSLOnS"

'which are said to include an assignmerit agalnet Some unadentlfled

targets on land, are stated to be of such lmportance that they will
determine "the sagnificance of the Navy as a whole" in any future

war. Since the ev;dence already oonsidered regardlng the

_possibzlity that a share in the deep~str1ke missicn might have
.'been assigned the Navy balanced out strongly in the negatlve,
__the second most logleal possibxlzty to account for the “new-
'missionsﬂ a831gnment against targets "on-the—land“ descrzbed

. in paragraph ¢ would be a share in the initial strikes againg+

coastal targets. And just such an assignment was what Gorshkow

'_had been advocatlpg in his October '1967 article in Naval Dlgest

.and B, respectively) .~ Accordingly, these three Statements in

paragraphs A, B, and C taken together constltute a good basgig

for the working hypothesis that the Navy, in fact, was assmgned

‘a formal mlssxon to share in the 1n1t1al strlkes agalnst coastal:

In the light of thig analysxs, the statements by Admlral

Gorshkov in the 14 February 1968 issue of Pravda (para. E} and

con51deratlon of thelr meanlng in connection with a p0351ble

=101~
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_deepzstrike‘roie.for the'Navy's £9BNs, it was noted that one

B could not tell for sure whether a Navy role in strikes agalnst

land targets was being anhounced or ‘merely advocated Now,

';in-vmew of the_nature of the statements in paragraphs A, ﬁ,
and C above, it appears much more likely that the statements
_ in.paragraphs E and F were. announcing that the Navy finally had

' been formally assigned a strategic strike mission against land

targets, specifically agalnst coastal ones.
By speclfylng “coastal" targsts,-the two subsequent state~

menta in 1969 by Vlce Admlral Surabekov {para H) and ln 1870

'by Rear Admiral Rodionov (para. I) are cons;stent with, and
_give support to., this llkellhoodtthat_the-Navy*s SSBNs-finaliy

.bf-the spring of 1968 were assigned a limited'shaté_in the

-

initial-strategic strike mission, 1. i.e., aqainst coastal targets.lf..

As for the anclllary matter of whether or not the destruc~

. tlon of naval bases per se (rather than the warshlps present

in them) was included in the coastal strike mission that  appears

to have been assxgned_the Navy by the spring of 1968, paragraphs -

"D and G are relevant. In the former, Military Strategy repeats

| in 1968 what it had sa;d in the 1962 and 1963 editions about

,naval bases belng included in the target list for any antl—SLOC-

campaign. The statement by Englneering Admiral Kotov publlshed

“in a 1968 Navy Day artmcle {para. G} contains the only evidence

supporting a hypothesis that the main continental U.S. naval

bases had been included in the Navy's assignment of a doastal

l/B'Jcath of these statements specified "coastal" targets
after "not only", a good indication, as rated earlier, that

‘they were assigned missions ~~ while the deep strike mission

specified after the "but also" wording could be assumed safely
to be the ones whose assignment to the. Navy were being advocated
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" strike mission. And Kotov only said “bases” réther_than "naval

. ﬂaSes" _ So; he may well-have beenlusing the wOrd‘l505aly.ih

. refer»nce to "military” targets as opposed to counterforce

ones. Accordlngly, the Question ‘as to whether or net the Navy

in 1968 was-assmqned;the major contxnentalzu.si naval bases along

with other coastal targets must remain unanswered pending the

gonsideration_of:additional evidence from-the'197l~l976 period.

H@wever. more as a matter of logic than of evidence,.the work-

| ing hypotheszs is posited that the ma;or contlnental U s.,

naval bases were included as partkaf the coastal strlke m;s~
sion assigned the Navy's SSBNs in the sprlng of 1968,

On balance,-a5$ignment to the Navy of & ‘coastal strike

- mission by the spring of 1968 would appear to have béen a very.j

rational decision to make at_the time that the nearly-three'

"dozen Yankee class SsBNs-had been programmed and were start-

ing to sllde oFf the ways without a suitable prlor miss;on
assignment on . Whlch to plan. the training, deployment and 1ogzs~

tics_suppnxt for this major force in search of a mission: It

.'is unlikely that Gorshkav Wés satisfied, especially when he

'cantemplated the majozr role in the initial daep-strlke migsion

accorded the U S. ccunterpart of his burgeonlng SSBN force.

More will be give on this and_Gorshkov $ continuing campaign

for a role in the main strategic strike mission when this
accourit reaches the 1971-1976 period between the-XXIV;h and
XXVth Partf Corigresses.

Before beginning on that period, there remains only the

Eurcpean ground theater aspect of the Navy'S'i961-1966 roles

=103~
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in Strategic strike to consider ~- and thefmaterial en that

subject is both mereifully brief and reasonably conclusive.

In sum,'thé-available'eVidence is limited to ﬁhe;follqwing- : ;..MM

five quotes from the 1963.edition of Military Strategy and a
- 8ixth from the naval academy textbook The History gg NavaI  '

Art which appeared in the fall of 1969.. a1y five of these

'Militgry Strategy exgerpts remained unchanged from. the 2nd
ed;tion}' ' | |

A, Military Strategy, 3rd edition: "At the same time /3g

- CArrying out its initial deep-strike miSsiog7;*the étra-
tegic Missile Forces will carry out a numbefr of missions
"in the theaters of military action, in particular for.
 defeating the important groupings of ground forces and

. aviation, for destroying operational means of nuclear
attack, naval forces in the'reqionszwhere_they are based,
and supply bases, and for disrupting the command and
control systems of the enemy. - The carrying out of these
missions will create favorable conditions for the success-
. ful conduct of combat operations by the Ground Forces
and the other seérvices of the Armed Forces £6r achiev-
ing the aims of the war® (p. 297; p. 302 ©f the 2nd

~edition); . -

Military Strategy, 3rd edition:. "The actions of the Navy' ) .
{like the SMF's/ also must not be tied to the ground : B
theaters since, in modern conditions, it is assigried o e
basically to conduct warfare on. the oceanic expansas,
often far from the ground theaters of military action®
(p. 341; p. 370 of 2nd edition); : .

Military Sgrategy, 3rd edition: ... the Strategic Migsile
Forces, Long-range Air Force, and missile-armed submarines ﬁ
will deliver strikes on strategic objectives in the :
theaters of military action also /as for deep strikes/
destroying simultaneously groups of enemy forces, among .
them the reserves, the base areas.for'operatidhal—tactical
nuclear means, communications, the system of military
control, ete.” (p. 342; p. 372 of the 2nd edition).

Military Strategy, 3rd edition: "The main aim for military

actions for naval forces in oceanic and sea theaters is the _
dafeat of the enemy navy and interdiction of his oceanic ! R
and sea communications. Together with these, the fleets ‘/f 
can /1f circumstances require/ carry out missions for : ’d
delivering nuclear-missile strikes on shore objectives,

cooperate with the Ground Forces, conduct shipping at sea

and the defense of our own communications" (p. 363; p. 396

of 2nd edition); S : : '

A



c B, Militagz Strategy, 3rd edlt;on ‘"It is hot excludéd that

naval forces may be assigned for strikes at groupings of
enemy troops and his nuclear means in coastal sectors. _
This mission can be carried out successfully by missile~ -
armed submarines, aviation, and shore mxssxle batteries“

(p. 367; p. 400 of 2nd editlon), and

F.. The History of Naval Art: _“The submarineeawiatian Navy-
- of the Soviet Union has gone out ontoe the ocsanic expanses.
Groupings of its forces, armed with nuclear-migsile weapons,

-will be capable, if it is required, of destroying ground ob- .

- jectives in any terxritory of the enemy and his naval forces

" in any region of the World Ocean. The Navy also remains
the reliable assistant t¢ the Ground Forces that are

~carrying out combat missions in coastal sectors" (p. 562) .

The Navy's missile submarlnes are listed in the passage from

Military Strategy quoted in. paragraph c above with (but after) the

SMF and LRAF for delivering strzkes on strategic-objectives in the

theaters of mllztary action. ( THis would seem to imply that the

SGViet 58BNs had been assmgned a ro&e in gtrikes at the NATO ground

forces in European coastal areas. Moreover, by assert&ng, in the

sentence of the p¢ssage quoted 1n paragraph F from The. Histcry of

Naval Art, that the Navy’ "remains a reliable assistant of the"

Ground‘Fofcés" it seems*clear that the-implication would'fOIIOW'

logically that the Navy had been- assmgned a ground theater strike

role in support of the Axmy.

However, this does not seem to be the case. As may be seen

from the guotation in paragraph E, such anlassignment was étill

indicated to be of a contingency nature by the "it is not excluded"

——

= It will be noted that the passage in paragraph A is very
similar to that in C with the exception that thée SMF (above) is
credited with a mission for strikes in the TVDs. This guasi-incon-
sistency, which was carried over in part from the lst edition when

~ paragraph C did not include missile submarines and in full from the

2nd edition when missile submarines were added to the SMF and LRAF,

1% realized to be more seeming than real when it is understood that

the passage in Part A was limited to discussing the 5MF =~ so in that
context it was not absolutely essential to mention the share in the
theater strike rcle of the LRAF and the SSBNs..




phrase; The’same'situation‘is implied'in the passage Quoted'in_  '

. paragraph D which indicates that, whmle the NaVy 8 maln axm is
defeat of an enemy navy in oceanic and sea theaters, it couId - ' -
deliver strikes on shore targets in support of the Army should ' '
”the need for such mlSSlle-fire support by the SSBNs become. over- : S T
” riding. B e D "  e
| Alﬁhough it seems 1ike an anomaly that the Navy s SSBNS have IR
not had- a ground theater strike role all’ along, two of the prob-
ably most important underlyxng factors are: 1}- that the SMF

been craated speciflcally for the purpose of strmking at land
targets and, as evidenced bysthelwritings_of the COmmander~1n~': | ) -_ﬂ§w

Chief of the SMF,_Marshal Krylov, and the annual SMF Day articles

in ggmﬁuniSt‘of"thE‘Armed Forces, éﬁe,SMF's sqle:missian agsign-
meht was.beiﬁg defended against diminutich with‘great assiduousnéss;
A second lzxely reason is ‘that stated in the sentence in - paragraph
_B-above. If the Navy were officially assignad a- European theater
strike rqle ln_snpport of the Ground Forces, the Army narshals '
who dominate thé Defense Ministry could be couhtéd'oﬁ tb'rép§a£ - ; ;”
their World War II:perférmance in‘demandiﬁg so_much navél'suppérﬁ'_ |
that the Navy Qould be unable to properly carry out its supéosedly
main mission for fighting the enemy s navy. | . '
In summary then for the 1966~1971 peried from the XXIIIrd | . ';5:
Party cOngress to the XXIVth, it appears that the roles of the
Navy' s SSBNs in strateg;c strxke at the time the latter Congress

convened in the spring of 1971 were as follows: - o e
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Deep strategic strike ~- still no role assigned.

- v " » .
r / |
.
. \ -

1'.The SSBNs still have only a reserve, backup role to
the SMF in the event the latter proved unable to
~destroy all of its assigned targets:

Strikes vs. naval forces in port -- the evmdenc& is

“inconclusive but suggests that, while the Navy may
. have retained a strike role us, CVAs in port, the
- SMP acquired the primary responsibility for the -

in-port destruction of the U.S. Pelaris SSBN foree
{which had been built dnring the perlcd},

VJStrlkes ve, U. s. eoastal targets, 1neluding naval.

bases -- Finally by the spring of 1968, the Navy' s

'$SBNs had been assigned a formal mission to share:

in such strikes with the SMF and the LRAF in the
initial perioé of any general nuclear war; and

Strikes in European ground theaters-—no role assigned
the Navy, although SSBNS cculd be so tasked if . the

- requirement foxr SSBN ‘missile-fire support were deemed

toe override the importance of the Navy s regularly

‘assigned miss;ons.

~107-
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VIL. NAVY ADVOCACY OF A DEEP STRIKE ROLE FOR SSBNs PAILS 1971-1976

B

o At the XXIVth Party Congress in late March and earlyQAprils

- ©f 1971, Defense Minister Grechka, in his 2 April “responsx—

174

jhility report" to the Congrees—, never ‘made any specific ~'efex:--

ence to the SMF or. the Lndlvidual services Rather he pleced

unprecedented stress on the strategic detexrence role of the

.Armed Forces and probably mentioned the USSR's - capabillty
. for a retaliatory {deep) strike to "any poxnt on earth“ only

_to lend weight to the new. l;ne emphasizing deterrence that

he, in effect, was enunctatlng. He spoke flrst of the "mls- 

. sion of the Soviet Axrmed Forces as a righty factor for the

preeervatzon of peace“ 2/ After vividly portraylng the alleged

_ threat from the .U, 8. and other NATB countries, he added that

~ the Soviet Union together with' the other sociallst states are .

_—

‘on this point for emphaszs.

bat missions on land, in the air, and at sea". &/

Stenographic Record (30 March~9 Akril 1971)
- PolitIzdat, 1971,

capable of retallatlng in force with overwhelmlng power"

against any Aggressor .~ / Further on in his. speech, lie expanded

"In the armaments of the Soviet
Army /to be read "Armed Forcesi7 are weapons possessing great
destrubtive'force and_capable of reaching any point -on earth,

which enables the Armed Forces to carry out successfully com=-

l/XXIV s"ezd Kommunistmchesk01 partii Sovetskogo Soyuza,

Stenograflchesklx otcnet (30 marta 9 April 1971g.) Tom I (The
XXIVth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,
(Vol I}, Moscow:

2/ 1pia., p. 346. ¥ 1big., p. 347. . 4 1pia), p. 34,




against'the United States'(underlining supplied) ;

-Unsignéd'afticle, “The'Nuclearépowered Missile Submarines of

the Naval Forces of'the'Capitalist Countries", Naval Digest,

due to their high combat Stability, are at present a most
important component of the strategic offansive forces of the .

bloc. . Precigely because of this, first Priority attention
- has been given over the past decade to constructic. ‘of the

nﬂclear—powered,'missile,submarine fleet" (p. 189);
-"M&terials.for-Discussibn and Reports" on Navy Day-'71, .

Communist of the Armed_?orces Ne. 12, Junerlg?lz_ *.v.The

Marshal Grechko, On Guard

.. Communism: Implefenting
. Eongress; Signed to

Forces, which compr
Armed Forces, are assi - the ion of the eneny's means
for nuclear attack, the major grouping of hig troops and mili-
tary hases, the destruction of military-economic.ingtallations, .
the disorganization of state and military command, and the work
©of the rear and of the transport of an 29gressor....this branch
of the Soviet Armed Forces is now the main means for the deter-
Xence of an aggressor" (p. 41). The main force of our Navy--~

nuclear-powered submarines--are capable of destr0ying-from

Marshal Grechko, Naval Digest, July 1971: "The new weapons

and combat equipment have sharply increased the Scope for the
employment of the forces of the Navy and permit it to deliver
powerful strikes at military obiectives and on groups of forces
at any point on earth. The'Strategic'Missile Porces, together
with the nuclearwpowered, missile-armed"submarines, constitute
the main meansg for deterrence of an aggresgsor" (p. 5):-

Gorshkov, Pravda, 25 July 1971: "phe Navy,has,received nuclear-

misgile weapons capable of reaching any point on.earth. Nuclear-

Powered submarineg armed with such weapons, together with the
Strategic Missile Forces, are the main “eans for deterrence of
any aggressor--the reliable shield of ¢ e world sccialist system.
It is appropriate to draw attention to the 'oceanig strategy' of

from land to the iﬁbr1§7 Ocean. Militarise U.5. circles are giv-
ing Priority to the development of submarine missile gystems,

Ffonaidovineg eham Tamn LR X

-the‘U.S...which envisages transferring the main huclear Ccapability
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6. Fleet Admiral Kasatonov, Red Star, 25 July 1971: "Armed with

e © ballistic missile having an enormous range...they /85BNs7 can
L 2 ¥ e ’ . ' .. - pod, "
o deliver powerful strikes on an enemy's shore_m;l;ﬁary targets

| from any point of the World Ocean”;
"" aws Mmiral Burlachenko, Turkmenian Spark, 25 July 1971:  "We

8. Doctor of Naval Sciénce}'ProfeSSOr,.Rear Admiral Stalba, Naval
Digest, August 1971: “Together with the Strategic Missile
Forces, it [Tour cceanic Navy'/ became a most important means -

of the Supreéme High Command, capable of exerting a decisive -

influence on the course of an armed conflict in theaters of mili- §
- tary action of vast extent" {p. 95). /Hote: The foregoing was @
- cited by Stalbo {correctly) as a verbatim quote from Gorshkov'sg
February 1967 Naval Digest article, P 207. "....We meet for

the first time With the concept of 'the Oceanic strategy'. In _

- other words, an entirely new course for American 'grand ‘strateqy’ X
o - - comes to light. The military part of it turns out to be oriented |
, : .. Primarily toward one armed service-~the Navy. The essence of

@E) L "the ceeanie strategy' is comprised first of all of a shift. of- :
the center of gravity of the capabilities of the strategic nuclear §
forces of the country into the sphare of action of the Navy..." 3
{Pp. 95-96); L 3 :

9. Materials for $MF Day, Communist of the Armed Forces No. 20,
October 1971: "The Strategic Missile Forces have become now
the main striking force of our Army, the basic combat power of
the USSR, the reliable means for the deterrence of an aggressor
and his decisive defeat in the event of war. This service of
the Armed Forces has in its armament the most mode;n-missiles

on combat duty, capable of immediately delivering an annihila-
ting strike on any aggressor in any part of the planet....The -
high combat capabilities of the Strategic Missile Forces, however, @
does not lessen the significance of the Other services of the '
Armed Forces. Soviet military doctrine holds that, for final
victory in a modern war, it is necessary to employ the united ]
forces of all services and service branches of the Armed Forces." i
The SMF Day "Materials" go on to mention that the Ground Forces 7
.were being modernized and then disposed of the other services in
short shrift: “The combat capabilities of the PVO, Air Forces
and Navy have grown immeasurably” {pp. 27-28);
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‘Gdrshkdv,rpravda,‘SO July 1972: "Nuclear-powered submarines -

armed with ballistic missiles, together with the Strategic
Migsile Porces, are the main means for the deterrence of any
aggressor...the presence of Soviet warships in the World

Ocean serves as an impressive deterrence factor against any

attempts at surprise aggression against our state and against

 the countries of the Socialist Commonwealth"; .

_Gorshkov interview, Narodna Armiva (in Bulgarian), 29 July 1972;:
"*To be able to succeszuIiy'caxry out the missions assigned

then, a modern Navy must have great striking power, high combat
stability, and the capability of delivering strikes against :
land and sea objectives that comprise the enemy's basic military
strength., At pregent, nuclear-powered missiie submarines and

- misgiles of various types and the missile~carrying Naval Air.
‘Force exhibit maximum response to these requirementsg"; -

Eleét'Admiral Kasatonov, Red,Star;'30‘July 1972: *“The combat

Arrarem—

capabilities of present—day'navies'have.risen markedly. They

‘ake capable of operatianagd.of deliverin strikes at the enemy's
- objectives and groupings /l.e., of forceg;
‘of the globe, This means that the actions of naval forces could

at virtually any point

exert enormous influence on the entire course of a wat...";

- Engineer Admiral Kotov, Rural Life, 30 July 1972: "Cuar nuclear-

powered submarines are the main strike force of the Savy. ., they

| . are capable of...inflicting_gtr;kes on impoartant sho-e objectives?;_

14,

15,

- become the main strike force of our Armed Forces, the basic.

16.

Rear Admiral Shablikov, Light of the East, 30-July_1922:- "Sub- .
marines armed with ballistic misslles are capable:of destroVing

'strikes‘from beneath the wateriagainst strategic enemy targets _ i
~at great distances"; S . T

"Materials" for SMF Day speeches,'Communist of the Armed Forces = /
No. 19, October 1972: “...the Strategic Missile Foreeg.. have

means for the deterrence of an aggressor and his decisive defeat -
in case of war" (p. 37\....In recent years, the firepower, strik-
ing force, and mobility of the Ground Forces increased signifi-

S éantiy.....The combat capabilities of the PVO Forces of the o

Country, the Air Forces, and of the Navy grew immeasurably" (p. 38); \
General of the Army Kulikdv,'?artz Life No, 24, December 1972: \

"The main striking power of the Soviet Armed Forces is comprised -

of the Strategic Missile Forces which are armed with modern .
weapons unprecedented in history--powerful strategic inter-
continental and intermediate-range missiles and modern means of

automated contral. These forces, which are. in & -state of con- e

stant readiness and in which is concentrated colossal striking

power, are camable of delivering an annihilating strike at any
aggressor. These forces will play the main and decigive role

in a nuclear war....The role and power of the qualitatively new, - :
Ocean—going Navy have increased immeasurably. . Nuclear-powered poe
submarines armed with a variety of powerful missile weapons are :

now the basis of the striking power of the Navv";

-11l-



- Gorshkov, Naval Digest, December 1972: “Realistieally appraising

the threat to the security of our country, the Central Committee

~ of the CPSU saw that the way out of the situation which had been .
- created lay in opposing the forces of aggression in the Worid
Ocean with the Strategic Counterforces of bDefense whose basis

is comprised of the Strategic Missile Porces and the oceanic
Navy...In our modern Navy the Armed Forces have acquired a power~
ful instrument. of defense in the oceanic areas, a formidable
- force for the deterrence of aggression which is constantly ready
~to deliver devastating retaliatory strikes and thwart the plans

of the imperialists. And that is their /the naval forces/ main
mission--defense of the country from assault by an aggressor -
from oceanic directions-~which the Navy is carrying out success—-
fully together with other services of the Soviet Armed Forces”

L Appe 20-21) 5

Grechko, Red Star, 17 December 1972: "The Strategic Missile
Forces constitute the basis of thé Armed Forces' combat might.
They are equipped with intercontinental and intermediate-~range -
missiles and the latest automated means of control. Their _
aim in a war...is to deliver an accurate and annihilating strike
against the aggressor, against the enemy's means of nuclear
-attack, againsf troop and naval groupings in theaters of mili-

' tary action on land and sea, ana to disorganize the activities

=1
Ty
s

%,

of the rear, and of transportation and organs of state and mili- - - -
- tary control. Under modern conditions, the Strategic Missile Cod

Forces are the most important means for curbing. the aggressive e

~aspirations of the imperialist forces and a reliable guarantee L
against all contingencies....The Navy has evolved into a formid- t
able force. The main strike force of our Navy consists of nuclear-
powered submarines armed with long-range missiles and homing
- torpedoes...Soviet naval parsonnel have repeatedly demonsirated

on long cruises their readiness to carry out the most conplex -

. missions™; , ' " S ) i

Gorshkov, Naval Digest, February 1973:
(a) "...nuclear weapons...enabled the submarine forces of
'~ the Navy to become part of the strategic nuclear forces
of the country. -The ballistic missiles of submarines
insure the capability for destroying from different direc-
tions the strategic targets of an enemy located in the
. depths of his territory" {(p. 19).

(b) "Thus, in regard to its equipping with strategic nuclear
~ weapons, the Navy objectively acguires the capability not

only of sharing in the destruction of the military-econonic
potential of an aggressor but also becomes one of the most
- important factors for deterrence of a nuclear attack. 1In
this connection, missile submarines, due to their greater '
survivability in comparison to land-based missiles, are an
-even more effective means of deterrence” (p. 21);

~{e) "The basic mission assignments of the great powers' navies .
' in a world nuclear war under modern conditions are sharing

in the strikes by the strategic nuclear forces of a country, .
camage-limiting of the nuclear strikes of the enemy navy
from cceanic directiodns, ‘and participating in the operations AN
conducted by ground forces in continental theaters of mili- ‘
tary action" (p. 21);
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21.

- imperialists....At present, nuclear-powered submarines and missile

24.

| 25.

fd)- 'Soviet naval p&rsonnal conszder their top prlorlty respon—

: Strategic Missile Forces....The Navy is a formidable force. Its

- for various purposes and modern missile-carrying “naval a;rcraft.
- This enables the Navy to carry out a vast range of missions®

22,

One thermonuclear warhead is sufficient to obliterate an entire -
_eity. -This means that not anly individual targets and objectives
. on enemy territory c¢an be destroyed but also entire military- .
.economic regions....The high dependability of- reachlng the target
. is also an important characteristic of strategic missiles....The

‘can strike important enemy objectives. located deep in his terrm«
. tory as well as groupings of enemy forces";. ,

23y
o ‘marines armed w: Istic m1551les, together with the Stra-

- of an aggressor....Nuclear-powered submarines, armed with under-

- 8ibility to. be maintenance of a high readiness by all of
the forces of the Navy for carrying out the mission for
the defense of the state from oceanic directions...tc be

& reliable shield against enemy. strikes from the sea" (p. 25);
'Grectiko, Pravda, 23 February 1973: "The Strategic Missile Forces . |

have taken the leading place in the structure of our Armed Forces.

