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NET · ASSESSr1E~lT OF 

.':.: THE UNITED STATES MD SOVIET NfWl'fS (U) , 
.. 

SLIDE 1 (U) THIS ASSEssr'lENT IS DIVIDED PlTO T~qEE P,(I,RTS: 

Il FIRSL THE r-lISSIO~·IS OF THE U~m~D STATES IIAVY. 
• SECO~JD, h!Y~T , HE RElIEVE TO BE T'~E ~ISSI[)~IS OF 

" THE SOVIET NAVY, \HTH P~.RTI CUlA: ~ATTE~m!)N Te) 

RECENT DEVEUJPr1ENTS \'iH I CH M,~Y pr'JRTEND NHI 

MISSIONS FOR THE FUTU RE • . 
. tAND FINAllY, cor1PARIS01·IS BET\·H:E'1 THE THO 

, , 

NAVIES, VIITH D1PHASIS on THf: AB.I LITY OF U.C~ T\) 

CARRY OUT THEIR r~ISSIO:~S Pl THE FACE OF 

;- oppas IT I ON BY THE OTHER. 

(u) TH I S ASSEssr1E~H CENTERS ON THE GErll::RAL PURPOSE rlAVAl 

FORCES OF BOTH S IDES--THOSE DES I GnED PR,If-1AR I L Y FOR OTHER 

THAN STRATEGIC NUClEp.R \·I.~R. THUS, THE :STRATEGIC BALLISTIC 

MISSILE SUBf'lP,RHIE FORCES OF BOTH SIDES ';RE EXCLUDED, EXCEPT 
. 

FOR f1Ef'iTIOn OF sm'1E H!EVIT ABLE I NTERACTI O'IIS I'lITH THE . , 

OPPOSING ANTISUBMARINE W~RFARE FORCES. 

MlSSTQ~S e)F THF UNITED SDiIES :IAVY 

SLIDE 2 (U) ASIDE FRO~ THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ~rSSIONS, THE UNITED 

STATES NPNY HAS THREE GE1ERIC rlIssrr) ~!s: . 



.' 

G. THE FI RST OF THESE IS Pf,t\CET HF PRESF~!CE: 
IN THIS ROLE) SHIPS AREDEPLOYED OVERSEAS IN 
PEACETrr~E FOR ,~ VARIETY OF 013JECTIVES) r10ST OF 
HHICH ft,RE CLOSELY TIED TO THE CO~IDUCT OF OUR 
FOREIG~! AFFAIRS: 
- SUCH AS EVIDENCE OF U~lITED STATES Cm1MIT~1ENT 

. ON BEHP,LF OF OUR ALLIES, 
- OR A VISIBLE DETERRENT TO PO:TDITL~L ENEMIES, 
- DR AS A .POTENTIAL RESTRAH!WG FORCE BETI'IEEN 

. BELLIGERErlTS, 
QR AS A HM OF PROTECTING OR EVACWHING UNITED 
STATES CITIZENS OVERSEAS, 

- OR FI NALLY, AS .A ~!AY OF PROTECTF'!G OR FV,L'.CIJATING 
UNITED STATES CITIZE;IS OVERSEA.s •. 

·0 SEA CONT ROL: IN THE SEA CO:jTPDt MJSSIO~L THE NAVY: 
- ASSURES THE USt OF THE SEA.s~OR OUR OHN PURPOSES J 

OR THOSE OF OUR ALLIES) IrIHILE 
. . 

- DENYING THAT CAP.ABILITY TOOUq P!Er'lIES, 
- SEA CONTROL !ILSQ FKLUDES m::: FIJrJCTI 0:1 OF 

LOGI STI C SUPPORT (THqOUGH ~·IA.1JY ,~[IJ~ i~ERCHANT 

rkll,RI ~It·_· ) OF U. S, rl'RCE" O\lER~ ~ 1\" "".1'-. 0<: ~ , 'R "tj n r u . ,..) 'V, \,J. L.j \.) 1'"'\ \ ~ '_' , Ij, j . 