The country's Ground Forces and Air Defense Forces, the Air Forces |
- and the Navy have acquired new. ¢apabil1t1es"

General of the Army Kulikov, Communist No. 3, February 1873 df

*The combat might of the Sovier Armed Forces is based on the

main striking arm, nuclear-powered missile submarines armed with
ballistic missiles, combines great destructive power, mobility,
and virtual invulnerability. The Navy also has /surfacg7 ships

Scientific-Technological Progress and the Revoluticn in Mllitary
Affalrs, Colonel General Lomov (E4.), Published in Spring 1973: -
. ..the Strategic Missile Forces are the basis of the military

might of our Armed Porces.../its/ missile strikes will be directed |

mainly at objectives and targets which are deep in the enemy rear
éﬁhd to the entire depth of the theaters of military actlon...._

enormous’ combat strength and constant readiness...make them the
main means for thwarting the aggressive inclinations of the

carrying aircraft are the main strike forces of our Navy. These:
means, and above all the nuclear-powered, missile-armed submarines,

Gorshkov,.soviet-ﬂarrlor No. 13, July 1873: “Nuclear-powered‘sub-

tegic Missile Forces, are the main means for the deterrence of

‘an aggressor and a reliable shield for the world socialist system":|

Admiral Amel'ko, Military Knowledge, July 1973: “Nuclear—powered//
submarines armed with ballistic missiles, together with the
Strategic Missile Forces, are the main means for the deterrence

water-launched ballistic missiles and homing torpedoes, and Naval .
Aviation are the main strike force of the Navy;

Admiral Amel'ko, Water Transport, 28 July 1973: “Together with
nuclear-powered submarines equipped with ballistic missiles,
Naval Aviation constitutes the main strike forces of our Navy.

-113-
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“Admiral Oleynik, Rural Life, 29 July 1973: " “Submarine-
borne ballistic missilas now can hit important targets

from long range. Missiles...have_become an important
means of combatting surface ships.;..Nuclearﬁpowered sub~
marineS‘armedjwith ballistic missiles, together with the _
- Strategic Missile Forces, are the main means for detérrence

ef an aggressar_and.a'reliab1e35hield for the world social- -

- ist system*; . ‘ ' R _
Vice Admiral Novikov, Socialist,zndustrx,‘ZQ July 1973: e
"The new material andg technical base has sharply  improved ' 4

the Navy's capabilities for waging an'armedlpgnflzct at -

Hafshal.bf_(uavall Aviation Borzov, pvo Herald, Ju1y51973£'.
"Nuclear~powared submarines armed with long~range under-

General Tolubko speech, Tass in English, 16 Novembher 1973: S
"General of the Army viadimlr Tolubko noted that Soviet. e
Strategic rockets have 2 practically unlimited ranga of ‘ -
.Operation. The Ground Forces,‘the-Air_Force, Navy and anti- o
aircraft defense forces are armed with powerful rockets,... _ Pl

mOst substantial expression ©f the cardinal reorganization
of the Soviet Armed Forces, Tolubko stressed.j-'They now - .
form the backbone of the Soviet Army's /T.e., Armed Forces'/
combat might..',"; o ‘

General Grigoryev, - Radio Moscow, in English, 18 November 1973: ifjm

"...the Strategic Misgile Forces...have become the main strike
force and the chief means for the deterrence of an aggressor

~114- _ |
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Marshal Grechko, éommunist Nb.-3, Fabruary 1974: “the
- Sarviees of the Armed orces and the branches of the

¢orrelation between them /Sf missions assigned/ has been

altered. The decisive Service of the Armed Forces is

- the Strategic Missile Forces, The-combat'capabilities

“of the Ground Forces, the country's Air Defense Forces,
the Air Forces, and the Navy have increased considerably";

Gorshkov, Soviet Patriot, 20 February 1974: nohe Strategic:
Missile Forces are being modernized. They are equipped
with weapons of snormous destructive force, high accuracy,
and now constitute the bagis of the military might of the
‘USSR, our Navy.,.is CArrying out its mission for defense
of state interests and the maritime boundaries of our
Homeland..."; o

- Marshal Vasilevskiy, Speech for Armed Forces Day, Tass,

. 22 February 1974. he Marshal stressed the role oFf the
Strategic Missile Forces as the main neans for deterrence
of an aggressor. 'They have been developed in. recent

_Years', he said, - The marshal noted the improveman: of
the Groung Forces, the Air Defense Forces, the Air PForces,
. and the Navy. 'The Navy's main strike force--the nuclear
- Powered submarine armed with ballistic missiles--has .
tremendous destructive Rower and great mobility', saig
the marshal"; '

Geneéral of the Army Pavlovskiy, Armed Forces bay speech,
Radio Moscow,. 23 February 1974; *qha Soviet.Army.and-
Navy have modern weapons and first-clagsg military equip-
- ment. Their military might is based on the Strategic

-~ Missile Forces.... oOur Navy has changed completely and

- »
. .-

' Captain_?i:st Raﬁk'V1asdv, Naval Digest, March 1874: "Nuclear-

missile armament give them /"nuclear-powered (ballistic)
missile submarines/ the capability for delivering powerful

Grechko, The Armed Forces of the Soviet State, 1lst edition,

signed 1o Press 9 April 1574: "The basis of the combat

‘constantly on watch and ever ready for a retaliatory strike
on an aggressor (p, 95}.... - At the present time, nuclear-
Powered submarines are the main means capable of carrying
out the bagic missions of the Navy. They can deliver strikes
rom great -distances on land targets located on the sea coast

and in the rear of an enemy as well as on gea targets" (p. 9g). .

Hote: A revised and expanded second edition of this
'buoE.waq signed to press on 26 March 1975, The passages
above apreared, respectively, on PP. 102 ang 103, They re-

mainad tMohancad ad ekl owh . -
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: G¢rshkov;‘Navy-Day'speech. Tass in English, 28 July 1974;
"Judging froft the developmert trends of navies and their
armaments, action against ground targets is becoming a
navy's foremost obiective today. Of course, the task of
combatting the enemy's fleet still remains....If neegd be,
Soviet naval seamen will Successfully manage to Solve
both these tasks"; S S _

'Ggrshkbv, Pravda} 285Juiy 1974: v Navy has alwags-hadtwo'

main missions: to counter the enemy's navy and / o take/
actions against the shore. The first of .hage missions has
had‘priority_for-many Centuries., . But since the Second’
World War the situation has begun to. change, Judging from
the development trends of navies ang their weapons, aetion.
aguinst'ground targets is becoming a navy's foremost chjec-
tive today. - Therefore, efenge 0% the country a ainst
assault from the sea 353 1Mportant signifi- .
cance for our armed orces. T‘Ls.xs.;.the.resu~t of the
develdpment of submarines which, in a number of navies,

now are the main delivery'systems for gtrategic nuclear

. missiles. oOf course, the mission of combatting: the enemy's'

navy still remains....If need be; Soviet naval Seamen will -

B Successfully manage to carry.aut~both=9f these missions"; .

 Admiral Amel'ko, Rural Life, 28 July 1974: "Nuclear-
- powered submarines of various {miscion/ designations

constitute the basis of the military might of cur Navy.

Armed with leng-range ballistic missiles with nuclear

charges /an§7 long~range homing torpedoes...they Provide -
.8 capability to operate at any point of the World Ocean
to destroy not only ships of any class but also strategic

Vice Admiral Novikov, Water Transport, 27 July 1974; "Nu-
¢lear-powered submarines whioh have miszsiles with underwater
launch and homing torpedoes have become the most universal
and powerful ships of the Navy. They serve as an important
means for carrying out strategic missions";

Engineer Admiral Kotov, Socialist Industry, 28 July 1974:

"The nuclear-powered submarines are the pride of the people...’

they.have,become'capable of remaining underwater for very .
pProlonged periods of time and covering enormous distances.
Together with the nuclear-powered submarines,.Naval Aviation
is the main strike force of our Navy"; :

Admiral Bondarenko, Soviet Patriot, 28 July 1974 "Nuclear-
powered submarines now constitute the bagis of the strike
forces of the Navy. 1In.the submarines’ arsenal are under- -
water-launchable ballistic missiles and aoming torpedoes.

. The high.cruising speed and the stealth-of_movément

. permits the nuclear-vowered submarines, in a concise period

of time, to take Up an advantageous position and inflict an
dccurate strike on targets”; : - ,
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43. Vice Admiral Rudnev, Pravda of the Ukraine, 28 July 19741

44,

45..

"Nuclear-powered submarines...are armed with long-range
ballistic missiles and homing torpedoes. In.the event of-
necessity, a nuclear-powered submarine could cover a great
distance and take up an advantageous position for inflict-

ing a strike on an aggressor”;.

,SME'Day "Materials" for speeches, Communist of the Armed

Forces No. 21, November 1974: “The Strategic Missile Forces,
possessing missiles of various yields and /mission/ designa- -

- tions...constitute the basis of the combat might of our

Armed Forces. Even in peacetime, they are in ccnstaht'readi¥
ness, which makes them the reliable shield of the security

‘of ocur Homeland...the basic means for the deterrence of an

aggressor and the preserxrvation of peace. The enormous combat
capabilities of the Strategic Missile Forces, assigned to

carrying out strategic missions, and their role in modern wayx

do not mean that the other services of tha Armed Forces have

‘loat their significance,  Soviet military doctrine assumes :
" that the aimes of a war can be gained only by the united forces
.of all of the services and service branches of the Armed Forces"

{p. 32);: E ST
Gorshkov, Naval Digest, December 1974:

(a)  "Considering the scale of conflict in its strategic aspect,
: it is necessary to take note of the constantly growing..
capabilities of the navies of the great powers to achieve
.ever more decisive aims. In particular, this applies to
the actions of the strategic offensive forces /of navies/
for the destruction of major groupings /of forces/ of an
enemy and, first of all, for knocking out his. military-
“economic capability, which can exert an immediate effect

.on the course and even the outcome of a nuclear war" (p. 24);

(b) "...the increase in the capabilities of strategic-missile
- submarines in carrying out missions for the destruction
of ground cbjectives permits widening the front and in-
creasing the depth of their pressure on an enemy....Phus,
the sharp widening of the spatial scope of operations
against ground chjectives is not only a general principle
but even the general prospect for the development of the
- naval art of the nuclear powers. From this, the corres-
ponding growth also of the spatial scope of eperations
in a conflict with the sea-based systems of strategic
nuclear weapons of an enemy is completely obvious. .
As a result, the combat activity of navies can embrace
practically the entire expanse of the World Ocean '
and take on a ¢global character" (p. 25);

(¢} "In the future, clearly, the strike will become the main

-~ method of empleying naval férces.. In this connection, it
will be the sole method in the strategic category since
only the delivery of strikes from vast distances and
different directions will make it possible to achiave
such a sgtrategic aim as knocking out the military-
‘economic capability of an enemy" (p. 23);

e
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46. -
- Naval Digest, January 1975: - "At the end of the '50s

e

47,

missiles" (p. 37):

- S e e . a2 i
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Doctor of Naval Science, Captain First Rank V'yunenko,

Iin the U.S5.A. began the construction of nuclear- : -

powered missile submarines which were considered a S 55”
. most important component of the strategic nuclear : y /

forces designated for the destruction of ground objec- Y
tives in the territory of an enemy.... Large-scale ' ‘
work is being forced by all possible means for the

creation of a new nuclear strategic submarine system ¥
'Trident' and also for submarines armed with criise o fx\\

S. A;_Tyﬁshkeﬁich,-?hilosog%y and Military Theory, _ B
signed to press 21 April 1975: "The Strategic ‘ s
Missile Porces become the main service of the U T

Armed Forces under conditions of the employment of

nuclear weapons. The role is changing too of the

-other services of the Armed Forces: the Ground’
- Forces, Aviation, the Navy /and/ the PVO. For
. example, the Navy cannot just conduct war a* sea

. with like forces as it used to A5 It has the cap- -

’ Gorshkow, Problems of Philosophy, May 1975: "Only .

" upon the appearance of the Strategic Missile Forces,

panding its efforts not only over the /World/ Ocean but

Anfluence not just on the course and outcome of major

‘with other branches of the Armed Forces, firmly stopping
‘where they may originate. This is of paramount importance

concentrated the lion's share of strategic weapons, which

ability, by means of nuclear-missjle weapons, for - o ”i,f*“
taking part in the direct accomplishment of strategic . “*W

results. Now enormous military might is concentrated N
in the Navy. Its individual weight among the other - S

services of the Armed Forces has been increased".

- " g

experimental testing made It possible to conclude that - |- B
strategic missiles would have the decisive role in . -

modern warfare and that the primary targets in a nuclear. ; _
war would not be just the enemy's armed forces but also e

‘his economy, power system, military industry, and - T .

administrative centers.... Following this tradition ' B
[of cooperation with other branches of the Armed Forces/ g

the Wavy immediately began working on cooperation with
these new forces and was successful in this effort....
The Navy has become capable of operating worldwide, ex-

also to land areas on distant continents.... Nuclear
energy and nuclear weapons combined with various types

of missiles and radio-electronics equipment have given _
the Navy new characteristics and advanced it'to the ranks
of the strategic forces capable of exerting a decisive -

operations in large theaters of military action but also
on the course of a war as a whole....  As an important
part of the Armed Forces, the modern, ocean-going Navy
gives them universality, increases their mobility and
striking force, and makes them capable of cooperating

aggression and repelling assaults on our country no matter

if we consider the fact that thée imperialist powers have e ;?5

are directed against the Soviet Union, in. the sphere of
naval action"; B ' :
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S .~ 49. Gorshkov, Soviet Military Review (in English), June  _
SN _ 1975: "A Navy has always nad two cardinal tasks:
' ‘ : ‘fighting the naval forces of the enemy and operations
against the enemy shores. For a long period of time
the first mission had priority over all other missions. _
But ‘from the Second World War onwards the situation be- )
gan to change. Judging by the trends in the develop=~ . T
ment of the navies and their weapons in the major
. countries, we see that the main task of a navy today . -
is to deliver .attacks on grounc targets. Therefore, o
the defense of the country from attacks from the sea
- - has acquired increased importance for the soviet Armed
- Forces. This i8 ... the result of submarine devalop-
ment. In several navies submarines arxe the main
carriers of strategic nuclear weapons. However, the
mission of fighting the enemy navy still remains.... N
Its' /The Navy's/ main striking force consists of S |
nuclear-powered submarines and missile-carrying air- .
crafe"; : ' _ o _ .

b,

‘50, . Gorshkov, Communist of the Armed Forces No. 14, July
197S5: "It /the Navy/ is capable of exerting a de«
cisive influence on the course of major operations
which take place .in theaters of military a¢tions of

' . vast extent and depth. ~The modern /Soviet/ Navy,

& ' .~ possessing all different kinds of missiles, can carry

8) o . out combat misgions not omly in the /orld/ Ocean
but also even can exert an influence on the land-
territories of distant continents. This is one of
the important factbrs for the deterrence of the
aggressions of the imperialists.... "At the present
time, nuclear-powered submarines armed with various
missiles and homing torpedoes...are the main means
of carrying out the basic missions of the Navy”
{(p. 13); . ‘ _ -

51.. Fleet Admiral Sergeyev, Naval Digest, July 1975: “In

having such. a navy, the Soviet Armed Forces have gained

- a new quality: universality, the capability to repel
adgression from any, ingcluding from oceanic, directions.
Equipped with modern combat means, the Navy, for the
first time in the history of its development; has gotten
the technical capability to destroy, undetectedly from
underwater, military and economic centers located in the
depths of the ccntinents, influencing in a most decisive
way the military-economic capabilities of an aggressor

~nation" (p. 7): ‘ : ,
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- determine the defensive might o

Vice Admiral Shablikov, Soviet Lithuania, 27 July 1975:

- "The Soviet Navy, together with the other services of

the Armed Forces, has become an important means for the
deterrence of an aggressor, a reliable shield covering
the system of socialism"; . :

SMF Day "Materials" for speecheés. Communist of the krmed

Forces No. 20, October 1975: "The Strategic Missile Forces,
WHich have missiles of virtuall¥ unlimited range, basically

our state. In peagetime, _
they are in constant combat readiness and serve as the reliable
shield of the land of the Soviets...The enormous combat cap~
abilities of the Strategic Missile Porces and their role

in modern war does not mean that the other services o6f the

Armed Foxces have lost their significance. In modern war,

-._victory'over‘an aggressor can be won only by the joint
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forces of all the services of the Armed Forces and all
branches of the gervices....In the Navy this /basis of its
might/ are modern missile delivery systems, nuclear-powered

- submarines armed with underwater~launchable ballistic
missiles and the Coastal Missile Forces"™ {p. 32); °

Gorshkov, Seapower of the State,_Signed to press 27 November
1975: T ' S '

(a) . ."Can submarines, despite the coenstant modernization
- of ASW means, achieve strategic aims in a war at sea?
A great deal of research has affirmed the high effec~
‘tiveness of submarines when properly employed and
- provided with combat support" (p. 309); .

(b) ' "Thus, in nuclear-powered submarines are concentrated

. all of the basic indices which characterize the power
of a navy: great striking power, high mobility and

- stealth, the capability for conducting combat actions
.on. a global scale for destruction of important ground
objectives-iané?_the submarines and surface ships of
.an enemy. Consequently, in contemporary conditions,
nuclear-powered submarines are strategic means of our.

- Armed Forces" {(p. 312}; . = :

(c) "Migsile submarines are weapon platforms for powerful,
long-range strategic missiles, which are designated
for the destruction of important ground objectives of
the enemy. They are the basic compornent of the combat
mignt of the leading navies of the world, among them,
of .the Soviet Navy" (pp. 312-313):

(d) "Soviet nuclear-powered submarines are not -only the
platforms for tactical weapons but also constitute
an inseparable part of the strategic nuclear shield
of the Homeland" (p. 317}; o
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"Now the Navy ig capable of carrying out strategic
missions not only for the dastruction-of=important :

_ objectives'on;enemy territory but also for the
destruction of nu¢learémissile‘submarines at sea"
(pe 336); | C : : :

"Equipping navies.with‘nuclearfmissile weapons hag
strengthened at the present time the appearance of
- & trend to an increase in the significance of the -
. activities of a navy against the shore (p. 354); -
"However, the course and outcome ef a major war will
- be determined by events of global scale and by deci~

. 8ive aims for the accomplishment of which each of

~ the sides will contend. Precisely &0 this will be
- directed the employment of the striking forces of -
the Navy. In other words, in all spheres of conflict

- . of naval forces in-modexn-conditions; a growing ‘in-

fluence will be exerted to employ the forms and -
methods- for the use of forces directly related to
‘actions .against the shore (p. 354) ;5 '

e weas

"And if before the basic part of the forces of a navy

"...the launching positions for them /...submarinesy
-are virtually the whole World Ocean. “The Navy con=
<centrates in itself numerous mobile strategic~-weapon
platforms, each of which €an carry a very large number
of missiles and ig capable of shifting its launching
position to. areas many. times larger than can be used
by land~based missiles. Sea-based strategic weapon
platforms alsoc Possess the capability of maneuvering
-in the depths, covered by-a thickness of water and
using it not only for protection but also for masking,
which to a high degree increases the survivability of
sea systemsz of strategic weapons. Thus, the objecw
tive conditions of armed conflict for a nuclear war

advance the nuclear-missile navy to the role of nuclear-

misgile striking forcesg" (p. 454);

-‘-12_1_
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55.

57.

58,

For

.Calnﬁél_Genéral Alekseyev, Red Star, 28 J&nuary'iBTG:

"The. Strategic Missile Forces are the main. component
of the Armed Forces. They are equipped.with missiles
capable of carrying warheads of colossal yield, of
covering any distance, and delivering accurate and
inescapable strikes. against an aggressor....Nuclear
submarines eqguipped with various missiles and homing
torpedoes are now the main means for carrying out.

the Navy's basig missions";
56.

Professor, Captain Pirst Rank Potapov; Military~
Historical Journal, February 1976: "Thus, the
"Polaris' submarine-missile system became /1, a most

important component part of the strategic nuclear
. force of American imperialism and, together with that,
/27 the basic strike force of the Navy in nuclear war.

Accepting the nuclear-migssile submarine system as one

- of the main components of the strategic offensive

forces, the ruling circles of the U.S. gave special
attention to the accelerated construction of their

,@issila submarines" (pp. 81-82);

Captain First Rank Yuryevich, Naval Digest, February
1976: " "...the superiority of the submarine nuclear-
missile system consists-of the stealth of missile sub-
marines when patrolling the World Ocean, which .raises

their reliability over that of land-based and air

missile systems....According to the opinion of officials
of foreign states and military specialigts, in the
future, too, the basic nuclear-missile forces must be

ool

- Situated in the fWorld/ Ocean" ip,. 86);

Gorshkov, Red Star, 11 February 1976: "In the Navy's

eomposition are modern nuclear-powered submarines with
.various missiles,..“; ‘ . - :

Note: The XXVth Party Congress convened on 24 Feb. 1976.

3c1arity of ahaleis} the pros and ~ons of whether, during'

the'five years between the XXIVth and XXVth Party-céngresses, the

Navy's SSBNs were assigned a share in the'main_"deep“ strike

;againsﬁ either or both countervalue.and-countérforce targets in

the continental U.8., during any initial nuclear exchange may be

divided most meaningfully into the follqwing'categories -= which

then include all of the'foregoing quotes at least once:
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{3)

:Con:

(1)

2

(3)

{4y

- (5)

(6)

 Havy dreditgd-&y Azmy leaders with‘thgfcapability_for

"deep" strikes: + 22 and 36;

- Navy,leadérsfalaim the eapabiiity for "deep" strikes:
19,39, 48 and 51; - . ‘ * SR

One'claim'by the leading naval strategic theorist

~that the Navy and SMF were important means of +he
-Sup:ems,ﬁigh,Command: 8;. _ o

sMP credited asrthe means for strategic Strike while
Navy's missions are depicted as of far lesser impor~-
tance: 9, 15, 16, 18, 20, 25, 29, 31, 32, 34, 44,

53 and 55; . o o

Navy capabilitiés”or‘missions described in terms which

.not only failed to ¢laim.a share in the deep strike

role but which seemed to exclude SSEN assignment to
gsuch a role: 2, 4, 6, 8, 11, 17, 32*and950;

Navy described in terms which, while hot specifically.
excluding an SSBN share in the initial deep strike
mission, failed to claim such’a share, as would be
expected normally if such a mission were assigned the

43, 45, 47, 49, 30, 54 and 587

The U.Sﬁ is.fa1se1y‘claimed te have shifted to an "oceanic
strategy” that puts primary emphasgis on SSEBNs:

5 and #/;

A change is advocated in the existing policy of not
&8signing the Navy's SSBNs = share in the initial
deep strike mission by recourse to a foreign-navy
surrogate: 1, 19(c), 45(a), 46 and 56; - .

A change in the existing policy of not aSsigniﬁg the
Navy's SSBNs a share in the initial deep strike _
mission also is advocated by extolling the character~

 istics, including the alleged inVulnerability, of

()

(8)

Soviet SSBNs: 6, 7, 12, 48, 54 and 57;

The non-assignment of Soviet SSBNs to a sharé in the

initial deep strike mission seemingly is further in- .
dicated by statements claiming only a deterrent role

(vice a strike role} for Soviet S$SBNs:

4' S, 10' 23'

‘Thét.the Navy's SSBNs were not even credited by two

Sources, including a distinguished Army marshal, with having

@ role with the SMF in strategic deterrence (for which *he

SSBNs were best. guited} further heightens the unlikli-
hood that a role in the initial deep strike mission had
been'assigned,them: 33 and 44. S : _ ' '

Jpar
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TES - well as capable of being used againgt ground targets suggest

‘ .€f>carrving out of the Navy's missions (rather than for sharlng in the

S, 1, 2 T T KT T R A C A S AT K R E N Ll Kl s L e L b A A AR R W e e SR

Two claims that Soviet SLEMs ara also antz-sh;p mirszles as
‘the possibility that one important reason the S$BNs had not
~been assigned a share in the initial deep strike mission was

a Soviet expectatiocn they would soon be armed with anti-ship
‘ballistic missiles: o o _

At this Juncture it is necessary to take 4 more deta;led look at 1i‘

_those of the foregoing three "Prn" categories whose sxgnificance are not ]
fully self-ev;dent and require some elaboration. In the first of. these,,. N

the Defense Minlster on- two occg)ions, once in mzda'?l-(para. 3) and .
 again in the spring of 1974 (para. 36}, credited the Navy spec;flcally
~ with the cagabllity for delivering strmkes “in the rear“ of an enemy.'

.In both instances, however, acknewledgamant of thxs capabillty nf’the “f“. ' ;‘ﬁa

Soviet. SSBNS was preceded by what amounted to caveats thats 1) the | '
Navy s nuclear-powered submarines were only the- “main means® :forlthe
 deep strike mission under tha Supreme ngh Command) and 2) the SMF
.were credited on both occas;ons thh being the "basis of the combat

might" of the Soviet Armed Forces. This seem« to imply, in sum, that |
whil= the Navy was acknowledged to have a deep strike capability, it
_lwas not assigned a share in the deep strike role. OtherWLSe, the Vavy
'would have been still said to be "an Lmnortant means of the Supreme- ngh"'
-cOmmand" and the missmons of its nuclear-powered submarineg would have
been portrayed as "main. means” of the'Soviet Armed’Forces rather than

just of the Navy. If this were not convmncmng enough, one nged only
'look at three other statements made by Grechku, as desc:ibed below.

A month after ‘his mid-'7% statement (paragraph 3) » the only .

artlcle under his name ever to appear in the Naval Digest (para—

graph 4) limlted the Navy s deep strike capabllltxes to counter-
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force-{“military”) targets, thereby excludznq the pOSSlbillty -

that the Navy mlght have been assigned to the countervalue

'targets that constitute the heart of the deep strike mission.

Then in two other articles wh;ch appeared in February 1975

'(paragraphs 31 and 32), wh;ch was less than two months beforer

the appearance of the second of his statements dlscussed above

(paragraph 36), the Defense. Minister descrzbed the SMF ag "the

. decisive eervzce of the Armed Forces" (paragraph 31) and as

-"the basis of the military might of the USSRY. (paragraph 3y .

By contrast, therNavy came off very peorly 48 nothing more ‘than

a milxtary service whose "combat capabllltaee" ‘along with

.those cf the Ground Forces, PVO. and Alr Forces, were said to

hava’"increase& considerably (pdragraph 31) and whose misslons
werermerely those'for "defense of the state 1nterests and marl-
time houndarles of the Homeland“ (paragraph 327,

The only other two articlee by Grechko during the 1971-

_1976 period between Party Cengresses (paragraphs 18 and 20) were

consgistent with the Eive already described In Red Star of 17
."December 1972 (paragraph 18) the SMF was said to “constltute

- the baszs of the Armed Forces' cambat might" while "nuglear-

'powered submarlnes, armed with lcng-range misszlee and homlnq

torpedces were again descrlbed as the "main strike force of

just the’ Navy and only capable of ‘carrying out "complex misszons"

In a 23 February 1973 article in Pravda (paragrenh 20), the sSMp

was said by Grechke to have "taken the leadlng place in the struchr o

0f our Armed Forces" and the relatxvely unlmportant roles of the

other services was made clear by passing them off as merely. hav1no

_acquired “new capabxlxtles

~1925.
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From these nlne examples of the Defense Mxn;ster 'S Views
'3'on the SMF's and Navy? s contributions to the deep. strike rele, - . f
it ig abundantly clear that the latter 8. role could not cen-. |
ceivably have been anythlng mere than a mmnor share in the deep
strike at counterforce targets, Moreover, it seems- from the : B
_foregoxng that the Navy ] SSBNs in all probabxl;ty still were
limited to the reserve, backup role to the SMF in- case the
_ Iatter sérvice was unable to destroy all of its aasigned targets .:- . it
“ in the inltlal deep strike. and required the Navy' s-heip'subf
-sequently. . o 7 7. ‘ oo : . ‘:‘ ) ' - ,,
. The otherlstetement (besides the two from Grechko already A //Ze
"discussed) that was referenced in the first of the "pron cate~
_ qories at the outset of this section was one Lhet appeared 1n | }f i
- '@!;g_ ;beek edlted by one of the USSR‘s most emlnent mllltery theor;sts,
| Colonel General Lomov {paragraph 22). In the 1mportant book

Sc;entlflc-Technologlcal Progress and the Revolutlon id Mll;tery

Affairs, the SMF was described as. "the baszs of the mllltery

might'of our'Armed-Forces“ whose missile strikes would be

"dlrected nalnly at objectlves and targets which are deep in

the enemy rear as well as to “the entire depths" of the TVDs.

Nuclear-mLSSLIe submarlnes were lumped together w1th the Naval
,.Alr Forces and portrayed as "the main strike forces" of just
.the Navy ' ) |

Whlle it was stated that "these means, and above all the

nuclear~powered m15511e~armed submarines, can strike impor-
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* configu:ed, long-range mlss le aircraft of the Navy served to

: forces" of the Navy were des;gnaued as reserVe, backup forces
.'_for'the SMF even=though the SSBNs far greater capabilitias:were o x
" acknow1edged by glving them an."above-all" bllling.. the fact |
1that the poorly-sulted,naval aircrafb ware mentloned along with R I o

'the SSBNS, in what surely could have been nothing more. .than a

'ments, those by Navy leaders whxch clalmed a deep strlke cap-

 ability {paragraphs 19 ‘39, 48 and 51).

' two admirals serv1ng as his deputles at the time, 50 it lS not'f

unreasonable to expect that tlie latter two were orchestrated

stated explicitly that the Navy had developed the capability

the May 1975 issue of Problems of Philosophy, the Navy chief

.achievéd the.sameJeffect, aitﬁough in a moré_sophiéticated_and o

.J"-/' » .
VR
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tant enemy‘objectivés-locateﬁ deep in his /the enemy's/ terri-~

tory",. the brackétihg ¢f the Navy's SSBNs with thé.ﬁatitime— ' ' A

_highlight even further the very secondary nature of the o S _',’ 
former' s-allotted ‘role in deey strike. Additionally, thls - : _ -1 [ff
atatament appeared to indicate that both of the "main striklng 7 Zﬂi;

‘ f-‘:.".‘

reserve, backup role for the SMF, suggests that the role itself
was largely nomxnal .and nat considexe& important¢r

‘Next to be examxned are the second category of "Pro state-

Two of these clalmb

were made by Gorshkov {19 and 48) an& the others (39 and 51) by

by the Navy Commanden* n-Chief. All three of the admirals

to stxike at the "depths" of enemy territory (19, 39 and 51).

In the fourth of thesé claims (para. 48), that by Gorshkd? in.
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convoluted.mannér héfitting‘the erudite jburnal'in which the

~ -article appeared. ' He began his azgumenﬁ on the suﬁjeét by -
jrstéting-the tﬁin a#sumptions of Soviet mili;axy‘dpctrine-that
"Qi   : “straﬁegic missiles would play the decisive role in modern
| .warfare'ahd that the primary targets in a_ﬁucleaf wa£ would not
’ffi_; v 1': be 5us£ the_enemy's armed forces bug.alsé his‘ec¢noﬁy; power | D
E, sYstem,-military indusﬁrf; and,administxaﬁiﬁg cénﬁers“, He
| then asserted that,‘like a:good Navy should; the Soviet Navy ™ - i
had:stfiven si&¢é the day the SMF had been formed to develop
 _§‘(deeb:Striké)'capability éo‘that'theinavy CQuld ?cqppera£e"_
 .'with th§ QMF.'-The,Navy'é'efforts had met with‘full‘sucgaas,h S Y
‘Gorshkov claimed, thereby implying broadly, as indicated by o
.the context, that it had"becamh"capabie.bf deleering‘deeb' '
_ Hstrikas on ﬁhe four typés'of'cduntervalue ta:geté tbdt he : |  ¥*
6:3.  had. just enume;ate&-(as.quotéd‘abQVe).. He éoﬁclﬁded'wifﬁ'ﬁhe- _ o '?z
h observation that the Navy had become capable of worldwide opera- : ;?
:£iogs, including strikes ?aQainstlland targets in'distant1- B "'yj}.

Yo continents". So, while he refrained from repeating the expligit

U S,
W

SRR ~ claim in his February 1973 Naval Digest article that the hallis-

tic missiles-of'his submarines had aequiréd a capability against - ;)TJ
"strategic targets in the depths" of enemy territory, he accomp-

j' o lished the same end with the line of argument just described;i/
;o o : ' : : A

o i:rt should be noted in passing that in this Problems of Y
R . Philosophy article Gorshkov felt far freer than he did when writing
h - in the popular press or even the Naval Digest to express what prob-

ably reflected his true convictions about the importance of the
Navy in any general nuclear war. The Navy, he asserted, had been

. - "advanced to the ranks of the strategic forces capable of exerting : o

* o a decisive influence not just on the course and outcome of major - -

o operations in large theaters of military action but also on the

£ . course of a war as a whole...". Seemingly implicit in this assert-

ion was the proviso that the Navy could only realize this potential. =

capability if it were assigned a major share with the SMF in the : v

initial deep strike mission. -




Twe of thece four claims to a;&eep Strike-capabilify:by :

- Gorshkov and his two deputies contained novel changes in the
__usual'stcck formulations that carried some relevant implica-

‘tions. 'In=his February-lS?S'article in NavalIDigest (para-

_ graph 19a), Gorshkov phrased his deep strike claim by sayxng
-that hzs SSBNs lnsure the capability” for deep stxzke. This
| was an unprecedented claim in Soviet writings, whether in this

wording or any cthcr.” Unless this- phrase is interpreted as

'Vfinten&cd:by.éorshkcv teo imply that the SMP was 1ncapab1e of

- launching its ICEMs for thc7in;tial’strikc'{which?seems_highly

o unlikciy'since it seemingly would have constituted both a gfatuin

 '£§usfinsg;£ and_a:mcrtal affront to the SMF and to most of the
_ carshals), it'seems_grohcble that the Navy CcmmandecwicﬂCHief-“
" Was iﬁéiyinc that tﬁe “insuring" would not begin until :ight
afteyr the inltlal nuclear exchange but then would conti~ue
:throughout the course of the war. Th;s, of course, would be
nothing less, nor mcre, than the reserve, backup rcle "to 1n~
" sure the: capablllty" for deep strike should ‘the SMF fall on its
-face. ' |

The other one cf the four quotations that 1ntroduced a
s;gn;fxcant change to the ‘standard formulatlons was taken from

an artlcle in the Naval Dlgest of July 1975 smgned by the Chief

of the Main Staff of the Navy, Fleet Admiral Sergeyev (paragraph
51).  He phrased his claim that the Navy had gained a deep strike

‘"capability" by medifying thét noun with the adjective "technical”.
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L __{;;  Iﬁ.this7one-wofd change was;intende&:to‘conVey‘tc the'iﬁfofmed )
f’,f .‘f -:reader that the Navy still hadn't been assigned a’ role in deep Nﬂfﬁ
/f:a7 o strike, it is ‘hard to imaglne a more effective way of puttlng _ ' - kf!
A the idea across (at 1east without committing the security vxo" o ff:é*
,{"; L _. .lation of explmc;tly stating. the fact) than to use the dzst;nc- .1_f  ~  i
_ tively new formulat;on “tevhnical capabxlity“. Ta have msrely .
ff ;_ x.,_' ‘aaid, as was normal. that the- Navy had a deep strlke "capabxlity  " -':fff’
=;§?¥ S J‘_;would have left the propagandistmcally desirable implxcatlon |  1;_
| :that the word "capability" might well be ‘a Soviet euphemlsm ‘@y;%
;’_for assignment“ - By-saying-"technical capabxl;ty', Sergeyev S _ ﬁff{”
‘5;4’ ;f'. - destroyed the propaganda potentxal by making it clear that he .; I?
;ﬁ'_. '_7 ' ':was talking only about a capabilmty and nothing mora. :'_' ' 1,;;
' | ' _ The thlrd and flnal "Pro" eVidence that ¢0uld be used to N
o G§39  ' argue that the Navy was assigned a share in. the inltlal deep: ‘ i. : ﬁ&. #f”
A . o stxike‘Ln the 1971-1975lpexiod between the XXIVth and XXVth | '
7 | Party‘cdngress wés a claim'that.the"wavy_and.the SMF had .be~
1fff S | éome fimportant means of,the'Sﬁpreme:High Command" Which ‘
iﬁ .appeared'in an article in the August 1971 issue of thelggggl
'  .D;gest'(para.'8).' Aﬁthored by Rear Admiral Stalbo, who'aﬁééars
to be the USSR}S leading professiconal nhaval strategist, the
aitible'interestingly harked back four and é half'yéafg.to
\"-. . Gorshkov's February 1867 article (previously quoted) as
it © authority for ‘the followxng statement quoted verbatim from
page 20 of the 1967 artlcle _ |
. Together with the Strategic M1531le Forces, it /the
- S . USSR's "oceanic Navy"/ became a most important means of
-.35 the Supreme High Command, capable of exerting a decisive
N : "influence on the course of an armed conflict in theaters
Y ' - of military action of vast extent.
. -130-
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o Tt will be recelled that in additiqn'to“his'claim.intthis'

.
-

regard in the February 1967 Naval Digest, Goxrshkov had'repeated'

the same clalm three more times prior to the XXIVth Party-Congress
in March~Aprll ~971. Thus, the repetltxen of this claim in the

\ ' Stalbo ‘article in August 1971 wae,ﬁerely e'reéetitien_of‘a'ciaim
that Gorshkov-had“most recehtly made on 27 February 197d in -
Izvesgigg and agazn on .7 May 1970 1n the Bulgarxan military

‘ newspaper Naredna Armlya. For the reasens gtated in more detail

_ when the relevant quotes from all four of these.artlcies were
‘ v‘-considered-above when Stalbo's artiele appeared in &ugust 1971
there seemed no reason to read into his claim anythinq more
than that the Navy 'S . entx-cvn ~and- anti-SSBN “strateazc" missxons -

: had made the Navy "an ;mportant meanq of the Supreme ngh

Turning next-eo the nine "Con" categories of.evidenéeeegeinet -
any conclusion.that the Navy had been assigned a share "with the
SMF in the initial deep strlka mlssion, it can be seen from,the
summaxy listing of the ﬁPrq“.and “Con;-categorles-above‘that -
the weight of eeidencelkes'ss to'Sfegainst the Navy.havinglwon

a share in the strateglc strike migsion. While guch a mere
numerlcal count is. not neceéssarily conclusive, in thls case it pro
vides. an accurdte 1nd1cat10n of- the situatlon. To demonstrate

: thxs, the evidence in each of these nine "Con" categorles isg econ~

sidered in turn:
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,structure."

Navy [ SLEMS relative to the SMF's ICBMs unmlstakablv clear by men~-

- submarines (and-naval-a;rcraft) ware the main striking forces "oﬁ ‘the

various missiles and honing _orpedces are now the main means for carry-

“ing out the basic mlSSlonS of the Yavy”.

. -
¥ R
IR S b

SMF credlted as the means for strateglc strlke whmle
Navy's missions zre deplcted as of far lesser importance.
Of the 12 statements in this category, four (paragraphs
9, 15, 44 and 53) are SMF Day speech “materlals“

while it is not to be expected that the SMF would go ‘out of its

way to give any more cred;t to another service than the circumstances

requ;red had the Navy actually been assigned a share with the sMP
in the inltial deep strzke, these four SMF Day artlcles could scarcely -
have passed the Party censors.without_scme ¢re¢1t for the Navy' s‘share'
in deep-strike'haﬁigg been'inserted_to'confﬁrm.to the approved mission.
~ Five of the statements in this- category (paraa. 16, 18, 29, 31 and
34) not only asserted the primacy of the SMF but also made- it clear -
that nuclear submarines were Only conszdered the main strlking force
“of the Navy , not of the Supreme High Command. In one of theqe.EOur
tatements (para. 18). Marshal Grechko made the unxmpcrtance af the
tloning torpedo attack submarines along with the missile submarines

as constituting the main strlklng forces of the Navy. One addltlonal

quotation, while it maae ne mention of the SMF, spec1f1ed that m15511e

Navy" (para. 25).

Three more statements (paras., 20, 29 and 55} firse touted the
SMF's leading role in the Armed Forces and then passed off tha Navy's
capabilities with some inconsequent*al or. vague formulatlon., Colonel
Geberal Alékéeyev put it thié ways: ”Vuclear submarlnes equlpped with

Ganeral Tolubko merely credited

the Vavy (along w1th the Ground Forces, the Alr Forces and the PVO)
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- : - - .
L . . .

R TS Tt I Seu S
[ . - * -



o
-

as having "powerful missiles". Marshal Grechko was the ﬁost‘vaque'oﬁ_

alli, mexely'cfeditihg the Navy, also alonyg with the other services
except'the SMF, es:having'acqﬁired "new capabilities®
The final statement in this category (para. 32), surprisingly was

by Gorshkov in Soviet Patriot, an organ of the DOSAAF para-military

”_Youthforganization. -Here the NaVyeCommahderein‘Chief was wearing his

second hat as a Deputy Defense Minlster writ;ng abOut the Armed Forces
in general for the annxversary ef those fcrces.- If he had a bad moment

over followinq the Party l;ne in acknowledging that the SHP was ”the

E hasis‘of'the_mxlltary might of the USSR", he could have consoled hlm—

self ﬁhat he was writing in aenewspaper'of only miner 1mpo:tance. What -

is significant, however, is that he went on to describe the Navy's"

missions as (only) "defense of gtate interests and the maritime bound-

'aries of our Homeland". It seems'iﬁeondeivable that hefwould not have -

_offdet the oblxqatory cbe;sance to the SMF wlth mentlan of a Navy share -

in deep strike had the Navy been assigned such a role, | ‘

(2) Navy capabllities or misrmions described in terms which not
only failed to claim a share in the deep strike role but’
which seemed to exclude SSBN assignment to such a: role._ _

0f the nine statements in this category, four indicated that the

Navy g8 capabilities were llmlted to "military® tarqets (paras._z, 4, 6

-and 113, thereby excludlng the countervalue objectlves that conprlsed

~ the essential element of any deep strateg;c strike. Two further state-

. ments limited the Navy's strikes to ‘the TVDs (paras. 8 and 50). which -

by deflnltLOn would have excluded derp strlkes agalnet the contlnental
U.S. Finally two of Gorshkov's descrlptlons of the ﬁavy m1551ons (paras.

17 and 32) were so phrased as to exclude any reasonable room for a share

~ in the deep strike mission.

~133~




(3)

Navy described in terms which, while not specifically
-excludlng an SSBN share in the initial deep strike
mission, failed to claim such a share, a4s would be
expected normally if such a mission were assigned the.
Navy. The statements that fall into this category,

can be subsumed under the followinq general headings:

@

(b)

(c)

(a)

T(e)_

(£)

Misgile submarine capable of. strikes *at any
point on earth", or of "strategic missions, and
of "strategic results": 7, 12, 14, 35, 40, 47

and 54(3), . : C _ ’

‘Missile submarines have one or more of the requi-

site qualities for strateglc str;ke 21, 33, 41,
42, 43 and 54(i); S

Missile submarines saxd to be capable 6f strlkxng
ground objectives: 45(b) and 54(b)tc)(e):

Naval strateqgy changed irom war at sea to strlkes
against the shore: 37, 38, 45(b}, ‘48 and 54(£)(q}(h).

M1551le 3ubmarines of the navies of the great powers

‘were said to be capable of deep strikes (para. 45(a)).

Since Gorshkov, in” this quotation went on to show
that his primary concern was defending against
strikes from NATO SSBNs, it seems fair to conclude
that in this case he was not including his own:

-SSBNs in "the navies of the great powers”.

Gorshkov, in the last kit of evidence befqre”the"
convening of the XXVth Party Congress, indicated in

_Red Star of ll February 1976 tha:t the Navy included -

in its composition not ballistic-missile submarines
capable of deep ‘strike but simply "modern nuclear-

powered submarines with various missmles” (para. 58).

The foregoing sub~categor1es of these statements that falled

to claim a deep strike capability (when they in all propab;llyy

would have done so if a share had been assighed the Navy in the

initial deep strike mission égainst the continental 7.S.) seem to.

require no detailed elaboratzon That there were S0 many statements

in this category alone 4009 constitute a meanlngful welght-of- '

" evidence faotor.
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A,

Rear Admiral Stalbo (para. 8).

‘The U. s. is falsely clalmad to have shifted to an "“oceanic .

(4)
strategy” that puts prlmary emphasis on SSBNs"

This deliberately falslfied and self-serving charge was. made by

both Admiral Gorshkov {(para. 5) and by his top naval strategio theorist,

While it is clear from the context-that

- Gorshkov's consuming interest was to sﬁpport_being'provided ﬁith.larger

ASW forces against_the NATO navies capabilities for submarine nuclear

strikes agaihst the USSR, nevertheless, the fallacious charge, which

"1gnored the. very publlc facts of the U.S. "stxategzc-traad“'strategy,

also was likely to have had a secondary purpose of encouraging the Soviet

"-Party and mllltary leaders to allot the Wavy a share in the deep strikes

oo - , :
./.
el
Lot
K
B '\
- < \;d
2 o
L
z -

. ¥'yunenko .and Potapov) in 1975 and 1976

'SMF.in the deep strike mission against the U.S.

N 7..-‘. . '. ° Lo '
i /( =
et bt =

of any Lnitlal nuclear exchange comparable Ao the “deep strike mission
assxgnments alleged to be allotted to tha SSBNS of the Unxted States.
' A change is advocated in the existlng policdy of not ass;gnxng

the Navy's SSBNs a shate in the initial deep strike role hy :
recourse to a foreign—navy surrogate. : ‘

(51

_ Resorting to a surrogata form of - esoteric expression, as normal
for Soviet writers when they want to advocate a change in offxcial

pollcy, an unqlgned Naval Digest article in 1971, Gorshkov in 1973 and

1974, and two more of his top strategic theorlsts (Captaxns First Rank’
spoke highly of-the SSBNs of
to_use'hackfwritexs‘on_the

the U.S. The oormal Soviet bractice‘is

to prepare routine articles

staffs of the Naval Digest and Red Star

on the naval forces of the NATO navies. When such big guns as Professors

V'yunenko or Potapov turn.to the subject, one may be virtually assured

in advance that scme policy axe is about to be ground. That‘allifive'
a*tlcles lndeed were advocating that the Navy be glVen a share thh the

seems 1ncontrovert1b1e

from the nature of the comments in each:

. . ¥ e _—
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The military commands of the U.S. and NATO countries con=
' sider that nuclear-powered migsile submarines, due to their

N ) ﬂ;h o high combat stability, are at present a most ifmportant com—
o Lt - ponent of the strategic offensive forces of the bloc (Naval

Digest,.April 1971; para. 1); _
_ : : The basic mission assignments of the great powers' navieg
o - in a world nuclear war under modern conditions are sharing
ﬁ' : in the strikes by the strategic nuclear forces of a country
ot ' - (Gorshkov, Naval Digest, Feb. 1973; para. 19(c)): :

. - Considering the scale of conflict in its strategic aspect, = _ 1§
! /:M T _ it is necesgary to take note of the constantly growing cap- "
. S abilities of the navies of the great powers to achieve ever

L ‘ -more decisive aims.. In particular, this applies to the actions

1‘- ‘ - of the strategic offénsive forces for...Ffirst of all...knocking
ol C - out his military-economic capability... (Gorshkov, Naval =
I o Digest, Dec. 1974, para. 45(a)); L T 8
to, : - At the end of the '50s in the U.S.A. began the construction . § -~
Tty ' of nuclear-powered missile submarines, which were considered :
: T - a most important component of the strategic nuclear forces - = =
o designated for the destruction of land cbjectives in the o
' R o territory of an enemy...,, {(V'yunenko, Naval Digest, Jan. 1975,
' : . para. 46); and : ' T S

Thus, the Polaris submarine~missile system became a most

- impcortant component part of the strategic nuclear forces of
: " American imperialism...Accepting the nuclear-missile submarine ,
iy - o -8ystem as one of the main components of the strategic offen- o
‘E@ o sive forces, the ruling forces of the U.S. gave special atten- . L BN
tion to the accelerated construction of their missile submarines- ) -
{Potapov, Military-Historical Journal, Feb, 1976, para, 56). - . §

e “,: _ | It shauldrbe—nqted'that two more of these five articrég,”besidég' E'fﬁ
that POtaPOV'quoééd in fuli’just Above, go on in the full Quotationss' l_?ﬂ
:%; | - 1given'at the oﬁtéet pf'this-section.to indicate that, because of the’ : _}
' :pqtentiai of SSBNs, ther;S._héd béen building them apéce.,.Here; of - H"f(
" -goursew'thé'most‘ovért.a&vocacy implied is ﬁhaﬁ-the USSR éhoﬁld bé o ,!
?2 | -doing*tﬁe”Same. -Actually, however, the USSR was.builﬁing.both Yankee "
“° . and Delta Class submarines during the period so, at most, the advocacy ft}
%;; icoﬁld oﬁly'have béen fér an‘evén larger and/or'fasteerSBN'constr#ctionlr
#y?_ program. It is especially intefesting that admiral Gor#ﬁkcv did not
K risk confusiﬁg his advocécy that the SSBNs_be‘givéﬁ a share in the deep
?éff L -strike'missibn bYISPeakiﬁg{ as in the similar statements above, about | R
'yﬂ_ accelerated U.S. constructioh'éf SSBNs.. Accordihgly, Gorshkov's -~ . T—
I . L
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- nuclear forces"

-(paras‘ 7 and 57, respectively)

‘constitute the maln means for deterrence of an ag'ressor".

"sharing in the strikes by the strateqzc

advocacy of Soviet SSBNs

(para. 19{c}) and "first of all, for knocking out"

an enemy's "milxtery—econcmmc capability" (para. 45@&)1 came.through

with particular clarity
‘(6) A change in the existzng policy of not aSSiqnxng the Navy s
SSBNs a share in the initial deep strike mission also is

advocated by extolling the characteristics, including the :
alleged invulnerability, of Soviet S5BNs.