"Li Ir'S I-i ... C • 
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SLIDE 3 

. ' . 
-- - _ .. .' . -- - -'. _. 

o PROJECTION: IN THE PROJECTIfYJ ROLE- THE NAVY 
PROJECTS ITS ['lILITARY CAPABILITY ASHORE THROUGH: 
- TACTICAL AIRPOI'!EROPERATIfjG FRO~ AIRCRAFT 

. CARRIERS, 

NAVAL GUNFIRE L PRIr'lAR! LY FRCn CRUISERS, 
FRIG,~TES, Aim DESTROYERS, AND 

- . AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE 
MARINE CORPS • 

. 
(u) THESE THREE GENERIC MISSIONS C.~N BE COMBINED IN A .. -VARIETY OF HAYS, DEPEiWING ON THE PARTICUUI.R SITUATIOH . 
Sor1E REPRFSUiTATIVE SCPL~R!r)S \'/HICH ENTER INTO THE 
DESIGN OF OUR NAVAL FORCES ARE: 
(0 €I Hi THE FIRST OF r :-1ESE--DIRECT Cr)~!FLICT IHTH THE . . 

SOVIET UNION IN EUROPF: 
THE SEA CONTROL mSSION HAS P,P PLICATIOij HI THE 
DEFENSE OF THE SEA LI~iES OF Cor1f1UNICATION (SLOO 
BETHEEiJ THE U~I !TED STATES MJ EU ROPE. !T IS 
THE NMY I S ROLE: 
e TO _ASSURE SUSTAINED Mm A'JEQUATE SUPPORT--

iN TERr'iS OF EQUIP:EH MIIJ r'lILIT,'i,RY RESUPPLY-­
FOR THE flATO FORCES FIGHTIi'lG IN EUR'1PE. 
OUR MAIN OBJECTIVE HERE IS TO ASSURE T~AT . 
NATO CAN cmnr:WE TO FIGH1 EFFECTIVELY VlITH 
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. -:- ~-. CdrIVENTI':i1!AL l-rEAPOi'iS FOR .,\T' LEAST AS LOflG 
. . . . 

. ::.:. . ,,:AS T~lESOVIETS CNL AND T~1AT \-IE ~IEVER BE 

, . _ e 

CAUGHT IN .A. POS ITI ON \-!HERE 0UR rJ1'lLY RE~1/\E1 I r.JG 

ALTERNATIVES ARE Esc.A.LATIn~1 TO NUCLEI\R 

WARFARe .OR. SURRE!WER. 
, . 

IT IS ALSO THE tl.A.VY'S ROLE TO ASSURE AT 

LEAST AN AUSTERE MINIMUM LEVEL OF ECONOMIC 

, SUPPORT TO THE N,A.TO NATIOl-IS FOR AS LONG AS 

THE FIGHTING 11A,( LAST. 

o - AND TO ASSURE THAT HE CAN USE THE SEA AS 

, -NECESSARY FOR PROJECTI ON f"11 SS IONS . 

IN THE EVENT OF A HAR HiTH THE SOVIET UmOf! IN 

EUROPE, IT HOULlJ PROB./\BLY BE TO THE SOVIET 

ADVANTAGE TO CHALLENGE OUR VITAL SLOCs HHEREVER 

. THEY MIGHT BE VULNER.4BLE. THUS .. EVEn THOIJGH THE 

WAR ON LAND rUGHT BE RESTRICTED TO EUROPE) THE 

UNITED STATES nAVY'S SEA (f)~ITROL MISSIO!'l \'/OULD 

EXTEND TO &.L THE KEY OCEAN ARE:~S. 

- THE NAVY'S PRnJECTIQ:'1 r1ISSifl~1 IiJ THE plATO 

. SCENARIO HAS ,1l,PPLIC.~TlO;1 0:'1 T!IE FL.A.NKS OF ~I.A.TO . 