The sxx statements that fall in this catecsry were all written by
senior naval officers: two by Gorshkov (one each in 1975 and 1976,

paras. 48 and 54), two by his first deputy, Fleet Admlral Kasatonov '

' {one - each. for Vavy Day in 19271 and: 1972, paras, -6 and 12} and one apiece

by a real admlral and a Captain Pirst Rank in. July 1971 and Fabruary 1976
So,ethese_six statements_were spread-
fairly evenly over the five years be}ween'the XXIvth and xxﬁth Party
Congresses and appéar to have constitﬁted'a staple argument'boﬁh for'

advocating the construction of more SSBNs (partxculerly in 1971 and 1972

and subsequently. when Gorshkov publ;shed his Problems of Philosophy

artlcle in May 1875 /bara 487 and his book Seapower of the: State in

November of the same year 4§ara. 547) and for advocatlng that his rapidlv

expanding fleet of SSBls be agsigned a share in the initial deep strike

(7) The non- assmgnment ‘of Soviet SSBNs to a share in the initial
deep~strike mission seemingly is further indicated by state-
ments c¢laiming only a deterrent role (vxce a strike role) for
Soviet SSBNs. _ _ :

,?he'Defense Minister{ Marshal Grechko,_in-his.articie in the-July_

"The Strategic Missile

197% issue of Naval Digest (para. 4), stated:
Forces, tegethet'ﬁith the nucleerwpowered, mis"iie;armed submarines,
Gorsnkov
echoed this theme later the game month in hls‘Navy Day article it ?ravéa

oﬁlzs July (para.

Y

LY

| 5), although he rephrasedeGrechko'tO put nuclear-powered

3

‘mission commensurate w1th thelr growing numbers and enhanced capdblllties,_-;;_
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_ 'Strategxc Missmle Forces, are the main means for the deteéerrence of any

L

. é nuclear-mi351le weapana capable of reaching any point on earth" 7. to-

gether with the Strateglc Missile. Forces, are thi: main means for deterr1wg

‘an impressiUe deterrence factor against any attempts. at surprise aggress~

 1on aqainat our state...". Aga*n in July 1973 Gorshkcv used an essentxa11y

not ‘again include it in hia annual N i ay artlcle for Pravda) "Nuglear~ ::‘

.an impressive detﬁr*ence factor against any attempts at surprise aggressian g .

- identical formula in a pepular magazine for the troops (althaugh he did

described hls nuclear~powered submar! nes as constitutlng an 1nsenarab1e

Here, however, he may have been thlnking more of the war-fighting cap-

- abilities of Soviet SSBNs.(as suggested by his use of ”shield" ‘in para. z3)

A, PR T e e e e mETa e, P R R R Ty

submarines first: "Nuclear-pawered submarlnes armed wlth such weapons

any aggressor--the reilable shield of the world socialist systen”.

Although Grechko never returned to ‘the subject, the Navy

i+

Ccmmander-in-Chief plcxed it up again and embroidered on the theme the - K
fallow1ng year in h;s 30 July 1972 ar*icle in Pravda (para. 10) _"Nuclear-

powered submarlnes armed with uallzstic mlssxles, tagether with thé "'

agqressor...the presence of Soviet warships in the Wbrld ocean saerves as

identlcal formula in a popular magazine for the trmops (although he did

powered submarlnes armed with balllstic miss;les, together with the

Strategic M;sszle Forces, are the main means fer the deterxen¢e of any

R

aggressor ..the presence of Sovxet warsh;ns in the World Ocean serves as.

against our state,..", Again in July 1973 Gorshkov used an essentially
part of the stcateglc nuclear shmeld of the Homeland" (para._54(d})

than of their value for deterrenca. Although the Navy chief did not re- '
turn tc the formula that he had adapted from Grechko in mid-1971 and used

again the followlng twc years, it did appesar once again in 1975, in an

-138-~
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article written by the Navy 8 first deputy head of the Main Political
(Party) Admin;stratlon, Vice Admiral Shablikov. Altering the earlier

formula only 1n super5101al ways (as affects this study), the rele—-'

. vant passage read: "The Soviet Navy, together with the other servicesA

of the Armed Forces, has become an important means for the deterrence _

of an aggressor, a rellable shreld coverinq the system of socxallsm
(para. 52). | | |

although on the face of them, these statements -seem to provide

:addltional evidence ‘that the Navy was not assigned a share in the

initial deep strrke role, there. is an alternative rnternretatlon

~ that would lead one to discount thesa statements, At the XXIVth

'Party Congress, it will be'recalled"Grecﬁko had set a new military

line in his report to the Conqress that had emphaszzed deterrence
while mufflrng bellicose statements emphaslzlng the USSK's war- -
fightlng capabllrtles. If this actually was tne'case, 1t is
interesting to note that the Navy went -gni-for fpour years arter Grechke
‘had fallen silent on the subject taking credlt for at lsast sharlng
with the SMF in deterrence, in the, of tourse, . vitally important

role of preventlng a nuglear Armageddon.
(8) That the Navy's SSBNs were not even credited by three
: sources, including a most distinguished Soviet Army
marshal, with having a role with the SMF in strategic
deterrence (for which the SSBNs were best suited)  further
heightens the unliklihood that a role in the inltrsl deep
strlke mission had been assrgned them. : .

.

In a speech for Armed Forces Day 1974 the long—txme Chief of
the General Staff of the Armed Forces, Marshal Va51levsk1y, stated

that the Strategic MlSSlle Forces were the naln neans for the deter-

rence of an aggxessor. Nuclear*powered submarlnes armed with ballistlc

_ mrssrles were presented by Vas levskly ‘&8 just the maln_strlklng force

*139f
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"of the Navy" (para. 33} - The SMF Day "meterials in 1974 ma&q tﬁe
same point that the SM? was "the reliable shield of the security of .
| our Homeland...the basic means for the deterrence o_ an: aggressor
(para. 44). However, 31nce these two examples constitute only rela-
tively isclated instances, they cannot be given much we;ght. N |

(9} Two claims that Sovmet SLEMs are also anti-sghip missiles

as well as capable of being used against ground targets
-Suggest the possibility that one important reason the .
SSBNs had not been assigned a share in the initial deep
strike mission was a Soviet expectation they would soon
be armed w1th anti-ship ballistic mlssiles. -

In the £irst of the two pertinent statements, the- unprecedented |
'.aesertzon is made that Soviet "euhmar_nes armed thh barlistic mzssiles
are capable of 6estroy1ng shlps...” (para. 14}., In the second. the
 same besic clalm is mada that the. ‘USSR had develooed a submarlne—
'launchable ballzstlc missile that would be suitable for strxking ships
&t sea as well as land targets: “Nucleer-powered submarxnes armed .
‘with ballistzc mlSSLIQS are capable of destroylng...oeth s58a targete
and xmportant targets located in the coeatal area and in the rear of
an enemy" {para._28) - ‘ i

These clalms ware made, respectzvely, by the Partv s No. 2_
man in the Navy and by the Commander~1n—Ch1ef of Vaval Avmation.

The former, Rear Admlral Shabllkov, wrote for Navy Day 1972 in

the Party newspaper in the Georglan Soviet Socialist Republlc

" while the latter, Marshal of Aviation Borzov,. wrote just a year

later in the ecually 11ttle-read monthly Journal of the National
Air Defense Forces._ It is not to be wholly excluded that this

was an effort to feed mieinformatlon to the West but, from what

is known of Sov1et testing of such missiles in the flrst half of
the '70s, it seems far more probable that the-Sovzets.ectually ex-

‘pected to put an anti-ship ballistic mieeile‘aboard-the‘Yenkee'{
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'expected eventually to have a submarine—launchable anti-ship . ', ~‘{k'

" and XXVth -Party Congresses {April 1971 to February. 1976) it

" Navy had been assmgned a share with the SMF 1n the initial deep :
United States but also the ELth stzfnments that appeared to
-credit the Navy w1th such a role were all very eaeily accounted
beyond the shadow of a doubt that . the Navy had not been aSSLgned

- such a role. That is, there was not a single clalm that the

macy of the SMF for strateglc strake and to add other caveats

Class submarines--and were up to their standard practice of
claiming a potentlal capability for newly-developed weaPOns
even before they go into production. At any rate, if it act—

ually was the case that the Soviet Party and military leaders

ballistic m15511e, they would ‘have had a ~good. pretext to dppose | T
assigning the SSBNs a share with the SMF in the 1nitial deep ' ) |
strike. '

Fram thc foregoing cons;deration of the 58 piecee of

evidence avallable for the f;ve year period between -the XXIVth _ o

seems well warranted to conclude that not only was the welqht

of ev1dence overwhelmlngly agalnst ny conclusion that the
strike m1551ons against the "mllltary~econcm1c strength” of the

for by fully credible alternatlve XL anatlons that did not fly.-

in the face of the 50 other pieces of eviderice- that testzfled

Navy had neen ass;gned & share of the SMF's jealously guarded
patrlmony. Even when the Defanse Mlnlster acknowledged on two
occasions that the Navy possessed a capability for strikes at

the enemy "rear", he was careful to'reaSSert rhe'unaliOYed pri-

whlch made it abundantly clear that he was actually referrlng to




‘the Navy's nominal role as a reserve, backup for the SMF.

It was quite clear that, at the very most, the Navy had been

given a minor role in strikes at deep coﬁnterforce targety--
and'eVen'thét seemed:highly unlikely. Gorshkov and the other
naval leaders, for their part, never did more than clalm a-

capab;llty for deep strike. Had the Navy‘actually bﬂen .

. assigned a significant role in deep strlke, it is virtually

inconcelvable that they would not have  trumpeted the victcry

of the;r long campaign of adv0cacy for all to hear.

Next, it 13 pert;nent to turn attention td the conceivable'

alternatlve roles that the uavy logically might have playad

: during the 19?1 -1976 perlod between the XXIVth and XXVth Party ,
__Congresses. Using the same three logical possibzlxties pre-

vicusly identified, the evidence for the period relev&nt*to

a2 possible strike role against naval forcesJin pomt‘wili,be

examined.. Following this. the daﬁa-pertinent to an SSBN-. rdle

 against coastal targets in general and, in partlcular, against _

naval bases per se wzll be scrutlnlzed Then,. consideration
will be glVEn to the status of European ground - ™VDs as a 1ast
possibility. |

So. turning firsﬁ to the data bearihgron';h"SSBN‘rolé
agaxnst naval forces in port. lt becomes clear at the outset,
frcm the fact that only two references were made to the sub-

ject durlng the course of five vears, that the 1ssue was no

~longer the subjecr of controversy In April 1973, Rear Admiral

Filonov wrote in the Naval Digest:
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~Actions for the destruction of the forces of an enemy
navy at its bases, in the opinion of foreign naval special~
ists, may find wide employment even in modern conditions.
- This is due to the current progress in technology and,
in particular, to the presence of nuclear weapons in- the
composition of the navies of the great powers. A compre-
‘hensive and deep study of the experience of the destruc-
tion of enemy naval forces at their bases in the Second
World War will help to correctly comprehend. the role and
place of this type of combat action under modern conditions
© (p. 26).. : o : e ' ”

As a careful reader of all that has gone before will haée.

.recognized imﬁe&iately, tﬁis_p#ragraph smacks ﬁnmistakably‘of

'adVQCacy; This is indicated not 6n19 by Filonov's'raaort'to‘a

'foreign—navy-surroéateft”foreign naval spEEialists"):butfalso_by...

‘the admiral‘'s use of the conditional *aay" and, most importantly, -

the call for "a coﬁprghensive and deep study" of World War II

naval experience in striking at naval fb:cés-in port to "help

' _to_éorrectly coﬁprahend.tﬁe role and ﬁlace-of this tﬁpe'dﬁ

combat action under modern gf.e., nuciear—wag? conditions."™ Can
anyone imagine an admiral of the Soviet Navy talking in ghis vein
if the Navy'were'assigned.a.mission againét.naval forces in |

port? . The prépariﬁgjanalyst of this report-considers.ther:

;possibilitY~sq remote that he discounts it ehtirely.

‘The only other piece of :élevant evidence for the period

was a passagefin'Admiral Gorshkovfs'1976;book'Seapower of &he

~ State which included the following seﬁtendé:

Now the Navy is capable of carrying out strategic
missions not only for the destr—ction of important. ground
objectives on enemy territory bu. also for the destruction
of nuclear-powered submarines at ‘sea (p. 336).
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' The last phrase suggests that, as already speculated
earller, the SMF had been assigned the mlssion of destroying

the U.s. SSBNs at thelr advance bases, then sxtuated-at HS1ly

- Loch, Scotland, Rota, Spain and on the mid«Paciflc island
| of:Guamf Since he said nothing about U.S. 'strike carriars

" or other major naval combattants that mzqht be caught by

surprlse 1n port at the outbrsak of & war, noth;nq Gan be
inferred from Gorshkov 5 book on thisg score. |
‘So where does this leave us on this sub3ect? It will bhe

recalled ‘that 1n summarmzing the inconclusxve evzdence in this
regard for the period from 1966 to 1971, the hypothes;s was
.offered for contlnued testlng over the years since 1971 that
“the Navy dld retain 4 role for skrikes at major combatants
'ln port, namely CVAs, but that the prlnary ownership of the

role of strlklng our ball;st1c&mlsslle submarlnes at theiy bases,

- at least those outszde the’ continental u. S,, had ‘baen vested Am

the SMP". In light of the remarks by Admirals Filonov .and

' Gorshkov, as mlniscule a data base as thesge two statements. com-

*prlse, the prevzous hypothesls is’ amended for testzng over the'

.final three years of this 1955- 1979 chranological study to read

"The SSBNs appear to have lost their role for striking major U.8.
combatants in port by April 1973",

As for the role of Soviet S5BNs against coastal térgets in

general, and naval bases in partiCular the evidence for the 1971~

_1976 perlod is numerically somewhat more substantlal, numberlng

.as 1t does: seven statements:
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"Materials" for Navy Day, Communist of the Armed Forces
No. 12, June 1971: "The improved Weapons...make it
possible for modern navies to deliver strikes at
military targets and groups of forces at any point in
the world"® {p. 39), "...aircraft of Soviet Naval 2via-
tion are capable of delivering-nuclearwmissile‘strikes
‘on the highly-mobile groupings of surface warships and -
convoys in distant regions of the oceans and also
against his ports and naval bases" {p. 40); :

: , Construction
of Communism, sighed to press 14 June 1971: T e Strategic
Missile Forces are assigned the destruction of the enemy‘s. .,
military*bases._."'(p. 4l). "...nuclear-powered -sub- .o
marines are capable of destroying from great distances -
both sea targets and - important objectives situated on
the coast and in the rear of an enemy,...Naval missile .
aviation...can deliver powerful strikes...on groupings
of gurface warships at any distance from the ghore and -
the major ports and naval bases of an enemy" {(p. 48); .

Marshal Grechko, On Guard Over Peace and the

Marshal Grechko, Naval Digsst, July 1971: "The new
weapons...permit it /Zthe Navy/ to deliver powerful
strikes at military objectives and on groups- of forces
at any point on earth" fp. 5): ' : :

- Fleet Admiral Kasatonov, Red Star, 25'Ju1y'1971f:-“..,

they /SSBNs? can deliver poweXful strikes on an enemy's
shore miliEary objectives....Naval Aviation is capahle
of delivering powerful nuclear-missile strikes on fast-
moving groupings of surface warships...and also on his
pPorts and naval bases"; ’ '

Marshal of {Naval)'Aviation Bofzov, PVQ Herald;.July .
1973: "Nuclear-powered. submarines armed with hallistic

) missiles are capable of destroying from great distances
. both seagoing targets and important tacrgets located in

the coastal area and in the rear of an enemy" ;

Marshal Gréechko, The Armed Forces of the Soviet State,
lst edition, Signad to pPress 9 April 1974 and . 2nd, rev.
edition, signed to press 26 March 1975: "At the.preseént
time, nuclear-powered submarines are the main means cap-
able of carrying out the basic missions of the Navy.
They can deliver strikes from great distances on land
targets located on the sea coast and in the rear of an
enemy” (lst Edition, P. 28; 2nd Edition, p. 105).
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Admiral BOndarenke,
;Navy had been "advanc _ . :
tapable of decisively influencing“tha course of major opera-
tions not only on the oceans but on remote continents...Our
Naval Air Force has become...like the submarines, capable-

of delivering devastating strikes on /surface? ship_forces,
bases, and coastal objectives of the . ‘enemy -located in dis-
tant theaters of the World Ocean and on continents".

In analyzlng these seven statements to determane thelr collectlue
significance for the Navy!' s role against coastal targetq,rincludlng |

‘naval bases, it. should first be noted that three of the statements )
(B, E and F) assext ‘that Soviet S5BNs have the capabillty for- strlking
targets on the “coast" (poberezh'ya} or "in the rear" Qf an enemy.
-'Admlral Kasatonov s statement (para. D) maybe consm&ered to clalm a
3 comparable capabillty if one interprets "shore" (bereqa) by the common
_'usage as "ashore" to any distance 4into the interior rather than by its
dictlonary deflnltion of "coast" Since threa of the quotations LA, c
and D) specify, ln effect, that the Navy's targets are limlted to
';?military"'onesg it seems logical to combine the claims and conclude that
. the overall claim for the Navy's S$$BNs is to a capabllity to strike -
_ counterforce targets in both coascal regzons and "in the rear“
Since lt ‘was just decided abOV’, based on all the negative ev1dence,
' ‘that the possxbillty of the Navy hav;ng been asSLgned a deep strlke
| misalon agalnst counterforce targets, while not excludable from the -
avallable evxdence, did not appear at ‘all likely, the analytical problem
at this poxnt boils down to decxding what to make of a falrly well-sub~
stantiated clalm to an SSBN capability against coastal mzlztary taxgets._ 
In view of the conclusxon derlved earlier that the Navy in all llkellhood
had been assxgned a fornal share in the coastal strike mission if not
at the XXIIIrd Party Congress Ln Marcthpril ‘966 then by the time the

3rd edition of Mllltary Strategv appeared in Spring l968 1t is not

dlffICult to.accept the consxderab‘e evidence above that the Navy =4

share in coastal strike wWas - llmlted to counterforce targets.




T .
f{ ‘ In all grobabzllty, the Navy s role had been limited in such a manner .
:}:LT,i_liﬁi right from the time of the initial assignment in the spring of
ng,'§> : -1968. ' To conclude otherwise one would have to. posit that the Navy
ﬁ:‘:f-' : had been initially assigned couute;value coarstal targets and then

relxeved of that assignment -~ and there is no evidence to support

-y e
2 >

'such an ‘hypothesis.
-On. the subject of coastal military targets for the 1971 1976

4. 'j:- per;od, it remains only to consider whether or not SOVlet S$BNs -

s
.?: included naval bases among its target assignments, as one might o
;”:i' ' almost logically assume. It is notewor*hy that Naval Av;atmon was
)/51 _ .specxflcally credited w1th the capability for strlkes against
“!f_ s naval bases in four of the statements (A, B ‘D and G}, including
'f?‘ft - by Marshal Grechko in one of his three statements Thls unanlmlty,

o as they say, is "no accldent" nor is the corollary fact that none

' B of the statements credited the SSBNs with a specs.fir‘ capabillty

. against these most meortart of all coastal mxlitsry Largeta..‘

Consequently, one is prompted to hypothesize that Naval Av;atlon f

e

- had been determlned to be an adequate supplement to the SME for

destroying naval bases so that the SSBNS could be kept free‘fqr

ref' S even higher priority-employment.- However,-on-the basis'of'the)
available evidence, the possmbzlxty cannot be ruled out that some.
naval bases were still anluded among those on the terget list for

‘the SSBNs .assignment agalnst "coastal mzlltary targets",

ot
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1/ Military Strategy, 2nd edition, 1963, pp. 251-252. L
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:or "shore".

'rendered as “poberezh'ye" and_“shore“'as "bereg",

It seems of relevance and of no little interest next Lo
determine to the extent the evidence allows, just what the
lnature of such "coastal military" targets might be. Some poten=-

tially valuable clues were given in the 1968 (3rd) edition of

3 Military Stfhtegy-but‘require-for their understanding a brief

excursion into Russxan terminologieal nuances.,

Involved are the two most common Russian words for “'oast"-”

The Soviet dictionary_of naval terms 1ists them -as
follows: ' |

- Coast - poberezh'ye, bereo
Shore - bereg,. poberezh'ye

Although these words are frequently used interchanqeably,

‘it .appears that the authors of:the sokolovskly work were m&kang'

'a careful distinction with'regard to the Navy‘s-asaigned targets .

for the initiai-nuclear exchonge.
lxsted word for each of the two nouns above, "coastal" was

In the 1963,

- 2nd editionfof MilitaryVSEratngV(written.of oourse before the

1966-1968 period in which the Navy fxnally was assxgneﬂ 1ts
coastal—strzke m;sslon), one passage L/ spoke of a third-listed

mission which the Navy was (falsely) alleged to share'wlth.the

'8MF for strikes at "important objectives in the coastal regions”.

Using the prefarred flrat— o
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In this case, coastal” was expressed uslng the adjeatlval farm

of poberezh'ye“ (pxibrezhnoye) Then in the 1968-editzon when,

as already discussed earlier, ‘the navy-against- the—shore role
. of the Navy was raised into first place ahoad of the "navy-

_ agalnst-navy-at-sea rolel/, the new mormulat;an used "berega"

to express "shore" rather than "pobezezh'ye" : This def;nitxonal_
dzstlnctxon seems to be of no little zmpcrtanc@ since Milltarz
Strategy defined targets on the "shore" (berega) much differently
from those that would likely be subsumed under “coastal"-
(poberezh‘ye}._ To understand the distinct;on, it is necessary

to appreczate that."shore can axtend to any distance inland {as

. twice footnoted e&rlxer} whlle "coast" is ‘tied to targets

directly on the coastline or in foshore waters.

Both the 1963 ang 1968 edx*;ans of M;lltary Stratpgy, pro-

vide the same l;stxng“of anti-SLOC targets whlch, by the fact
thut they all do front largely on the geas or aceans or, ll@ ln

offshore waters, makes the list a prime candidate for comprLSLng

the operative Soviet deflnltion of "coastal" targets.- This list

inrlwdes-

(1) ‘Naval bases;

(2). Pports:

{3) Canals;

{4} - Straits; and é/
(5) ShlprJldlng and shlp—repalr yards.

et e e et

*/1bid., 3rd edition, 1968, p. 246, S
/Ibld., 2nd edltlon, P. 400, 3rd edition, p. 366,
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Similarly, both the‘lQﬁS'and lgﬁa_editicnS”bf the Sokolovskiy.
work include what is'tantamOUnt to & definition of the types of -
targets speczfled to be the most important "shore" targets. They

are lxsted as:

{1 Naval bases: ' o o i . - ':

{2) Airfields; and
{(3) Missile installatxons.l/

If this foregoing analysis is a v&lid'refleétioﬁ OE'deiéé :

'reality;:some-si@nificant_c0nclusians‘foilowg “In'shifting the

Navy's stated capabilities from third-ranking “coastal" tatgets-

“in the 1963 edition to-firstmtanked "shore"'targets ih the 1968

version, more than just a change in misslon structure was in-
volved. No doubt naval bases would have remained targeted

since-ghat they are the one type "of target common to each 1lst.

The Navy,xotherwise; howevar, would have had to shift,its'SSBN

aim poinfs.from_ports, canals,:straits, ahd‘shiébuilding and =~

repair yvards to coastal airfields and missile:installaEipns.

‘ It'should be added“that, althéugh #he anti-SLOC mission slipped
from second to third prlorlty between 1963 and 1968, in the

' event that the antl-SLOC mission actually were to be undertaken

after.the ln;tlal_nuclear-exchange, the_Navy would_stlll have,

the ports, canals, straits, and shipbuilding and repair yards

as additional targets.

-£/Ibid.,'2nd edition, p. 3%6; 3rd editibn,_p._363.
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The available edeence for the 1971 -1976 period did not

" add a. szngle ‘refereénce, either direqtly or by ferexgn~nauy

or historical surrogate, to the earlier evidence that the- Navy
would only be assigned a European ground theater role in a

contingency situation.“The "it—is~not~excluded*‘dascription -

from both the 1963 and 1968 editions of Miljtary Strategy of

the~possibiliﬁy of the Navy's being assigned a ﬁtrike.missioﬁ‘-
against the European ground £heater still.appliqd; seeﬁinglyg
for lack of any evidenge to the contrary. What can be séid '
with ﬁuch more'cénfidence}_however. is_that:thé-laék of any
comment on the subject whatéoéﬁer over a~five-yeér span indi-

cates that the matter was not at isgue during the- perial or it

. would have been included in the extensive naVal writinqs of

the period, espec;aliy by Gcrshkov,-smnce they wexe-ﬁull of

_esoteric advocacy of policy changes expressed by’heénS*qf,

surrogates--particularly historical one in the case of”the

Navy chief's historical treatise on "Navies in War and Peace”

that extended through 11 lssues of the Naval Digest in 1972

L and early 1973.

To summarizé the Navy's roles in sﬁrategic strike by
March 1976 when the XXvth Party congress convened, thev appear
to have been the fOllu ings _

1. Deep strategic strike—-still'nd role assigned. The _

' Navy appears to have retained a reserve, backup rple

.to the SMF in this role but evidence from the 1971~
1976 period made it appear that it was not considered
of any great 1mportance. :

2. Strikes vS. naval forces in port--the Navy apnearnd to
have lost its role in such strikes by April 1973.
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RSO - 3. Strikes vs. U.S5. coastal targets. including naval bases«~
L , - the Havy appeared to have retained this mission assign~
FECU it ment of the Spring of 1968. Evidence from mid~1971 pointed
oo R ‘ to the liklihood that the Navy's mission was limited to

' : "military” targets and so still did not constitute a
major inroad into the SMP's counterforce-targets prew~
serve that is the guintegsential heartland of the '
SMF's fiefdom, Further evidence suggested the passi~
bility that the "shore" targets assigned to the Navy
included not only naval bases but also U.S. coastal
airfields and missile bases within an unspecified num-~
~ber of miles inland from the coast-~but quite possibly
for at least as much as several hundred milns.r

4. Strikes-in European ground theaters--Since there_has
T ~ not a single reference to this subject over the five~
’ - : - years between the XXIVth and XXVth Party Congresses,

C : ' ' . it appears that the matter was not at issue during

S . the period and the Navy's S58BNs still had not been’
"y ' - - given a formal mission assignment to such a role=-- _
}/tn . probably still due to the cirrumstantes mentioned -arlier

' - : that Marshal Krylov kept. the SMF's bureaucratic chastitj

belt firmly in place and locked while the Army marshals.
predlctably would have monopolized all of the Navy's
‘forces it could, after the pattern of World War II,

L

y ‘ED . unless those forees were assigned primarily and’ clearly

' ’. o : - to missions far at sea out of the marshals' reach-=
L _ : . which had been done explicitly and emphatically in all three
We o, o ©  editions Of the aokolovskiy work. -

,

-
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VIII. ' NAVY ADVOCACY OF A DEEP-STRIKE ROLE FOR SSBNs CONTINUES,

1976-1979 ;

For the post XXVth Party Congress# period since ﬁarch 1976

(up to. 1 April 1979) the following pieces of evidence are relevant

to a

determination of what, if any, role in the initial deep strike

. at the continental-u.s.;may-have-been assigned to SovietgsSBNs'in:

the three years sincegthefend of the XXVth Party Congress in April

19746

1.

Captain First Rank zhuravlev, Naval Digest, May 1976: “The
Soviet Navy has bgen turned intd an Important strategic factor,
into a force capable of countering aggression from the direc-
tion of the sea and carrying out large scale operational and

- strategic missions on the World Ocean";

2.

"Materials" for Navy Day ‘speeches, Communist of the Armed
Forces No. 13, July 1976: "Mighty Dower pLants, RUCLear.
miTsile weapons and radio~electronic equipment have given the.
Navy rnew qualities and have advanced i: to the ranks of the

forves of strategic designati®n, capabie of exerting a deci~

.prised of nuclear-powered submarines, missile surface warships,

sive influence on the course ¢f major opérations riot ‘only in _
the ocean but also on the land territory of distant continents.

"The basis of thé corbat might of the Soviet Navy is com-.
and missile-carrying naval aircraft... .

"Nuclear-powered missile submarines armed with long-range
ballistic missiles and homing torpedoes...are the pride of
the Fatherland's shipbuilding. Nuclear-powered submarines in
4 modern war, if the imperialists unleash,; one will become an.

important means for carrying out strategic missions" (p. x8): -

"Sea Shield of the Homeland,” Naval Digest, July 1976. This

unsigned article began by mentioning that Navy Day would be
on 25 July and, in effect, constituted the Navy's own version

of the Party's "Materials" for Navy Day speechas (just above):

"Equipping of our Army and Navy with hucieér-missile-weapons
meant that the Socialist Commonwealth had been provided with a
reliable shield" {(p. §); =~ '

* ' The customary report on defense was omitted at this Congress,
at least none was mentioned in Soviet media or included in the
Stenographic Record of the Congress -- probably to aveid pouring:
fuel on the anti-detente fires i;i the West. - : .
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~.Qur Navy has mastered /o

"The construction of the Soviet Navy always has been closely
tied to the latest achievements of science and technology...
Nuclear-powered submarines were built which incorporated such
qualities as stealth, mobility, practically unlimited cruising
range ¢nd colossal striking power. These powerful nuclear-
powered submarines, which are invuinerable to an enemy, have

- taken the leading role in our Mavy. The striking power of the

submarine fleet combines successfully with the growing combat
capabilities of Naval missile aviation..." (pp. S~6);

LCOL Khor'kov, "The Armed Forces of the USSR in the Postwar. :
Period", Summary article for political instruction, Communist
of the Armed Forces No. 13, July 1976: : ' ‘

"The Strategic Missile Forces constitute the basis of the
military might of the Soviet Army and Navy. They are assigned
for the destruction of the enemy’s means of nuclear attack,
the large groupings of his forces and military bases, destruc-
tion of his military-industrial objectives, .disorganization of
his state and military administration, and the disruption of -
the work of his rear (services of supply) and of his trang~
portation.... : ' , :

"The Navy has grown into a formidable force. . At preserit,
nuclear-powered submarines armed with various missiles and

- homing. torpedoes are its main means capable of carrying out

the basic missions of the Navy. Naval missile aviation has
also been transformed into a mighty force. The Navy also
possesses missile, ASW, minesweeping, landing and other
surface ships, coastal missile forces and naval infantry.
operating on/ the expanses of the
World Ocean. At its disposal are everything necessary for:
‘the successful conduct of combat actions on the oceans and
seas" (pp. 72-73); ' L : :

Gorshkov, "Waval Art™, Soviet Military Encyclovedia, Vol. 2,
Signed to press 20 July 1976: "The Navy has acquired the cap=
ability for delivering from great distances nuclear-missile -
strikes on the territeory of the enemy, on the navy, and on

his bases. It exerts a decisive influence on the accomplish-
ment of strategic aims in combat operations at sea" (p. 234);

Gorshkov, "Navy", Soviet Military Encyclopedia, Vol. 2, signed

to press 30 July 1976: "A modern navy 1is one capable of inflict- -

ing strikes with strategic nuclear forces on important land
objectives of the enemy, of destroying his naval forces at sea
and at bases....of cooperating with ground forces in the conduct
of operations in continental TVDs.." (p. 23%); S ‘

Gorshkov, Navy Day speech, Radio Moscow in Russian, 24 July.

1976: "Our balanced Mavs includes ships and combat equipment

for various missions. There are completely modern auclear-
powered submarines possessing tremendous striking pocwer and
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meeting the requirements for modern war to the greatest extent,
The great striking power of the Soviet submarine fleet is '
successfully combined with the increased combat capabilities
of Naval Aviation...."; ' .

Gorsghkov,; Pravda, 25 Juiy-1976: "O0f most importance, sea-
power means the capability of our Armed Forces to defend the
country from the threat of assault from the oceans"; :

Pleet Admiral Smirnov, Military-Historieal Journal, July 1976:
"e...the military doctrie oOf the U.3. has undergone an altera-
tion. The basic might of the strategic offensive forces increas-
ingly is concentrated in the World Ocean. Special attention has
been given to what is termed ''the oceanic strategy' as a most
important part of the overall strategy. Precisely in the Worlad
Ocean, according to the views of the:Pentagon stratszgists, must
be deployed the sea-based nuclear-missile submarine systems

which, according to their thinking, responds in the best manner
to the requirements laid on the strategic strike forces" (p. 29);°

"The-widespread.application'of nuclear péwer,.ﬁuuleérnmissile‘

weapons, and radio-electronics have changed the combat cap- B
abilities of the Navy radically. Now it is capable by its
strikes not only to decide the fate of a sea battle but also to
influence to a signifjicant degree the course and outcome of an.
armed struggle in continental .theaters of military action. This
attribute was secured for the Navy primerily by the new sub-

- marines which were armed with missile~carrying nuclear warheads:
- and capable, due to their nuclear propulsion plants, of complet~

ing cruises in the broad expanses of the World Ocean, of delivexr-
ing powerful strikes on military objectives located in the depths
of enemy territory and on his nuclear-missile ship forces” _ :
{pp. 31-32); ' ' ‘ . .

© "The qrowing.capahilities'for.the carrying dﬁt of strategic
missions by the forces of the Navy have brought about funda- _
mental changes in notions of the spatial scope. of armed struggle

- at sea as one of the most important parts of war as a whole.

Not only has the scope of possible operations against ground
objectives grown immeasurably but also that of conflict with sea,
more accurately oceanic, systeins of strategic nuclear weapons. '
The combat activity of navies now can embrace almost the entire

expanse of the World Ocean. This predetermines the. rise within

-~ the framework of our unified military strategy of armed conflict

in the oceanic theaters" (pp. 33-34);

"Joint actions of the Navy with other services of the Armed
Forces on the opcrational and strategic levels have become an
important condition for gaining decisive success in overations
both in continental and oceanic theaters of military operations"”
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10.

1.
- powered submarines armed with long-range, underwater-

12.

13,

14.

15.

16.

Fleet Admiral Smirnov, Red Star, 25 July 1976: “In modern con-
ditions...navies...are In a position to exert an enormous in~
fluence on the entire course of a war....the new qualities have
advanced the Navy into the runks of the strategic forces. The
pride of the Navy are the nuclear powered submarines armed with
ballistic missiles and homing torpedoes"; 2 B

Admiral'Gfishanov;'Izvesti¥a, 25 July 1976:""Our'nuc1earn

launched missiles and modern homing torpedoes are the pride
of the Soviet people"; S _ ' o ' '

Admiral Mikhaylin, Labor, 25 July 1976: "The basis of the
combat might of ocur Navy is comprised of nuclear-powered
submarines and misgile~carrying naval aircraft. Nuclear- =
powered missile submarines armed with long-range ballistic

" missiles are...the pride of our native shipbuildigg“;f*:

Captain First Rank'shul'man. N&Val_bigest,.ﬁugust'197&,' |

uotes (correctly) from Gorshkov's Seapower of tha State

pP. 354): "If before the basic part of the forces orf a
navy wexe directed against the naval forces of the enemy,
then today the main aim of a navy becomes insuring the’
carrying out cf all missions related to actions againbkt :
the ground objectives of the enemy and of actions for the
defense of one's own territory from the strikes of hid -

‘navy" (p. 18): .

Admiral Alekseyev, Peoples' Army (Bulgariai, 31‘Augug ;l976:
“The military doctrines of the NATO countries,. first 't all
the United States, reflect an ever-greater preference for

‘‘the oceanic strategy,' for war dgainst the land from. the

sea. Pursuant to this, they are concentrating the basic
strength of their strategic strike forces in the expanses
of the World Ocean and in foreign bases"; ‘ ; :

Rear Admiral Yashin, Naval Digest, September 1975: “"The

- increase in the role of the U.S5. Navy in the system of

strategic forces took place, and is still taking place,
because nuclear-powered missile submarines are less vul- -
nerable than other components of the strategic forces" .
(p. 94) ;- o : o7 . :

"Materials“ for SMF Dav sveeches, Communist of the Armed .
Forces No:. 20, Oc¢tober 1876: “.,.now the Strategic Missile:
Forces are a main, integral part of the Soviet Armed Forces™

. {p. 31); "The combat capabilities of the PVO Forces, the. -

Air Forces, and the Navy have ‘grown immeasurably” (p. 32);
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22,

Captain First Rank Makeyev, Naval Science Candidate, Naval
Digest, February 1977: ™"The Navy has acquired the cap-
aSiIxty to deliver powerful strikes not only at sea targets
but also on objectives in the depth of the territory of an-
enemy. For the first time in all history, the Navy has
been transformed into a strategic service of the Armed
Forces, capable of influencing in decisive fashion the

- course and outcome of a war as a whole" (p. 17); = ‘
"Faithful Guard of the Gaing of October”. Editorial article.

for use in political indoctrination of military personnel,
Communist of the Armed Forces No. 3, Pebruary 1977:  "How

' the basis of the combat might of the Soviet Armed Forces is

comprised of the Strategic Missile Forces, which most fully
incorporate the achievements of modern scientific and tech-
nological progress....the Navy has become qualitatively
different. Its basis is constituted by nuclear-powered
submarines, naval missile and anti-gubmarine aviation,

and various types of missile and anti~submarine surface
ships. All of this has raised its capabilities radically
?nd has strengthened the seapower of our .state still more"
p. 7} , : '

Marshal Chuykov, Armed Forces Day speech, Tass in Russian,:
21 February 1977: "The Strategic Missile Forces have
missiles capable of carrying riuclear warheads of colossal
power and of inflicting annihilating strikes on an aggressor
wherever he may be”: . . ' :

General of the Army Tolubko, Armed Forces Day;épeach} Radio

 -Moscow, 22 February 1977: "The current basis for the combat

might of the Armed Forces is the Strategic Missile Forces,
which have assimilated most fully the achievements of the
latest scientific and technological progress"; '

Marshal Moskalenko, Baku Worker, 23 February 1977: "It must

‘be:noted that it is precisely the Strategic Missile Forces,

the nuclear~-powered submarine fleet, and migsile-carrying
aviation which now occupy the key positions in the system
for the protection of the security...of our people”;

"Materials™ for Navy Day speeches, Communist of the Armed -
Forces No. 12, June 1977: "... the new Navy was created in
a short time, being changed into an important strategic
factor having the forces to counter aggression from sea~
ward directions and to resolve major operational and
strategic missions in the Wérld Ocean....The pride of

the Navy are its nuclear-péwered submarines armed with. :

 long-range, underwater launched missiles and homing

torpedeoes” (p. 43);
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23,

24.

. 25.

- might

Doctor of Historical Sciences, Professor Potapov,
Scientific-Technical Progress and the Navy, signed to

press 27 June 1977: "...According to the views of American .
specialists...the oceans are the most suitable medium for.
the creation of nuclear might and for its use after the.

_exchange of the first strikes. For this redson, the second
component of the missile forces /after the Minuteman ICBMs?,
the "Polaris" system, began to be given obvious preference.

. Precisely it was begun to be represented by the military.
leadership of the U.S. as the sole practicable invulnerable.
weapons system for general nuclear war....At the beginning
of the '60s, the nuclear-missile submarine system became
a most important integral part of the strategic nuclear
forces of American imperialism...nuclear-powered missile
submarines are the basic striking force of the Navy of -

-'the U.S. in nuclear war" (p. 103); :

‘The sxgn1f1cance of sea-based strategic strlking forces
grew still more in connection with the new strategic con- -
cept of 'realistic deterrence' adopted by the U.S. in the
spring of 1971, It tilts toward what is called 'the
oceanic strategy'. Its substance is that all future

- strategic systems nust be oceanic because this raises thexr
mobility and invulnerability. * The nuclear-missile sub~
marine system Poseldon-Trldent are the. basxs for these

- systems” (p. 103} : .

"All of thlS permxts drawing the conclusion that the :
defense of the U.S. may be furthered by significantly decreased
expenditures /fbr sea-based missile systems7 in compar;qon
with those for land systems...," (p. 103)7

Fleet Admlral Smirnov, Technology and Armaments. July 1977
- "The leading role in the composition of the Navy is played
by submarines. Of all classes of warships, they correspond
~most fully to the regquirements for modern war...By far the =

most powerful and modern among them are the nuclear-powered

missile submarines....They are capable of remaining sub- '
merged for long periods of time and, without surfacing,

of deliverinyg strikes with ballistic missiles on objectives

located on the territory of an enemy and also of conducting

?ombat actions against surface or underwater warahlps"

p. 2); :

Fleet Admiral Sergevev, Mllitary Knowledge, July 1877: "“Our
Navy truly is the country s military sea shield...The combat
of our Navy is based on variouns classes of nuclear=-

(pp. 2-3});

powered submarines armed with long-range missiles"
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28,

Gowshkov, The Navy. A DOSAAF monograph, signed to press on
llJulyLQ""]—_—"?':"m o N
“The Navy is an important service of the Armed Forces assigned
to carry out strategic and operational missions in the oceanic
and sea theaters of military action" (p.39}; - '

l”The Navy is daéable_of destrmyiag-impartant qrbund'objectivés

,?f tgg}enemy_and of defeating rris forces at sea and at their bases"
“Our oceanic Navy...together with the $trategic Missile Forces,

is capable of exerting a decisive influence on the course of

&n armed.StruggLe-in*vast theaters of.military,acpion“ (p. 47

"In world submarine canstruction-;gmissilé sﬁbmarinés‘aré'armed,
with powerful, long-range strategic missiles and are assigned .

' the destruction of important ground objectives of the enemy. -
" They are the most powerful cf underwater warships and the basic - ..

component of the combat might of the laading_navies-of’the world, -

among them the Soviet Navy too" (p.49):

Vice Admiral Chernavin, Navy Day interview, Tass, in English,

28 July 1977: "At present, the main means of accomplishing

the fundamental tasks of the Wavy are nuclear submarines car~
rying various misgiles and homing torpedees. The Navy has mis~
ile, antisubmarine, minesweeping, landing and other surface ships.

The naval missile-carrying and antisubmarine-aviation have opened - -

up new opportunities for strengthening the combat might of the
Navy and for increasing the mobility of its forces... The USSR
is a great seapower, It is but natural that a strong Navy...
is essential for the reliable defense of the sea borders”:

Admiral Mikhaylin, Rural Life, 31 July 1977: "Nuclear propul-
sion and nuclear weapons combined with missiles of various types
and radio-electronic equipment have imparted new qualities to. the
Navy and have advanced it to the level of strategic forces. This
is one of the important factors for the deterrence of imperia-
list aggression and for stabilizing the situation and strength-
ening the peace.... At present, the main means for .carrying out

¢ the Navy's basic missions are nuclear-powered submarines armed

with various missiles and homing torpedoes”;

T,
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30.

31,

.

"Materials" for SMF Day speeches, Communist of of the Armed
Forces No. 20, Oct. 1977:" The Strategic Missile Forces are
an important, integral part of the Soviet Armed Porces. These

‘Forces now possess powerful missiles...which are capable of

rapidly delivering on target nuclear warheads of great force,

" of delivering undeflectable strikes on an aggressor wherever

he may be. Tihe enormous combat capabilities of the Strategic
Misgile Forces, their role in modern war, do not in any way de-~ -
trect from the significance of the other services of the Armed
Forces, Soviet military theory and practice proceeds on the basis
that victory in modern war...may be achieved only with the joint
forces of all of the services and service branches of the Armed
Forces.
with nuclear missile weapons;

Gorshkov, Military-Hxstorical Journal, October 1977~' .. Soviet
naval art was enriched (in World War II} by the working out and
use of methods for delivering strikes on. strateglc targets on
the territary of the enemy and in naval theaters' (p 47);

CLE. General Gareyev, Military 3cience Candidate, Chléf of the
‘Military Science Directorate of the Armed Forces' General Staff,

Military-Historical Journal, Nov. 19277:  "The Party Central Com=:
mittee and the Soviet Government made .the decision to establish
a new service of the Armed Forces--the Strategic Missile Forces,
capahle of striking targets anywhere in the world., The Strate-
gic Missile Forces, comprising the basis of the combat might of"

our Armed Forces, became the main means for the deterrence of the

enemy™” (p 23);

"The role of the PVO anreased. Those. forces were assigned -

the destruction of. enemy weapons-delivering aircraft -- not above.
"the defended target but on the far approaches. before they flred

(p.24);

“Cin 1960:]the Navy's basic missions became delivery of nu-
clear-missile strikes at mllitary objectives in enemy territory,
destruction of aircraft carxler task forces, and nuclear-poweread
submarlnes {p. 24),

their nuclear-tipped missiles"
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32.

33

34.

missiles and homing torpedoes....capable of delivering suffici- .
.cently powerful strikes to great distances on sea targets and

_High Command, capable of exercising a decisive influénce on the .
‘eapabilities“ (p. 9):

Admiral Sisoyev, Naval Digest, Nov. 1977: "Modern armaments.

. ..have made our Navy universal, capable of carrying out multi- -
ple missions in the oceans, in coastal regions, and in the depths
of continents" (p.27); - ' S Co - -

Captain First Rank Schumikhin, Candidaté of Philosophical Science,.

‘"TPhe Character and Particularities of Modern War", material for

the political instruction of military personnel, Communist of the
Armed Forces No. 20 Oct 1977: . L T _ B

- "The St:ategic~Missilé_fofdeﬁ now ¢ompri§e,an-impertant_part'
of the combat might of the Armed Forces. The character of mod-—
ern war, it is assumed, reqguires that these forces be the reli~

- able means for the annihilation of the enemy's forces for a nu- .
clear assault, of the major groupings of his forces and military

bases, the destruction of military-industrial objectives, the dis-
organization of state and military control, the work of theé rear.

and of the transportation of an aggressor. The modernization of
this service of the Armed Forces is taking all of this specifi-

cally into account" (p.87);.

~ "....0ur Navy also has grown immeasurably.- Its basic force
ig comprised of nuclear-powered submarines armed with various

on ground objectives which are located on the coast or. in the
rear of the enemy" (p. 87); - ) c e

Gofshkdﬁf Naval Digest,nov; 1477: - "The Soviet Navy became
an oceanic navy, an important strategic means of the Supreme

course of an armed confiict in theaters of military action of
vast extent. It now possesses. colossal operational-strategic
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- out onto the expanses of the World Ocean.

- forces"

The Soviet Armed Porces: Histcry of anstructlon, by a 10-author .
"Collective" of the Defense Ministry's Institute of Military His-

tory, S.A. Tyushkevich, Ed., Signed to press 22 Nov 1977:

“In the construction of ‘the U.S. Armed Forces, particular atten-
tion is being given to what is termed ‘the oceanic strategy’'--
the shifting of the basic power of the strategic offensive forces
According to the view
of American military officials, this permits dispersing and making

less vulnerable the systems of strategrcarmamencs and also reduces-

the number of targets on U.S, tarrrtory subject to retaliatory
strike" (p. 443); . _ :

"...8pecial attention has been givan tq the development of nu-

_ elear-missile weapcns...a powerful defensive means for the detar-
rence of an. aggreasor . o

(9.456),

"Soviet nuclear-powered submarines...are capable of carryrnq out
a wide circle of missions in the World Ocean....Nuclear-powered

subitarines have become weapons of the strategic nuclear forces of .

the country" (p. 462);

"The basis of the combat might of the stratagrc farces cf the

USSR is comprised of land-based intercontinental ballistic mis~-

siles, long-range aviation, and nuclear=-powered. submarines. e
have created strategic forces', said L. I. Brezhnev, 'whlch are
a relrable means for the deterrence of any aggressor'." (p. 465),.

'"The basxs of the combat might of the Soviet Army is comprlsed
They are assigned for carrv-
ing out strategic missions in a nuclear war...the RVSH is capable

of the Strategic Missile Forees (RVSH).

of delivering on target with great accuracy nuclear warheads of
enormous destructive force. These high combat capabilities ac-
count for the leading role of the RVSH in the Armed Forces of the
USSR, They are the main and decisive means for the accomplishment
of the aims of a war because they can in a. very brief periocd com=

plete the missions of sapping the strength of the mllltary-economlc
capablilities of an aggressor, of annihilating his strategic means

of nuclear-migsile assault, and of smashing his maln military
(p. 466); _ ,
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“"The Soviet Navy corresponds to the posicion:ot the
USSR as a great seapower and is an important factor

36,

- ‘country and, in particular, for the deterrence of the
‘aggressive undertakings of imperialism“_(pwilo4)j y

- 37,

8.

. "The Strategic Missile Forces".

v e ™ " Bty v A POt - - ) i ChiE et i g g o ! I
ey -y ..ﬂl ey LA e I e R A T W T T A e ) RCORC I Pl S R O AN &

"The Soviet Navy is capable of countering aggression
from seaward directions and of carrying out major : e
operational and strategic missions in oceanic and

sea theaters of military action.... The Navy constitutes
a balanced system of the various branches of forces
including submarines, surface ships, naval aviation,

coastal missile forces, naval infantry «++ Submarihes - v I
-and the Naval air Force, armed with missiles +f warious - -
classes and designations, are the main branches of the . X
Navy.... Submarines -- one of the main brarches of N xS

the forces of the Navy -~ are contiruously modernized”
(Pp. 469-470); TR | ' podernt

for stabilizing situations in various regions of the “
world... and for the deterrence of the aggressive - .
undertakings of the imperialist states" (p.470); - -

Captain First Rank Viktorov, Naval Digest, van 1978: In a
review of Gorshkov's 1977 monograph The Navy (para. 26},
it is stated that the Navy CinC "portrayed well the role
of our Army and Navy in the system of defense of the

RE ot o Bty B

Gorshkov, Shipbuilding, Feb. 1978: "The'Soviet'Nagyj

was transformed into a formidable force, which enables @ =

it, together with the other services of the Armed L
Forces, to carry out strategic missions in the ccean , '
theaters. It reliably covers the maritime boundaries

of the countries of socialism" (p.5): '

Flest Admiral Smirnov, Naval Digest, Feb 1978: "...sub-
marines with nuclear propulsion wightly occupy the leading
Place in the composition of the N*vy. 0f all classes -

of warships, submarines meet the r.quirements for modern
war to the greatest degree. The submarine is the universal
warship in the full meaning of the word. It is capable

of carrying out combat missions in conflict with the strike
forces of an enemy navy -and of destroying from great distances
vitally important ground objectives on his territory" (p.11);

Unsigned article.,
Technology and Armaments, Feb. 1978, "On 14 Pabruary
1360, at the Fourth Séssion of the Supreme Soviet of -
the USSR, the Strategic Missile Forces were formed. ..
Now they constitute the basic combat might-gf-the
Army and Navy. They are equipped with missiles of
intercontinental and intermediate range” (p.14)
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"The Navy". Unsigned article Technology and Armaments, Feb.
1978: “At the present time, nuclear-powered submarines armed
with various missiles and homing torpedoes are the main means

capable of carrying out the basic missions of the Nawvy. They

can deliver strikes at great distances not only on targets at

sea but also on those located on the coasts and in the rear of -

an enemy” (p.22);:

Gorshkov, Pravda, 30 July 1978: = "At present the Amerlcan
leadership is placing special emphasis. on what is termed
‘thé oceanic strategy' as a most important, integral part
of the general state strategy of 'realistic deterrence!,
The plans of the NATO strategists envision the further
buildup of thair naval power and, in the fzrst place,

of their sea-based strategic forces.

Fleet Admiral Smirnov, Shipbuilding, July 1973* "At the
present time, the main meéans for carrying out the basic

-missions on the seas and oceans are nuclear-powered sub—
marines armed with various missiles and torpedoes ... -

Soviet nuclearwpowered submarinaes have éemanstrated their
high seagoing qualities under the ice at the North Pole,.
and in tropical climates durxng their round-thewworld
cruises" (p.l)' _ ‘ _

- Fleet Admiral Smirnov,:Red Star, 30 July 1978- "The .
U.S. has concentrated in Lts naval forces a large part
- of its strategic nuclear means.... Our Navy is carxrying

out responsible missicns in the system of defensa of the
country"- ,

Admiral Grishanov, Milltary~Historical Journal July 1978'
"The creation in our country of an oceanic, nuclear-missile
navy worked a deep change in the views on its role in the
system of the Armed Forces and the strategy and tactics .

for its employment. It has become one of the most important
factors capable, by means of dired¢t action against objectives
located on the coast and in the deep rear of an enemy as .

well as against targets at sea, of exerting a very signi--

ficant, and at times. dECLSiVe, influence on the course of

. a war" (o. 18}
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460

.conscllaation of a peaceful situatzan“'

- 1978:
- the defense capability of the USSR under the conditions

‘their armament missiles of intercontinental and inter-.
mediate ranges capable of delivering accurate and undeu'-.

~ of military action!

. seas and oceans ....

47.

‘uninterruptedly..

Admiral Grlshanov, zvestiga, 30 July 1978: “Atomic

power and nucleaxr weapons, together with missiles de-
signed for various purposes...have imparted new qualitles :
to the Navy and have advanced it to the category of . -
strategic forces that are capable of exerting a decisive
influence on an armed conflict., Our Navy has become

one of the most important factors for the detarrence

of imperialist aggression and for stabilizing the

-

Captain First Rank Skryl'nik, Candidate of Ph;lasophxcal
Science, material for the political instruction of military
personnel, Communist of the Armed Forces No. 15, August
"the Dasis of the combat might of the Soviet Armed -
Forces is constituted by the Strategic Missile Forces....
in a principally new approach to the problem of raising

of the scientific technological revolution in military
affairs.... Now the Strategic Missile Forces have in

flectablestrlkes on. an agqreasor whérever he may appear.
{(p. 77 :

"The Soviet Air PForces today «os are capable of influencxng
the course of major operations in both ground and sea theaters
{p. 78).‘.... S
"Our Navy is a mighty oceanic missile navy capable of.
reliably protecting the state interests of the USSR in the
submarines are capable of carrying
out a wide range of missions in any region of the World
0cean“(p.\78),

*Materials" for SMP Day, Communist of the Armed Forces No. 20,
Oct 1978: "The Strategic Missile Forces are an important,
integral part: of the Soviet Armed Forces. Even in peacetime
they are in constant readiness, standing combat watches

The enormous combat capabilities of the .
Strategic Missile Forces, thelr role in modern war, does not
mean- that the other services of the Armed Forces nave lost
their significance.  Victory over an aggressor now may be
galned only by the joznt forces of all of the services and
service branches of the Armed Forces .... The other services

of the Armed Forces. have nuclear-missile weapons tco.. (pp. 61 -62) 3
=165 i\
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‘:th . - 48, 1t Genera] Stroganoy, Chief of Staff of Ground-Forces'

ah:‘g$?f- o Missileg and Artillery Orces, Radig Moscow in Russian

N Cw i ' Nov. 1973, Assertg that "eje Strategic Missile Forceg
are the shield and the sworg of our Homelan Y ara

! the reaj and practicable means fop the detexrence Of-3
Potentia) aggressox“;
4

49, "Materials" for-Armed Fozces:Day_speechesi Communige of
7 . _ the'Armed Forces No. 1, Jan 1979; "For stréngth ling ‘
vowett o . Its Security, the Sovies

979 ening
et Union wag obliged pq increage
e combat Might of its Armed Fcrces;-to create'within .
em new_service—-.the‘Strategic Missile Foreeg ., {p.30)
reie At the‘prasent time , ., all the Services of the
Forces .. e Strategie Missile poree + the Groung
. Forces, PVO of ty Country, the Airp Forces, and the N3 -
ﬁ#} are equipped with modexn-weaﬁo 8

50.'"Meeting of

tate they are the reliable shiors of
the_landfcf the SQViets. the mighty guard .
gains'- . "- ) ‘ s . o . N

. 51, Col,.Pletushkov,-Haval Digese, Fak, 1979, Quotay Brezhnevy
-@E; at XXvehp Party Congress,in 1576 as having Said:

creating.strategic‘fnrc&s which are reliable Aeans for -

' o ' aggresser"'-p, 753, _The;article I

later op States: "The asis oF € Combat might of the

Navy ig Compriged °f nuc : nari

great seapower and ig ap important factor for the
of the aggressiue undertakings of the‘imperialist s
e X for the.stabilization of Situationg in varjoys
”1ﬁ3;7' of the world. {p. 75) ; o _ | ,

i - . .

t:at.es r
Tegions

L 52, Rear Admira) Yashin ang Ca
/ o ige
oy :

Ollowineg. The CarterﬂarOWn 'n Strategy: 1s.criented R
o toward the Conduct af € ground war, that is, Constitutes 5
& Teénewa] a ’continental Strategy, which little corresponds
i " With the interestyg of the U.S.’“(p.é?),', o R
R E | :
N S Accordlng to a releage p
Voo € Naya) Comman
. . - ]
N :

7e are -

deterrence.
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into the same pro and‘con categories used for therp?eceding reriod.
To-reduce‘the amount of hecessary analytical commént, since .by this
_Point in the study bqth.the analyst and the reader are familiﬁr
with the natﬁre ofthe:material'tp be expéctq&;';he pa:;s_a:‘the R _ ;
‘fbregoiﬁg statément$ that fall into éach c¢£e§org-°r aﬁbméategéry
are'extractéd and ;gpeahéd.ﬁnderlthe.apprépriatehgaﬂinq.ahdiﬁhé'-
analytiéal_éomments-Will be :aserved-ﬁhtilfﬁllréf,the évidenég haé
been_pfesented‘ Eecordinglyf-toustért_ﬁitﬁ-the fixgt‘of‘ﬁhe-*prd':
éaﬁe@dxies: | : o N P -

?rqrtl)f Navy:credigedfby-Army-leadersjwigh thgcapabiligy-_i'

for "deep” Strikes:. o
C 30. Lt. General Gareyev, Military SCience'Candidata,'ChieE of
' o 'the_ailitary Science Directorate of the‘Armed'Foncest= : o
-@E} ~ General Staff, Militarz-ﬁistorical JGurnal.,NdVember:l@??:‘
“The Party Central Committee and the Soviet Government -
made the decision to establish a new service of the . o i
Armed Forceg-~the Strategic Missile Forces, capable of - T -
striking targets anywhere in the‘world.'-The-StratediC' o o
- Missile Forcesg comprising the basis of the combat might
of our Armed Forces, became the main means for the deter-
rence of the'enemy".(p.'23); L i _ -

"The role of the PVG increased. Those forces were .
assigned the destruction of enamy-weapans~delivering
aircraft -- not above the defended target but on the
far approacheg before they. fired their nuclear—tipped
missiles” (p. 24) ; _ o S '

"/in 19607 the Navy's basic missions became delivery
of nuciear~missile strikes at military objectives in
enemy territcry;'destruction_of aircraft carrier task
iorces, and nucleéar-powered submarines" (p. 24) ¢

35. _The Soviet Armed Forces: Historv of Construction, 8. a. -
- Tyushkevich, E4.; Signed to press 32 November 1977: - "The
basis of the combat might of the Strategic forces of the USSR
..+ is comprised of land~based intercontinental ballistic‘missiles,
.. long-range aviation, ang nuclear~powered submarines, "Ne have
Created strategic forces', said L. I. Brezhnev;.thich'are a. :
reliahle means:for.the:deterrence'cf-any aqgresaor'm“:(p.fJGS); o

~TR7-

-




y ,“‘

SRR

- accomplishment of strategic .aims inycambat‘operations
34) - = -

Marshal Moskalenko, Baku Worker, 23 February.1977;' 'It'must__
- be noted that it ig Precisely the Strategic Miggile Forces,
: the;nuclgar-powered submarine fleet, and-missile-carrying : -
aviation which now occupy the key positions’in-the-system-" -
- for the Protection of the security..;bf"ourjpeoplé";- L

g 3) . ' » m =k 1 1 for M, ; .”f-. ; '
Pro (3)f Navy_leadgrs claim th.cap§§ility for "deep s;;ikes,.

Gorshkov, "Naval aree, SPyiet Military Encvelopedia, vol. 2,

Signed to . P vy. h acqulred the
Capability for deliveringufrom_great distances nucdlear-
missile strikeg on the territory of the enemyl_on~the'navy, '
and on his baseg, It exerts a decxsiva_influgnce on the

et Military Encvelo edia, Vol, 2.,

“July : - "A modern havy is one cap-
ting strikes with strategic nuclear-foxces ~
, j i the enemy, of'destroying:
his naval forces at ses and at bases.,..of‘caoperating
With ground forces in the gonduct,of_opérations.ih-contin¢
ental TvD..." (p, 235) ; ' - : -

Fleaet Admiral Smirnov, Militarv-Historical Journal, July.

1976: -"The'growing capabilifies tor the Carrying out of -
Strategic missiong by the forces of the Navy have brought
about'fundamental ¢hanges in our notions of the spatial -
Scope of armed Struggle at Sea as one of the most import-

ant parts of war ag a whole. Not only has the scope of

The combat activity of navies now carn embrace almost

the entire éxpanse of the World,Ocaan. This Predetermines
the rise within the framework of /ouxr7 unified military
Strategy of armed conflict in the oceanic theaters" {pp.
33-34); : : S .

Fleet Admiral Smirnov, Red Star, 25 July 197g; "In modern
conditions..,navies...afE*in a positicn o' exert an enormous
influence on the entire course of a.war....the_new-qualities L
have advanced the Navy into the ranks of the strategic forces.

The pride of the Navy are the'nuclear—powered'Submarines 3rmed
~ With ballistic missiles and homing torpedoes*; ' S

flGB* ‘
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A e 13. Captain First Rank Shul *man, Naval_ﬂiggst, August‘IQTG,'

H§31 Quotea (correctly}-from Gorshkoy S ‘Searower of the-St&Eg
(p. 354 "If before the basic part of tra forces of 3

' defense of cne's-own_terrltory-from the strikes of his -
o navy" (p. 19y; S * ~

. bi est.'Febrﬁa:y 1977: “wppe Navy has acquired the cap-
‘ aE:.E it

IS _ but alsg on Objectivag in the depth of the territovy of an
LT e L enemy. For the firge time in all histor ¢ the Navy hag
T been transformeq into a strategie Service of ths armed
T o forces Capable bf’influehcinq infdeCisive fashion ‘the
A Course and Outcome of a op as a;whdle".(p;'l?}; S

| 22, "Materjaign for Navy pay speeches, ggmmunist_qf_the,nrméd-
“»";f' ' as ort time, being changed,inta an_xmportant Strateqic
SO , factcr‘having the forces to Counter agression from seawara -

26, Gorshkov,_The Navvy, a DOSAAF moncgfaph,'signed to press op
11 July.lBU?z-‘, _ co : T
“The Navy'is_capable of-destroyinq.important ground

dhjectives of the enemy and of defeating hig forces at -
-'Sea and at bases» (p. 39); - - :

-

"In world submarine constructlon.;.missilefsubmarines
are armed with'powerful.,long—range stxategic.missiles
-and are assigned the destruction of important_ground

Might of the eading navies of the world, among them thé
Soviet Navy too" (p P B _ C
P 27, admira) Mikhaylin, Ruga} Life, 31 July 1977, "Nuclear

~169-

17. C&ptaiﬁ.?irsf_ﬂank'Mékéyev{ Naval‘sciehée Candi&ate,“wavéii :

ty to deliver powe:ful‘strikes not anly‘at.sea‘tarQGEQ'

et S Forces No, 12, June 1977:‘3”..,tha hew Navy wag createéffn o

e




38,

Lo 3L,

f_‘;_ L 33_.‘AdmiralfSisoyév;

C of‘warships, ‘ _ ‘
- war to the greategt degreea, The-submaring is
'warship.in'the.full Reaning of the word.,

forces of an

-Captain First.Rank'Schumikhin; Candidate of Philosophical
Science, "The ¢; and ities ¢ . Mod _
Material for the Political instruction of military personnel,
‘Communigt of the Armed Forcag : .

€ -4 reliable dMeans fo:the,annihilationaf.the _

; 5S5a £ the major group- -
the'destruction of
discfganizafion of.. -
Of the rear .

armaments, ., haye 1X "} _
misgionsg in theaoceans,

in coasta] regions, =
of continentgn ‘@5.27); . _ : o

the depths

The SOViet-Armed'Forces: History of Construction, . A,
TyusnEev1ch, Ed., Signed to Press 27 NoveﬁBer 1977: ..

tegic nuclear forces of the country"

Fleet Admifal‘Smirnov}'Naval Digest, February.1978:"”... :
Submarinasg with'nuclear Propulsion rightly occupy the lead-
ing Place in the ig] ‘

Carrying oyt
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Naval Digestﬁ,November‘1977:' Modern - -
made our Navy.universal; Capable of CArLys=
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44-

" navy worked a deep change in'tha'viaws on Lts_:ole-in the

~ Navy
33,

Tanks of the forces of strategic designation because it hag be- o

come

major 653raticns,n¢t‘onlY-ih the gﬁbrlg7'Ocaanfbut,aISO-on ;hef_'

land
2.

- Missile weapong and-radiQ-eleCtronie'equipment have given -

.Gorsﬁkov}'Naval-Di est, November 1977: "The Soviet Navy © .

of the Névy. They can deliver strikes at great distances
not only on targets at"sea but also on those located on. the
¢oasts and ip the rear of an enemy" (p.-22): '

.

"The creation.in OUr country an'ocean'c,.nucleardmissileg-

tives located on the coast and in the deep rearjaf an;énemy
&8 well as againgt targets at sea, of exerting a very sig- .. .
nificant, and at times decisive, influence on the course ' .
of a war" (p. 18)y; o ' - . ‘ o . S X8
gro f§J. One-claim.by‘the Navy CQmmander-;¢~CH;af'that thgf E

was "an important.means'af”the'Suprema High Command":_'

became an Gceanic navy, an Lmportant ‘strategic means of ..

the Supreme High Command, capable of'exercxsing_a‘decisive;
influence on the course of an armed conflict in the :
theaters of military action of vast extent. It now Possesses
colossal operational Strategic capabilities" {p. . 9); e '

Pro (5). oOne claim that the Navy ‘had been advanceﬁ to the
capable-of*“exerting'a_decisive.influehQqun the course of

territory of distant continents”;

"Materials" for Navy.nay'Speechasg Communist\of the Armed
Forces Mo, 13, July 1975 "Mighty power plants, nuclear

the Navy new qualities and have advanced it te the ranks of




T

.y would be constrained to do if such a

share in the SMF's singla Mission had been

'.assigned'tothe'&avy'sssnws;

i6. "Materialg” for SUF Day speeches
- Forces No: 20, October 18762 . » ) 2g Mj
- Yorces arg 5 main, integral-pax 3 -Soviet | ' ‘Fcrces.,;.
The combat‘capabilxtiescf.thePVO-Eorces, the Aiy Forces, .
- and the Navy have:grown.immeasu;ably* {pp..31~321w‘ .
29, "Materials” gop SMF Dpay Speeches, Communigt of the Armed
‘ - Foreces No. 20, October 1977, "The?:tratEQIQ Missile Forces
_dre an-impqrtant.-inteqxal part of the chietLArmed Forces,:
These forceag now possess-pawerful-missiles...which are zapable S
of rapidly'delivering'on target nuclear warheads of great force, .
- of delivering undefiectable 8trikes ol an aggressop wherever he

victory in modern‘war...may be achieved‘only'withﬁthe'joint . '
forces of all of the servigag and service brancheS'of the aArmeqd .
Forces, The other‘sexvices'Of the Armed Forces are alSQ_equipped
with nuclear missile weapons; o e s
47..-"Materials"‘for SMF Day,-Communist of the Armeq Forces No. 29,
October 1973: -"The‘Strategic Missile Forces are an important
integral Part of the Soviet Armed Forces. Even 'in Peacetime
they are ih-constant readiness, standing combat watches unin- _
: terrUptedly._'The enormouS'qombat.capabilities 9f the Stqategic‘U 
~Missile Forces, their role in modern war does now mean that = -

have nuclear~miss;lé Weapons too. ., (PP. 61-62
.-\:;{. .
Co=172a




1
LCOL Khor'kov, *The Armed Forces of the USSR in the Postwar L e#
Of the Armed Forces wg, 13, July 19767 = o

. capable of CArrying out the basic missions of the Navy», ip{?Z};
35- 2

Ccomplete the missiong of sapping the‘strength-of'the milie-

(b) Not'éhly‘is the priﬁacyiof the sMP asserted bat s .
nuclear~sﬁbmarines are described as only the main : =
forces "of the Navy": - : -

Pariod", Summary article for political instruction, Commund s ¢
Mﬂ

attack,_:hé Iarge'g;ougingsqf'his‘fé:ces_anﬁ military bases,

The Soviet Armed Forces: Histbry'of Construction, signed o
Press 22 November 197777 o ' ¥ B

nuclearrwar...the RVSH ig Capable of delivering on target. -
with-great-accuracy.huclearIWarheads of enormous destructive .
force, These-high'combat Capabilities account . for the lead--
ing role of the RVSHQin,the'Armed.Forces of the USSR._‘They
are-the main and decisive means for the'accqmplishment'af o
the aims of , war becausge they can in a.very‘brief‘period'-"

tary economic Capabilitieg of an’ aggressor, of annihilatinq
hig Strategic meansg of nuclear-missile assault, and of smash-
ing his main mi;itgry forces (p. 466); ‘ s o

armed with-misszles of various classés and'designations, 
are the main branchgs of the Navy..."'(pp. 469~470), - .




. Qﬁf Con (1), SMF ¢redited.as thelmeans-er_strategic-strike .
-* W . T . . . . R ! .
. while the Navy's missions are depicted ag of far lesser importance:
SLle ) (€) . The SME's'leadingfrdle in the Atmed Forces is touted
< L _ : while the Navy's Capabilities are either ignored or
LT B ‘ Passed off with some inconsequential or vague _
‘ . 7 -fnrmulatien:_ _ ' , _ i
v 18, "Faithful Guarg Of the Gains of October", Editorial article . R

for use in Political indectrination of;milit@xy Personnel, . K

Communist of the,Armed,Fcrces_No._B,‘Febxuary 1977='=ﬁNowf, o : §
: _ e DAt might of «he Soviet Armed Forces is

- : o _comprised“of'the=8trateqic Misgile Forces, which most fully

R LT incorporate'the achievementg of modern scientiﬁic.and.tgch*u‘

19, Marshal Chuykov, Armed Forces Day 8peech, Tasg in Russian,
S, C 22 February, 1977. "The Strategic-Missile Forces'have‘ﬁ

BEEE ¢ Missgiles capable of €arrying nuclear warheads of-cola$s§l' _
Y “E@_ - power and of inflicting annihilating strikes on an aggrassor
. : " - wherever he may be"; : ' : %"_ -

20. General of the Army Tolubko, Armed Forceg Day speech, Radio e £
Moscow, 22 February 1977, "The current basis. for the combat o e
Might of the Armed Forces is~the~strategic Missile Forces, R -
which have aSsimilated.most fully the achievements of the e %

- atest'SCientific-and technological Prcyress"; - - IR .

39. "The Strategic_MiSSiieﬂqucesF. unsigned_article, Technolog S R
and Armaments,'February 1977, “on 14 February 1960, at the _ o 4
~ - Pourth Session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, the’Stra—jg;
o o : : tegic Missile Porcesg were.formed.r,Now'they.aonstitute_the— .
: basic combat might of the Army and the Navy. They are equipped
- with missiles of intercontinental and intermediate range"
- Ap. 14); ‘ L : S .
- 48, Captain First Rank Skryl'nik, Candidate of PhiloSophical:science,
: o S Mmaterial for the politjical instruction of militazy personnel, - : :
€ ' Communist of the Armed Forces No. 15, August 1978: “The basis R A
' Oof the combze might of the Soviet Armed Fforces ig chStituted-by -
- : _ the Strategic Missile Forces..,.in a Principally new approach to - —
the problem of raising the defense capability of the USSR under —— E
: BN ~ the conditions of the scientific technological revolution in mili- v

" S tary affairs....Now the Strategic Missile Forces have in their:
g@ " armament missiles of intercontinental and intermﬂdlate'ranges cap~
. able of delivering aceurate and undeflectabhle strikes on an




reliably-protecting the State interests of the USSR in .
the seas ang oceans....submarines are capable of carrving
out a wide.range-@f-missions in any region of the Worid.
Ocean"™ (p. 78); L . : T

4%, "Materialg® for Armed Forces Day speeches, cémmunist_of

the Armed-Furces-No.-l, January 1979; ‘“por Strengthening
,its-securlty, tHe'Soviethnion was obliged to increase .
the combat might of itg Armed Forces, to Create within .
thenm a new service w- the Strategic MiSsile'Fercass.;(p.'30)
«-. At the present time...all of the Services. of the Armeq
Forces «-. the Strateqiq~Missile-Forcesy the Ground Forces,
PYO of the,country, the Air Forces, and,tha.Navy == are .
eguipped with modern weapons, , " \WPe 31y, BT

Con (2). Mavy,¢apabilitiés.or missions gescsibédiln_ﬁefms

which.ﬁot Onlyufail to claim a sharﬁ‘in‘the-deepjatrike mission

but which seem to exclude SSBN assignment to such-a role.. In

this éase,‘both.statements in this category are by Gorshkov

and iimit the Navy's sphere fbf‘caffying-out_itsmisSicns-to.-

tegic strikes:__. _ o . _
25, GOrShkov; T e_Nagg, a DOSAAF ﬁonoqraph; signed to pféss 1.
July 1977~ & o s . S

The-Navy is_an important'service of the Armed PorcésA*'

"Our oceanic'Navy...toqether with the-Strategic Migsile
Forces, is . capable of exerting a decisive influence on
- the course or an~armed.s::uggle;in~vast theaters of mj}ji-
© tary action” (p, 47); o . o R

37, Gorshkov, Shipbuilding, February 197g; "The Soviet Navy

W
RN

- It reliably covers ihe maritime boundaries of the countries
- of socialism® {(p. S)y; : . ) .
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~ Of the Armed Forces No. 13, July 1976

atﬁategic-missions on the World”ocean“:

"Materialg” fbr'Navy Day speééhes. Ccmmunist-offtheZArmed~

Forces No. 13, July 197§. "Miqhty;

land'sg shipbuildimg. ,Nuclear—poweredzsuhmariﬁes'in*armodeﬁn

war, if the imperialigts unleash one, will become an impbrtant‘,._“
‘Means tOr carrying out_stxateg;c‘missiqns” (p- 18); DI '

‘LCOL'Khor'kov, "The7Armed3Forces of the Ussp in the Postwayr

Period,-”Summary article for political instru¢tion,ycommunist
S =Tnist

RuClear-powered Submarinesg armed, with various mig
hominggtcrpedoes are itsg main means capable of carrying out

the basic missiong of the Navy, Naval missile aviatidh_has o
_also'been.tranSformed‘into a mighty forge. The Navy aigg

Possesseas missgile, ASW, minesweeping,.landing and other
surface shipg, coastal missile forces and,naval-infantry.
Our Navy has mastered /Operating on/ the expanses of the
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8. Gorshkov, pravda, 25 July 1976: "Of most importance, seaw . N
power means the capability of our Armed Forces .to defend
the country from.the‘threat of assault f£rom thé oceans":

11. Admiral Grishanov,_Izvestixa¢ 25 July 1976: “Our nucléar-
powered submarines armed with long~range, underwater- =
. launched missiles and modern homing torpedoes are the pride;
-of the Soviet people”; : o

12, Admiral Mikhaylin, Labor, 25 July 1976: "The basis of the
- - wombat might of our Navy is comprised of nuclear<powered
- submarines and missile—carrying‘naval,aircraft. Nuclear- -
powered missile submarines armed with long-range ballistic
missiles are...the pride of our native shipbuilding*;

24. Eleet‘admi:allSergeyev}-militax-_Knowledge‘-July.197T:u "Our . -
: Navy truly is the country”s mighty sea skféld....The-combat ‘
- might of our Navy is based on various clasjes of nuclear-

poweredisubmarines.armed with long-rang: missiles" (pp. 2-3);

26. Vice Admiral Chernavin, Navy Day interview, Tass in English, -
28 July 1977: "At present, the main means of accomplishing =
the fundamental tasks of the Navy are nuclear submarines §
carrying various missiles and homing torpedces. The Navy has
‘missile, antisubmarine,Aminesweeping,;landiag.and other sur~

 face ships. ' The naval misaile~carrying and anti-submarine .
aviation have opened up new opportunities for strengthening
the combat might of the Navy and for increasing the: mobility
of its forces....The USSR is a great seapower. It is but
natural that a strong Navy...is essential for the reliable -
defense of the sea horders”; N ‘ -

46. Captain First Rank Skryl‘niﬁ1.Candidaté‘Of,Philosophical _—
- Science, material for the political instruction of military
personnel, Communist of the Armed Forces No. 15, August 1978: -
"Our Navy is a mighty oceanic missile navy capable of reljably
protecting the state interests of the USSR in the seas and- .
- OCeans....submarines are capable of carrying out a wide range. -
of missions in a2ny region of .the World Ocean®.: - -

_Con (4). The U;s;'is falsely claiméd'tQ havg_shi£tg¢ t:‘g".w;ia_tn.=

oceanic strategy that puts primary emphasis on S5BNs:

% 9. Fleet Admiral Smirnov, Militarv-Historical Journal, July 1976:
;\‘3 ! : "....the military doctrine of the U.S, has ucndergone an altera-~

c o tion. - The basic might of the strategic offensive forces in- .
et - Ccreagingly is concentra-ed in the World Ocean. Special attention

.. has been given to what is termed 'the oceanic strategy' as a

oo : most important part of .the overall strategy. Precisely in the

, v _ World Ocean, according to the views of the Pentagon strategists, -

IS S must be deployed the seabased nuclear-missile submarine systems -

= which, according to their thinking, responés in the best manner -

to the requirements laid on the strategic strixe forges" (p. 29);

T i Lo
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14. admirail Alekseyev, Peoples' Army [Eulgaria}[.al*August-l??ef -
, "The military doct in3s o the-NATQ-countries;;first,of alli ==~
 the United Statws, reflect an ever great preference for 'the
Oceanic stratesy’, for war against the land from the sea.
Pursuant to this, they are concentrating the basic gstrenqgth
of their Strategic¢ strike forces in the expanses of the .
World Ocean and in foreign bases"; . .

23, Doctar-of‘ﬂistﬁrical Sciencesy Pfaféssor Patapdé;_scientificé
Technical pro ress and the Nav r Signed to Press 27 June 977:

of 'realiStic'deneurence‘-adepted by the u.s. in the spfing
of 1971.':It_tiltsutow§xd-what is called 'the.oqeaniq stra-

_‘vulqetability;‘-The nuclear-missile submarine system Poseidon-
Trident are the basis for these systems. o s &

35.. The Soviet Armed Porces: History of Construction, by a 10

Qllective™ o - the Defense Minlstry s Institute R

~o£'Military History, s. a. Tyushkevich._&d., Signed to press.. -
22 November 1977: o . . B '

‘ "In the construction of the U;S.-Armed:Forces,-particular_
attention is being given to what isffermed"the'oceaﬁic_ ‘ '
strategy' -- the shifting of the basic power.of.the,stra+__
tegic offensive forces out onto the expanses of the World
Dcean,”_According'to the view of American_military_officials;

Wietemg of Strategic armaments and also_reduces'the number
V.- cargets aon Urs.‘territory subject to retaliatory strike"
(p. 443y; = o ‘ o

41, Gorshkov,rpravda, 30 July 1978. "At present the American
' leadership i3 placing Special emphasig on what is. termed
~ 'the oceanic Strategy' as a most important, integral part
of the general state strategy of ‘realistic deterrence, *
The plans of the NATO stracegists envision the further
buildup of thejr haval power and, in the first place, of
their‘sea-basea;strategic-forces. S

Con;(S); .A‘chéhge is advocétéd‘ih_the-éxiétiﬁé policy of .

;/(@ﬂ_v”:'. not. assigning the Navy's S$SBNs a share in the initial deep strike
ﬁ%& : - mission by recourse ta a foreignmnavy surrogate:
o
[ Fps
e : :
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23,

26,

43.

15,

~able than gther Components cf the Strategic forcegn

52

.analytiCal-report -

Rear Admiral‘washin,
‘increase‘in'the role
strategic;forces took place, ang ‘ s
because nuclear-pﬁweredﬂmiﬂsile submarines-are_less

Doctor of'Histerical Sciences,
Technical Progress and 5

_ , , nhucleayr
war....At the beginning of the '60s, the nuclear-missile sub-
marine Sysvtem became a nost importantﬁintegraljpart of the-
Strategic nuclear forceg _ rican imperialism‘;gnucléar—
powered'missile‘sﬁbmaxines-are the basic Striking force of
the Navy of the U.s in nuclear”war"-(p. 103)y; ‘ :

"All of this permits_dtawihg the conclusion that the
defense of the U.s, may be. furthered by the significantly.
decreased expenditures ip comparison with those for lang -
systemsg., " ) L - ' co

(p-'ﬂB):f

Fleet Admiral Smirnov, Rad Star, 30 July_lQ?&; FThe'U.S.'has-u‘
Concentrated in itg navEI“forges a large part of itg strategie
nuclear means....Qur Navy is carrying out responsible missiong
in the systenm of defense of the country”; : .

Rear‘Admiral Yashin ang Captair 7
Qi%est. February 1979, CAcdcording to . .pe:
De.ense_Department, the Navail Command in

The compilers of
U.S. Navy —-_'strategic deterrence
be retaineq. This would be insured by 20-33 nuclear~powered
missile-submarines of ; system" - .

RO & .
T R .
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A R R S, T -
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B "Sea Shield of the Homeland,” Naval Di?as', July 1976: .
e : "The_constructian of the_Soviet'Navy’&jways hgs?been-¢laae1y“
if @Y;ﬂ‘ P gtisd:to.thellatest achiévementg of science and-tenhnclaqy,‘. 
i - - Nuelear-powered submarines were built-whichrincorporate Lo
e 0 such qualities ag stealth, mobility, practically unlimited
3’{f SRR Cruising range and cologsal $triking power. These powerfyl
A - huclear~powered submarines,-which-arg invuinerable to.an .
S e RPN .. enemy, have taken the leading role in our Navy, <The striking
T ) power of the submarine fleet_combines-5uccessfu11?’witﬁ tha
ot S . growing comlLat Capabilities of Maval-missilefaViatian,,."~
ool (bp. 56y, - caPabllities of n, SR
£ 4 i

7. Gorshkov,_uavy Day speech, Radio Moscow in Russian;124~July
R 1976 "Our balanced Navy includes ships and combat equip~
O . ment for-va:ious:missions,‘-Tﬁere are completely moderns
Lo - nuclear-powered submarines‘puasessing tremendous striking
AR o . power and‘meeting'the-requirgﬁents for modern war to the
o greatest extent. The great striking power-cf[the;ﬁcviat
- g*‘fl, QE) _ submarine fleet-is‘successtIIy.ccmbzned-with the increased
GO cumbat_capabilities of Naval Aviation..,, ", = . '

24. Fleet Admiral Smirnov, Technoloqy'and‘Arﬁameﬁts, Jdly 1977:
o L ‘ "The,leading role in the Composition of the Navy ig played
o SR by submarines. of all classes of warships, they correspond

pPowerful and modern among them are the nuclear-powered -
missile submarines...,They-are capable of remaining Submerged
for long periods of time and, without surfacing;‘ofudelivering'

‘strikes with;ballistic'minsiles'on objectxves_lcaated on the

o 4., Fleet Admiral Smirnov, Shipbuilding, July 1§78: wae the -
S ; . bPresent time, the main means QL carrying out the h»asgic

. - missions on the seas and ‘oceans are nucledr-powered supe
S £ marines armed with various missiles and torpedoes...Soviet
o nucledr-powe:ed,submarines_have demenstrated their high*sea~__'
wo L going qualities under the ice at the North Pole, and in ‘ Lo
- _ tropical climates-duxing‘their round-thequrld'qruisesf Ip, 1y. -
) -‘:\- Y
-1%n.
. I" - . 'I- . ot L Ry
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the initjay dee
1z by statements'clalmlng only a

29,

. 36,

45,

51,

- of theg country

Captain Pirge Rank Viktorov,
Gorshkov's 1977

In a reviey of

Stated that the
the role of our
and,
the 4g9ressive

Admiral Grishanov;
and
various Purposes, .

nuclear?powered submarineg armed with

nations. ..

Axrmy and Navy
in Particular, for the deterrence of
undertaking of imperialism“

Izvesti N
nuclear]weapons; together with missileg design@ted for

SRV

. W i, LELTY o ...“\!_o"_-‘or;;q‘ ALY ;-‘\--,w_.‘_-‘i,- 'Q""." ',--',u T

Januafy-IQTQG o, ST
monograp Tha‘Na.-,aitfia N I
Navy Commander-in—Chief “portrayed-well‘-: SR

N&val Dicest,

in the System of defensa. =

(p‘_104)1 : e

& peaceful situation";

Naval Digest, February 19?92 'Quotéé Brezhnev
XXVth Party Congress 1In 1576 as having saigs "We are oreéat-

=181~
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:expenience in carrying out "strategic strikes”

\ “Navy_credlted by Army leaders wlth the capability for deep strike."

- Science Directorate of the Armed Forces' General Staff presumably

_ made him responsible for insuring that the v1ews of Admiral

R P B 3L R DL TS T RS

DRSS PO UL R )

CQn:(B) That the Navy s SSBNs were not even credited by
one source with having a role with the SMF in strategic detexrence

(for wh;ch the SSBNs are best suited) further heightens the-unlik-

'“lihood that a role in ehe initial deep strike mission has been

assigned them: . .. . oL BN

48. Lt Gen Stroganov, Chief of Staff o; the Ground Forces*
Missiles and Artillery Forces, Radio Moscow in Rusgian,
18 November 1978: Asserts that "thes SMF are the sghield
and the sword. of our Homeland. They are the real and

'practlcahle means for the deterrence of a potentlal '
aggressor _

ch-(Q) -The Navy chief cites his forces World War 1T

as an histarical
surrcgate. This seemlnqu was calculated to. advocate that his

'SSBNs be a551gned a major share in the inltial deep streke by

clalmlng the Navy s prior'experlence.. o m'}ﬁe' '13_3 L SN

29, Gorshkov, MllltarywHistorlcal Journal, Qctober 1977-“ 4};.
Soviet naval art was enriched /in World War 117/ by the

e R S R I A LR L B L e fa

working out and use of methods for delivering strikes on L

strategic targets on .the territory of the enemy and in R
naval theaters” (p 47y . '

Going back now to the “Pro(l)" category to supply the necessary

minimum of analytical comment, it may be noted that there were

N
Only two entries, ‘both from November 1977 in the cateqory of ' ' B

The first was'by a general whose position as Chief of thé Miiitary I

Gorshkov and his officers were consistent w1th the USSR's unified

mll;tary doctrxne, Accord;ngly, when he stated (para. 31} that

-182-
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.éf; _History.ofzCOnstructggg,'whiéh.wés written'by'a_group‘of Army: X o j
Officers in_the'DefenseMinistry'surnstitute of MilitarylﬂistOry e

6fficer:an& 4 Doctor of Philosophical Science, Since this'wnrk_' ) : " L“
‘ , o

listeq "huélear4powered submarinesﬁ'along with_but after the SMF- o ;

e .




.
SN

)
i
" .- -

-volumes.

'Similarly, Marshal Moskalenko s statement in the Pro~2'categoryr

crediting. the Navy 8
"a key pos;tlon" (behind the SMF but ahead cf the LRAF)

for the protectlon of the securlty e of our people may be accounted

'for without posxting & share with the SMF in the initial deep strike.

It is lnterestlng to note, however, that Mcskalenka listed suh-
mar;nes second after the SMF but ahead of the LRAB - which the

objectxve“ capabzllties of Sovxet SSBNs V1s-a—v1s lcng-range missile~

armed aircraft would seem to warrant. Yet, since the Navy had not

‘been awarded second-place honcrs in the wmrk (Just discussed) which

| “had been edlted by a top Army political officer and sinee the thlrd
'edltion of Sokolovsky s Military Strategy had made it cleer that the
. LRAF no longer had a major role in the 1nxt1al deep strike, the

fact that the ‘Navy had been listed last in the Tyushkev‘ch work.

suggested strongly thatiﬁus&avy still was not- consldered to have
more than a theater role in strategxc strlke. _ e
of these 15 statements, five are spec1f1¢ enough in thear

clalm to a Navy capabllity for deep strike. as. to requlre ccmment,

while the others, although all suggestzve of deep strike; are too

Th;s applles in pertieuler to all three
6 and 8) and both of Fleet

vague to he meaningfui.
of Gorshkov's statemen+s (paras. 5,

Admiral Smlrnov s (paras. 9 and 38) whzch merely cited an SSBN

strlke capability against "enemy terrltory" his'"ground ebjectzves

and so on. . The fact that the two most Senlor naval officers

“avoided usxng any formula that speclflcally claimed a capabxllty

agalnst the "rear" or in the depths of “dlstant contmnents" speaks

Had the Navy had a spec;flc deep. strike assignment, to

repeat an oplnlon already stated several t*mes, Gorshkov.and his top

' —184-
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'députytﬁtul&-have-been the fifét td‘braq-aboﬁt it. It shauld be L
f B ;33 noted, teo, that Smirnov sp@ke of possible“ 6perations aqainst ' ’;}
I ground objectives, therasby lmplying a resarve ar ccntingency role. . j_’“
-h Similarly, the claims te a Navy capabil;ty for carrylng out : | | Eéé
= "strategic missions in the Wbrld Ocean" (para. 7} or that the Navy e
.;:,/“ had heen "advanced inte the ranks of ‘the strategic farces (paras.:r E ;LJZ,
S 10 and 27) or that SSBNs had "become weapons of ‘the strateg;c |
'nuclear farces of the country (para. 35) were all easily account-  ' "* ;);
‘able for by the Navy s anti-SSBN and anti-CVA mtssions. Also. g ) t::};
Captaln First Rank Shul'man's quote (para. 13} frem-Gnrshkov s ff h
S— Seapower of the State of the Navy»agaznst»thewshore thesis of o '. ) ,;.‘
”!'. : S ‘the changing nature of naval warfare included the corollary of | _ | j/f
Ljf'”{l B f most significance that is invariably added -- that defense of the L .;:;:
e _ ‘Homeland against strxkeo from an enemy 8 navy ia ef equal or ' z::z
; T C§} greater importance for the USSR, o f oL - -7tt-‘:f€jr
: e However, in addition to these’ vague generalltles tha“t seem on’ _,,}:"a.
’ their surface . to imply a deep strike capabzllty but ‘which mMay. - - - j;;;
o " be discounted with conslderable assurance as deterrence propaganda -t .‘;EE:
;’;; or, at least, ag too. vague to be analytically SAganicant, there ' 'é}%ﬁ
o - remain to be considexed three clazms of a vavy capabxlity against -,,;i
: '; "the coast and rear" (10, 11, and 14) and one each against the ' jﬁﬁ;-
- coast and deep rear" {para. 15) and against "the depth of. L o ;;;Pt
,/' the territory of the .enemy" {(para. r7). Here, as before when "_‘___.__’_'
_.4; numerous such claims have been made, it seems hlghly probable o
- that the- clalms to a capab111ty against the coasts (of the U.8.} _;_
’.’.'fﬂ reflected the actual mission assignment -prevmusly noted -fpr ' ' ="'T,.~
Vo | B | =l
g y “1RG 3 ;;;%ﬂ‘
N I U I,
e ATl T T TN I O S S - S S L
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- SSBNs.

the. SSBNS agaxnst coaatal counterforce targets whila tha ag=
sociated clalm for a capabillty agalnst "deap -Qr "rear tar-
‘gets merely reflected the §5BNs' reserve hackup rale.to the SMF.

The Pro-4 clalm by Gorshkov in the Naval Dlgest that the

Navy had become "an important strategic means of the Supreme
High-Command-capahle-of exercising a decisive influence on’ the
course of an armed confllct in theaters of mllxtary action of
vast extent" is also one that had been made frequently before-:

in a_number of variations.. Like the earlier such_cla;ms, this

one may be. seen on two.counts to fall short of being & claim to

a share in, or even a capabillty for, a: deep strike rdle for the'

First, as urev;qusly observed several Limes. limitlng
the.claim~to the TVDs excluded it, by def;nltion  from being 3 ‘
clalm to strateglc strxkexmf Secondly, as also noted geveral
times before, the Navy's. antleSBN and ant1~CVA mlssions L
provide ampla justlflcatlon for the Navy,belng canszderedf_;.
"an important strategié-means of the Supreme High Cbmmand:“
It seems probable that the Supreme High-CQmﬁand's “Stratégic_
Nuclear Foréeslof the-Country“ia/are functionally divided into
offensxve and defensive Eqrces. | |

1. " The Strategxc Counterforces of Defense, comprlsed
ICBMs and the Navy's SLBMs for the strateqic
3/ SR s _ v

offense, and

1/ “The main objectives E}n "a modein war"] are situated

beyond the limits of the theaters L"of military action"l ; they

are located in the devths of cnemy territory"‘(Milltary Strategy,

2nd. ed., p. 340); "The Armed Forces can employ the following.

forms of strategic operations: l}‘“Strlkes by strategic nuclear
forces” or 2} “"Strategic operations in land and sea theaters of
military action" (General Zemskov, Military Thought, July 1969).

2/, Gorshkov, Naval Digest, February_1973, pp.'ls‘and'zi.

3/ Gorshkov, &gxgi Digest, December. 1972, pp. 20-21.
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xﬁfi‘j. A 2. The~strategic Forces of Defense, comprised primarily = = | %%;*f

%iQf;;.-“L; . by the PVO of the Country, the Navy's general purpcsa forces, - :i;:f

&ﬁf L the LRAF, and the Ground Forces. 1/ ' . o %;f;f
_ As may be seen from this organxzatiou, 1nclusion of the , ;fgf

i;;*;; - Navy's general purpose forces in the "Strategic Forces of : L _. - é@;g.

éf'ﬂ ' ' Defense” for the SSBN-protection mission and for the anti~SSBN ) o

fﬁf;fi“ | : ~ and antz-CVA missions would be sufficient by itself to justify S zzﬁiz

;;i“n; the Navy being described as "an important strategic means of - '%QFf;

7";l“__ - the Supreme High Command, " | eTE e IR o | g?ii;

fﬁf' The fingl statgment,in Pro{s5) that”apﬁeﬁrs“to &Q§po:£'a_daép"" | .145;

i§.; : - strike sharé fdr the $SBNs was'that in*ther”Matarials“_far 1976 EI%Q

”f:‘ Navy Day speeches which stated that thé Navy had "been. advanaeda . o .%;ﬁ_

:%i"ﬁi . -: to the ranks of the: forces of strategic designation,. capable of L i E

i:f'. ] @E} exerting a decigive influence on the course of major: oparationS' o o it;j

ﬁflj?’  not only_in-the-aceaglbut-aISO-on the.land tezritazy of distant lgﬂlii

E@;"n o cantinénts"'(para..S); This statemént'waé'a nﬂﬁably artful dodge | J“‘f:;ff

- T in;that it combined in oné sentence all of the most-used vagaries | !if%%

i;i:r - calculated to énhapce deterrence by imp1yinQ'a share iﬁ the deep ) _; ;;i

fi;jr; | strike mission, or at least a capability for-sﬁch a misgion,.-"i

5%?2;5,'5 N withdutfspecifically saying so:  '

ﬁ;' B .i 1. It Claimed the Nawvy had'becomg a "strategic® force,

:?;jf g an argument Just d;sposed of above, o |

n;;-} _ 2. It only speclfled "land terrltory of distant continents'

";f{;_ . leaving open the possib;llty that only coastal targets actually

:‘i}? : ' were intended;

LA

;ﬁ%f; = L/ Militarf Strategy, 3rd Edition, p.'él_




— R . . o
#;;;fw o 3. It'dhly_époke'af inflﬁeﬂcing the "course" of a war,
B :hg;.'.rather than.ﬁctutSe'aﬁa tutcame;‘or "entire.éourse“ras'wauid‘
i? " have been used with wirtugl.dertainty_if.the‘ﬁavy had bten—_ o o g T{ifl
;*~g.'ﬁ . given a major share with the SMF in the initial deep-étrike S %imf
i;. at both countervalue and countarforce targets; and R i"“&
ﬁb» ) _ 4. It employed the "not only ea. but also"” formula that tat ;_l,— . ;;i
:L@fj; . more often than not has been used to show that the Navy had __-T R e
g;;;:i : . been assigned the missxon-listed-after "not only” (in thls case, -
i“i:”[ . operatiohs "in‘the ocean”) but was.only‘advécatmng-th&t:it : t..' ?1-‘
= also be assigned the mission glﬂnn after "but also - here _:7,  o : ?ﬁﬁi
tr@;%} | ~ that for strikes against "the land terrztory of distant contlnents.‘- _ ,_W;ﬁf
ﬁ%jf;"h R wa, turnzng to the statements that militate agaznst any. o -
;%F§"'  g _conclusion that, during ‘the- 1976 -1979 period since the XXVth ) .." T?gi
' '?arty‘Congress, the SSBNs have heen'assigned_any~sha;e.witﬁ the _x;;"-_' g?tf
‘ _ . . : _ -8

 SMF in the initial deep strika mission against the-cantinental‘
U.S., it is approprlata to. begxn with the three SMP Day quotat;ons
in Con(la} (paras. 16, 29, -and 47) . whlch emphasize . the SMF and

fail to suggest-any.strateqic strike role for the Navy. The .

' SMF, for exampie,_wat described in October 1977 (para. 29) as

ﬁéapable of rapidly delivering nuclear warheads of great. power _;"' .'.ﬁyiy
on target, of delivering undeﬁlectable-strikés*on an agqressor | | _t ;&:_
wherever he may be." By contrast, the  "other services“ were | o

: dxsposed of in thls same statement thh the curt observation that f%%_
they are "equipped with nuclear-m1551le weapons too."” While ;; -
there is no apparent obligatlon for an SMF Day artlcle to give o ' .f;;T
a full or balanced treatment of the other services, Lt seems o ;%{




b
?E: s highly likely that some mention, at least, woild have te be | _;;

?;iff°j k%f _made of any other service that had a mejor share with the SMF L wfi
:'T” ‘. in deep strike.. o o . | ' _  L B
E%E %ﬁi - In sub-category Con fib) are statements from two Army- N
ix;ufiﬂ : authored sources which limit the service role. of S§SBNs to - I
'iﬁ; _”f . o missxons of lesser importance than thosge for deep strike. This Ve
;f4~;§f_ . is accompllshed by prevxously~noted formulas which make such - ﬁf,‘ _.‘ ';::
’:ibeg; | assertions as that nuclearhpowered submarines armed with various‘ | - 1 | {.%l
1;;£§F?l | ‘missiles constltute the main means *of the uavv“ tnare. 4) or’ that | “}ﬂ,
Z;Tj‘ff - .the main branches "Qf the Navy" are comprised of . suhmarlnes, :_.-fkf
?.l*',j' ) surface ships, naval infantry, etc. .Again, as. POintﬁd out - "éf;z
“;;31"4 ' several times before,. had the $$BNs been aeeorded a real share ?;H
T;iﬁ: a in the initlal deep strateglc strike, these ﬁormulas in’ all :'”.'“ . i:if
- ) e@f}- probabllity would have replaced the phrase “of-the Na#y“_with?_.' R :*%%w
“:1:~f.. o mgg the Supreme High Command. " o ." f, ‘,”__a  '. f._fﬁff
izzif; ' In sub-category Con(lc) six statements credlt the SMP -as o :f‘ : ;35555
“éi: .f_ _ being the service . capable of strategic strike,and either ignore . . ;fi;?
,G:E??? :5_ the Navy altogether or credit it with capabilities irrelevan _: S ':&\tk
;“f';? - to. deep strike, . In four quotatlons (18, 20, 39, and 46) the SMF' S Ei%;:
ﬁgi?ﬁér . is praised as “"the baszs of the combat might" of the Armed o ' ;g;%;
;;;&;’ - Forces. In ‘a fourth quote {para. 19) Marshal Chuykov mentlons | : .gé;é
ke _ E A
w only the SMF as having "misszles capable of carrylng warheads of P
Qf:ji o colossal power and of lnfllcting annihllating strikes on an
;ijﬁj : ' aggressor wherever he may be." Chuykev and General Tolubko

(para. 20) and the unsigned article in Technology and Armaments

(para. 39) 51mnly omltted any mention of the Navy whlle in a




o
¥
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L
o S

ments by Gorshkov that seemed by thalr terms to. exclude the"' e .

_earlier by references to Military Strateqy and General ZBMSkOV
, in Military Thought, iﬂ ) : - Lo

- warrant expectlng to find some mention<1fthe deep strxke mission

Statements run the gamut in choice of formulatlons but, taken : '3f .
- togel her, add up to a substantial refutation of any hypothesls

 that the SSBNs. have been given any share in deep strlke in this , N et
final April 1976-Apr11 1979 per:.od | o R 3

fourth statement, an article fox Armed Farces Day - 1979 (para. 51),

it wns gald that not only nuclear*powered submarxnes but also aircraft

. *
~—— - .
.

and ﬁurface shlps fcrmed the "basxs“ of the Navy and the appli-. o fa
cation of scxence and technology to these forces had further

increased the USSR's seapower The fifth quotation (para. 46) .

LY

- N
N
N

merely credited the thy with the capabil;ty for carrying aut -

wide range of missxons“ and even that statemen* limited its |
action to the Wbrld Ocean.  In the sixth and last quotatzon .
(para. 49), the Navy was gzven only the amall horse of being "- e

equipped with madern weapons". None of this, of course, scunded _ Tt

_at all like it would have if thﬁ SSBNs had been'asszgned a.major '; -

share in deep strlke.

The two descrlptions cf naval capabillties or mission assign-

possibility of the $SBNs bejng assigned a share in ﬁaep strlke ,  ’-] e
(paraﬁ. 26 and 37) both specified the Navy's sphere. of action
as {limited to) the "oceanic theaters", As:mentionedrln stating."':; .\;:
the Con(z).category, thls terminology ruled out any strategic ' _. 41:€

strike missiong -~ whlch are consxdered extra-theater as footnoted! i

" In the Con(3) sub-category nine statemen*s axe to be found - "; {5

whose descrlptlons of the Navy s capabilit;es were sufflcient

i.*= such a m1551on actually had been assxaned to the S55BNs. These




The five statements in the Con(5) aateqory'all make the

clain that the U.S. has shifted (from its strategic triad of

ICBMs, SSBNs, and SAC bombers) to a primarily oceanic strategy'
which puts primary emphasxs on SSBNS. While the Soviet writers,_
largely ‘naval, who have resorted to this propaganda proy, prea=
sumably know that it is intrinsrcally false, they very likely |
get some useful mileage out of it not only to support Gorshkov' .9 -
obvzous need for more ASW forces but alsote support his claim for
a share in deep strike for his SsBNs.E/; ' o

.

Five statements quallfied.for catagory Con{S) by virtue of

- the fact that each of them resorted to the foreign—navy surrogate ;

of descrrbing the mrssxen assignment of capabilities of U.5.

- 55BNs for deep strike to advocate; An an asoteric manner largely

_____

‘understood only by the SOViet military and Party elite, that Soviet=r

SSENs be given a majcr role in deep strike.- while these state- o

. ments require no indiv1dual analyszs, it is particularly worth

B noting that the rmplrcit acvocacy in this current perrod is not’

b _
H%§= limited to arguing that the Soviet Navy should be assigned the"
:f;? -destructron_of 1mportant [i.e., countervalue, apparently] targets"

A _

B (para. 26) . Rather, the Navy brief ambiticusly calls for “an -
o " increase in the role of the.;.SOVLet Navy in the -system of

'53;1 the Strategic forces" (para. 15) by concentrating in it “a
;M - large part” of the USSR's “strategrc nuclear means” (para. 43).

;" : . As support for changlng Soviet mllltary polrcy in this directzon,
n W ' . | :
ﬁ;¢4w~ 5/ - An 1ntereet1ng indlcation of a Navy wish that the U S. really
e had such an oceanic strategy was the equally false claim by Rear
o 'jj Admiral Yashin and a naval captain published in February 1979 in
e * the Naval Digest (para, 32) that President Cartetr had shifted to
) "a continental strategy” which, the article alleqed, wis counter
SRS ~ to the lnterests of the u.s. publlc. : , ' .
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the naval persons participazing in Lhzs nicely orchestrated o .
'ﬁ&;' symphony cf pleas (Gorshkov, Smirnov, Potapov, Yashin, and |
- ROdlonOVJ hold out brlght prospects for decreased volnerability*
.‘(paras- 15 and 23), lesser expenditures (para. 23), and a svstem

that hay be expected to Still be visble by the year 2000 (para

LY

- 52). Certainly all of this unmistakable, ardent advocacy by

» itselr constltutes convxncing evidence that the Navy 8till hag '

other. types of*forces for gtrategiq;strikg. - For Naﬁy bay 19?6
(ﬁgl'-aorshkov in a Radie Moscow address (para. 7) and an éditorlal in _

Naval Digest (para. 3) praised submarines with the latter even S g
venturing to claim them invulnerable. Howcver, neither Gorsﬁkov ‘?

- in 1976 nor Smlrnov in artlcles in 1977 (para. 23) and 1978

' _(para. 42) went so far as to make such a patently unsuppurtable

n statement or even ‘that submarines were the "universalw weapons
system, con*enting themselves instead with the similar observa-,_
‘tions that they correspond "to the greatest extent to the‘ ' .

requzrements for nuclear war” (Gorshkov in ‘1976, para. 7) or

N

that, "of a11 classes, they correspond most. fully to the require-
ments of modern war" (Smirncv in 1977 para. 21), . In July 19?6

.Smirnov made the further claim that Soviet submarinEG‘hadudembnf

Sewalaa g

strated thelr superlor qualities ”under the ice at the North Pole"
T _ o ) A ‘ ) ) . ¢
oy ‘ A _ _
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' rellable means for deterrence". The fact that, having £irst

and during circumnavigations of the globe. : Me'iticn of the Arctic
was probably intended to bhe particularly suggestive of SSBN '
capabilities since AsW in the Artic ice is’ especxally R -
difficult end is 1imlted mainly tc that by SSBNs. o ' |

Between m1d-'77 and February '79 there were five statements

e that fall ;nto the Con(?} category of mentioning cnly the Navy 8

deterrence capablllty to the exclus;cn of its war—fighting capa-

b;llty 1n qeneral and its strategic strike capabllity in part1cular.;

':As mentioned earlier, this is as likely . to be indicatlve more of

follcwinq the Party line on detente hy avoiding warlike prcnouncementslf

than & calculated effcrt to minimize the Navy - capabilities far

_strategic strike. In this regard it is noteworthy that the moSt

recent statement, which appeared 1n the Naval Dlgest in Februery

=1979 (para, 51), specifically cited Brezhnev s XXVth Party Cengress",

speech to the effect that "the strategic forces“ are the USSR's

cited all of the strateglc rorces in'a deterrence context (to the
excluszon of their war-fightlng role), the article went on to
mention the Navy: specifacally in just its deterrent role makes.

it partivularly clear that no slight wag intended to the Navy._

'Moreover, from the fact that four of the five statements (paras.,

28, 35, 45, and 51) also mentioned “stabilization" of regiocnal

situatlons (that is, conflicts at levels helow the nuclear

threshold) provzde addltlonal evidence that these statements

1/ Defense Minister Ustinov's speech to his political "con- ,
stltuency“ (Pravda, 24 February 1979) (para. 50) is the most recent

- military reflection of such avoidance of bellicose statements; he-
8poke only of the Armed Forces as the “shleld“ for the USSR and

avoided any mention of the “5d0rd"

-1q3-'



mq:.,w_x-.*q.':_-uv L, 1..’!- L R R R e o

Ly

4

-
e

IRC

%

-vwvuvvvwvvvvvcvﬁkurvvvvv“xmvnpvvvv-~

actually do not constltute ev:dence one way or the other ag to . L I

whether the. Nevy has been a551gned a deep strike role == and so

.must be dlsregarded for purposes of the anestigatlon at hand

More 1nd1cat1ve of the non-assignment of a deep strike role

to the. Navy was the fact that. even one scurce could giVe all the

f-credit to the SMF for being the means of deterrence. In the

Conig) category we fing tha Chlef of Staff of the Grcund Forces'

'Missiles and Artillery Porces glvxng ‘the SMF not only sole
Icredit for hexng the "shleld and sword of the Hbmeland" but for

‘being "the real and practicable means ﬁor the. deterrence of a'

potentzal aggressor" (para. 48). Only if General Strcqanov had
named and expllcltly derogated the Navy's SSBNS and the LRAFS'”
Lonq—range strlke amrcraft as "impracticable" cquld he“have made
his meaning clearer : ”The SMF is the real"means fer detexrence . - i{
and war—fighting“ thls senior Army of ficer was asserting in effect;.r

and the other services are of no great 1mpertance " e

-, ,

In the final plece of evidence, Con{ﬁ), Gershkov is seen to -
have resorted to an hlstorical surrogate in Qctober 1977 to. clamm :
that the Sovzet Navy had worked. out. the theoretical underpinnans

for strategic strlkes as long'ago as World War II and, accordznqu,

met the requlrement for prior experlence to qualify for a deep

, strlke asszgnment._

Turn;ng next to the evidence from the current 1976 -1979 _-‘ .

‘perlod that bears on the quest;on of whether Or not the Navy has = r,-“fl

regained a role in destroymng naval forces at. thelr bases,.

prlmarlly SSBNs and/or just CVAs, the following statements are

_ relevant
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6. Gorshkov, "Navy

~.

Soviet Milltar Enc-clo ed;a,_Vol. Qi
Signed to press 20 July T A modern . navy is one
capable of ... destroying his [”an aggressor's”] naval
forces at sea and at - LthELr] bases" (p. 235); :

26. Gorshkov, The Navy: 81gned to press 11 July 1977: "The
Navy is capable o¥ destroying important ground objectives
of the enemy and of defeating his forces at sea ang at
-thelr] bases" (p, 39); and _

32, Captain First Rank Schumikhin, COmmunlst of the Armed Forces,

No. 20, October, 1977: "The St¥ategic Missile orces no :
comprise an important part of the combat might of the Armed
Forces. The character of modern war, it is assumed, requires
_that these forces be a reliable means for the annihilation
of the enemy's .. milltary bases ... The modernization of..
?his service is takzng o thls spacifically into .account. "
P- 87] ) K -

It will be recalled (from ‘the’ consideratlon given to the 1971-'~
.1976 period of this aspect of strategia strike) that the Navy
‘:,appeared to have lost this role ‘by April 1973, Accﬁrdingly, the
analytical questlon here is sxmply whether the evzdence xndic&tes a

A~that the Navy had-been rnassigned the roie s*nce tha XXVth Party

Congress ended in April 1976.- The answer - seems to be negative

-

. on all three of the pertinent counts: ‘ .:‘ ,: .

1. If a Navy - role.against U s. SSBNs and/ar CVAs in port

. Were aSSLgned the SSBNs, there would have been much more commant

from all sides suggestlve of the fact;
-2, Gorshkov_s twa comments.{paan‘.G_and 26) both of

whlch appeared in out-ofmthenway places (i. e., in the Savxet

‘ leitary Encyclopedza and in a DOSAAF pamphlet rarher than in the

more-~read. Pravda, Red Star, or Naval Digest where he was silent on

- the subject) seemed de51qned merely as a low~kev hcldmna operafinn.
to keep the issue alive and on the record against more favorable

c1rcumstances for its advocacy, and .
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pad that "it was assumed” that the smp must be assigned the destruc-

o tions on the wisdom of assigning to the sMmp alone the anti-base
[ o !
* mission (1ncluding whatever cvag and SSBNs as might be Present} ., .

s Next to be considered is the current assignment of SSBNs ;¢
versus naval bases Per gg.'independantly of whethergmriﬁet‘any' ‘f1‘ e
CVAs-ar'SSBNs_might-be Present. fThe following ﬁﬁreé~pertinent‘_  o

1 statemen£3~wera_turned.up by research of the opeﬁ_litegptureg o L
for the 1976-1979 periogq: - . o IR /
4. LCDL_Khor'kov; "The Armed Forces of the USSR‘in‘the:POStwar“”l e
‘ Period, " Communist of the Axmed:FomceS>.No,-l3, July 1976: - "
"The Strat&g;cfﬂlsél @ Forces constitute the bazis of the - .. . L
military might of the Soviet Army and Navy, They are ' “ ey
assigned the destruction of the enemy 's meang for nuclear o L
: attack, the large groupings of hig forces, and hi3~mi%itary.g L _-‘ﬁi;
‘ , bases ..." (pp. 7272y - 7o | R SN _ T
L . 5. Gorshkov, "Naval Art," Soviet Military Encyclopedia, vol 2,
4 o S Signed to press 20 July, 195§ The Soviet Navy las acqguired A
i the capability for delivering nuclear-missile strikes from : " TN
great distancgs on the-territory‘of.the enemy,\cn.hisanavy_ SR X
dnd on his bases. " (p.234y; = - o o T v
32. . Captain First Rank Schumikhin, Communist ofrfhe'Arméd-gcrces;'j ._1/5
No. 20, 0ctobe:*1977:- “The“character‘of modern war, lt'lS'?_- g T
) assumed, requires that thesge forces the SMF  he a reliasble Y S
o - means for the annihilation of "thae enemy‘s'..,-military‘ s s
b ! v baSES-.- " (po 87)- B . o . . .. o .. . "
o It will pe recalled from the analysis_offthe‘1971-1976‘peridd : - ;2§f4
- that the evidence indicated the pPossibility that Ndval{Aviatioﬂ had . T
| | ) o s
largely'freed the SSBNs from strikes at naval bases, even. though : e
‘;ng the SSBNs may have retained some naval bases as targets incident to - =~ 7 . °
g their assignment against "coastal military bases". ”The above-. '
ﬁﬂ.? ' quoted‘siatements include two {paras. 4 and 32) in‘whiéh we  gee -_\‘
\':."\. . . ) - . . . ' ' -' . '
‘?5 one Army officer and one Naval officer credit the SMF with'the : : ;\x'
mission for strikes against ‘military" basas ~- which in'Sovie:  e .7'5:T/;
. v
/// ) o " de — ::{;‘:{“}' ; oV ‘}_y’“ - —1,"—.... .,.,_.;f'{‘ '4.:!. . ‘\‘:’—-T,.’/_‘:?
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teminology would inciude naval,basea;--Oa.ch1y cns'occ;sidnsince

1976 dig e#en‘a navalfoffiéer, although Gorshkov him5&1f, c1aim.a

'jcapability-for Strikes against navalrbaéesd 'Haweveé,ﬂas may be

Seen from the immediately ensuing Section, the‘navy“didlretiin‘a T

limiteq strike-mission againgt coastal milithry'targets. That

~ conclusion taken in conjunction with the above three'sﬁatgmentS‘_
. appear to indicate that the Navy, although.perhaps_Iargely_ﬂava}_' _
 Aviation rather than the SSBNs, did retain a role for sttikes against

. haval bases. Thus,'the'durrent evidence is inconelusive bnfthis-pbint;

B At this juncture, the Present role of the Navy's SSBNs

agginst’éaastal térgets_in fhe-curfent ;976—1979‘periqd~comés‘

: under_scrutiny; Four pieces of'e&idence are available:

32. Captain Pirst Rank-Schumikhin, ccmmuhist‘qf thefarmedpkorces, :

No. 20, October 1977: ., . nué _ Ced submarines armed

- with various missiles ang homing‘torpedoes “e.are Capable '
or delivering sufficiently powerful strikes at great
distances on Sea targets and op ground _objecti-ve;s-lqca.tgd
?n the coast {poberezh 'ye) and in the rear of an enemy."
P. B87);: | o o Co

34, Admi;a; Sisoyev, NavaL,Diggst, November 1977, "Modern

40.. "The Navy." Unsigned_article, -Technolo and Armaments,

- February 197g.. "AE the present time, nuclear~powered
submarines\armed.with various missiles and homing :
tarpedoes are the main means capable of carrying out .
the basic missions of the Navy, They can deljver strikes
at great distances not only on targets at sea but atlso on .

44, Admiral Grishanov, Milita; ~Historical Journal,. July 197g

States that the Navy has’ e Cca e of direct action

~197~ -
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ffﬂxﬂ ;f;& ‘_: | Thé_consistency of these four diﬁparate.soufces in all
L 139;‘ ) éreditinq'the Navy with the same capability.for'striking tar-
i<"ﬁ | Qets‘bcth "on the cdast“ and "in-the‘réar“ (ar in.the_fdepths. - ;;t B
;L“;” . of cuntinents“_as_in_the-Sisoyev article or in the "deep rear"” ?';_T
5i;ju-'_ ‘ - as in‘ﬁhe Grishanov articlef suggests that-the_uavy’s réleé-in'. o ‘;;;;~
;H\&? ',Strategic strike had been settled-to'théldegree that some ~ ) | f;;z
Ii?;;_ | . runity of views" had rgsulted. prawing on -all 0£ §he fore- L
“ﬁ&f?- - gﬁing‘evidénce. it seems well-warranted to conclude'bqth*that“ 5;
the reference to “coastal® targets was to the sa#yjsumissicﬁ far--- o 'fﬁjmf
§ a limited share éqainét military tarqetk along théfU;s.'East:" - .';%i;{
? and West coasts:#hat it apparentlf'was_gssigned'by_spring, 1968' : S;ﬁi:‘
o ;; :'whiléfthe'reférence to‘tarqats.“in the rear" of the enemy was = -';%5?5
f}‘i{'H‘ " to.the Navy's resarve backup,rdie#tb the_SMF;E/ T | | S
- The fiﬁal‘pieces of evidence to be'chSidefed:inzthfs :{ :
study are the two statements belowrdhiéh'supezficially.seém-to=‘ | ;: -
concerh the possibility of the SSBNS'having'been‘éssiéﬁé@ 2 B T ';é}jﬁi
European theater role in st;ategic_étrike in-the three.yearsf -;fﬂi
e : )

= ' since the XXVth Party Congress in the Spring of 1976: Al
. ‘ ‘ : S C o - N7
g, 6. Gorshkov, "Wavy", Soviet Military Encyclopedia, Vol. 2, X
R P a - signed to press 20 JuIy,1§7€:.“A-modern navy is one ,3&&
2 : . capable of inflieting strikes with strategic nuclear. :Q__
SN R . forces on important iand objectives of the enemy...nf - .K@;;
R o cooperating with ground forces in the conduct of opera- AT,
L tions in continental theaters of military action.? (p. 233) TR
o | | - o 2
'L/ While the use of *"coast” (poberezh'ye) rather than - T

nshore" (berega) in all three ctatements certainly does noth- - © . ik

ing to support the hypothesis advanced earlier“that_thé Navy -

had been assigned coastal airfields and missile sites along - .

with naval bases, rather than just the naval-related targets
_ associated with “"coastal" targets, the two terms are used S0
dﬁf interchangeably that one seems well-advised to await publica-
~ tion of some more definitive work like those by Sokolavsky, .
Grechko and Gorshkov pefore deciding to revise the hypothesis.
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S e 9. . Pleet Admiral Smirnov, Mifitary-Historical Jeurnal, July.,. " Do

- S - 1976: wrhe widespread application © nuclear power, nuclear- R
Sl missile weapons, and radio-electronics have changed the
T . combat capabilities of the Navy radically.- Now it is

' capable by its strikea-not.only of deciding the fate of a

A - sea battle but also of influéncing'to‘a‘significant'degree'
o _ - ¢he course and outcome of an armed struggle in continental .

P theaters of military action. - This attribute was:secured -
AR : for the Navy primarily by the naw submarines which were '

SOV armed with missile-caxrying-nuqlear.warheads and capable,
N R ' due to their nuclear propulsion plants, of completing

' ‘ cruises in the broad expanses of the World Ocean, of )

delivering powerful strikes on military objectives
. located in the depths of enemy territory and on his o
nuclear-missile ship-forces“. {pp. 31-32) “Joint actions.
of the Navy with other services of the armed Forces on
the operational and strategic levels has become an im=
portant condition for gaining decisive success in opera-
tions both in continental and oceanic theaters of military
action" (p. 34). . o B
Althqugh on the face of them these statements by the'tWo=,"
top Soviet naval officers give the impression that a Navy
role in strategic strike against European greund_TVDs:Was,impliéd}

‘.such'is almost certainly not the case. Rather,'Gofshkbv-énd

smirnov may be seen_iﬁ.thesé two quetations, as in so. many o

T closely similar ones befpre,'merely to be continuing thei;_ad?

: vocacy;thatﬂthe Navy's SSBNS be assigned a reai share in the
initial deep strike against the continental U.S. This is made S e

doubly clear by Gorshkav when he resorts to his favorite device

for advbcacy by referring to the capability of "a modetn Navy"

rather.than of_the-Sovieq’Navy; “Even more concluSEVE'is ;he_ _'. -
féfe;ence.by Gorshkbv ﬁo ﬁcoaperéting ﬁiﬁﬁ.the gréund fbrcés“; _ i;¥
.This‘is-a tqtally-different mission from sharing in-stratégiq e ;;f
strikeé'against Eurupean-ground theaters in that-thé former eséen- | ;:j
tially involves giving direst actical missile fire Sugport'to'soviet _ ;&
EE{_. .Ground:Fofces in coastal sectors while the latter would iﬁvd;yg ' kij
| striking "StrategiC“ instéliations. CThus, we are:left ag we were in ;;:
ﬁhe l971-l976‘pe:iod without.a single piece of=real.evideﬁce to _" .
o =199~ :
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enn. Suggest that the Navy had been assigned & share in strikes R
,‘.-‘... . O - , 3 . . ) :,::-:
i - against ground targets in the European ground theater. Accord- . ‘ {;:;*
BN ) Q;;- 0 ingly, it is concluded that the Navy still has not been assigned . o
,&/A; ‘ ‘such a role. Moreover, for lack of any Navy statements advo- - f’;a,ﬁ
A : . .. ) ' . . o k;"‘ -
o : cating such a role for the SSBNs, it seems reasonably certain . ;1;{/7;
=i . . : ' g IR e
iééf~ t “that Gorshkov does not want such an assignment =- quite probably T SV
il ‘ _ L . . ' : ' : . -: i
”;?g“' .~ to avoid any role that might tie his forces to European coastal wfﬁa;
oG waters and again, as in World War II, bring them under dominant . . yﬂ;??
m’;’ﬁﬂ' '4_ P ) : . ‘ . . ’ ’ o . . : ' : :_'_'_1 o
T o control of the Army marshals. - Lt
e - so, to summarize the roles of Soviet SSENs in strategic
“ T strike at the time of writing (18 April 1979), they are seen
e ‘ L : o Ll 5 ' o
it 1. Deep strategic strike -~ stitl no role assigned for the
Pt é&@ -+ initial nuclear strike. The Navy appears still to re-
s e - tain a rather nominal role as a reserve backup to the SMF
e S in the event those forces could not destroy all the tar-
T gets assigned in the initial strikes. S
2. Strikes Versus_navalffordes in U;s.'ports'é- thé.ﬁéqy'has ;
i not regained the role for such strikes that it once had- i
T but apparently had lost by April of 1973.- ‘ 3
ST : S o S _ ot e
ke 3. " gtrikes versus U,§. coastal targets -- the Navy appears = :
e b ‘ . ¢o have retained the share in this role acquired by the Spring i
LA ' . of 1968. However, the current evidence;'Like-that’since :
giéﬁ& .+ - 196%, indicates that the $9BNs' targets are quite limited i
" V o ~ in comparison to the SMF and that the targets assigned *
i " _are not necessarily those that the Navy would prefer to o
st B - strike te'enabLa,Lt'tp‘affcrd*optimum]support to the war e
at sea by destruction of the most important naval 'hases, o
including the naval forces present. . - ‘jiﬁig
4. strikes in European ground theater -- not a single valid 3
referaence was made to the subject in 1976-1979, thereby S
continuing the silence on this aspect of the Navy's roles 1'} -
in strategic strike that had characterized the preceding o
five years. This total of eight years during which the . o
matter has been unanimously ignored by the Party, ghe (PRl
Atmy and ‘the Navy is convincing evidence that the Navy is. e /o
o in agreement with the policy of not assigning sguch a role e
Dy to the Navy's SSBNS. ' , S Ve
oL | - ' b
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