IN ADDITIO~, THE N~VY 'S SIG~ I FICA~TTACTICAL 

AI RPO\'fER ALSO HAS A ROLE IN CEr!TRPIL EURIJPE J 

PARTICULARLY DURInG THE EflRI v DAYS OF .4 :'!MO . 
HAR. \<lITH THE CARR] ERS CO:JC:JTRATED I i-l A 
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SLIDE 4 (C) 

. - ' . .. 

RELATIVELY S~1,~LL PROTECTED E~ICUWE (SUCH AS 

. T~E ENGLISH CHNINEU BOTH FOR r'lUTUl~L SUPPORT . . 

ArID TO PERm T I NTEilS I VE ArlTI SUBM.AR I NE \·I.~RFA RE 

(ASH) OPER,~TIor:S) SE.~-I3ASED 1!I.CTICAL AIRC RAFT 
. . 

CAN HELP TO DEFEND VIl~L PRE?OSITIONING SITES 

- AND LOGISTIC AI~CR.~FT ENRIJUTE FRGr1 THE 

. UNITED STATES) AS ~IELL AS HELP COU NTER AND 

SLOH A-LIKELY \ \I,~RS,~H PACT TH?UST ,~CROSS THE 

NORTH G[RM.~;\I PLM N. 
. .. -

W!fILE UNITED STATES PLMNIiIG IS BASED ON Nrln-

NUCLEAR HARF~,RE AS TilE PREFE\.~BLE ,~LTER~!ATIVE) 

AND THEREFORE PLACES A HIGH ?REf1IUM 0~1 WlT 

~lWING TO BE THE -FIRST TO ESCALATE Tf) NUCLEAR 
. . 

vlARFARL THE C~OICE IS N0T E:X1TIRELY IN OUR 

HANDS. SHOULD ESCALATI O~ OCCUR) THE CARRIERS 

REPRESENT A POTENT CONTRIBUTION TO OUR nCTI CAL 

NUCLE.~R C.~PABILITIES TI-IROl!GY ·JUT ALL OF EUROPE. 

THE NEXT SET OF SCPIARIOS ) UNTUTER.~L ~lILITP\ 2Y 

ACTIWL INVOLVE THE USE OF UNITeD STATES FO~CES 

IN SUPf10RT OF OUR INTERESTS (JUTS I DE THE FRM1EI'!OR:< 

OF A r'tAJOR COLLECTIVE SECURITY )'GREEI1 ENT (SUCH AS 

THE NORT H ATLANTI C TRE.~TY) .· THERE ARE A NurmER 

OF VARIATIO:!S: 
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- SUCH ',~S \'IHERE Ml ALLY IS OPPOSED BY A THIRD 

NATI f) ~j IHTHOUT DIRECT COf1SAT SUPPORT ON THE 
. . 

PART OF THE SOVIET UNION, (TH OUGH SOVIET ~lIUT!1~Y 

. EQU I PME~IT A:ID .~DVI CL AS ~'IELL .~S SOV I ET ECI)~,lor11 C 

ASS ISTANCE, fv]A'{ BE SIJPPLI ED). An EXA11PlE \,'!OULD 

BE THE RECE~IT \'/P,R IN SOUTHEAST ASIA. IN THAT 

CASL THE NAVY'S PROJ~CTlO~'l MISSION INVOLVED 

THE USE OF THREE ELEf1ENTS: TACTICAL AIRPO'r'iER; 

NAVAL GUNFI RE SUPPORT j AND AMPH IB IOUS ASS.~ULT. 

THE. SEA CONTROL msSllill PRl r-1A RIlY INVO lVEn 

INTERDICTION OF CO Mf'lUNIST SUPPLIES ALONG THE 

COAST AND IN THE RIVERS OF SOUTH VI ETNML AS \'IELl 

AS THE MHlHlG OF PO RTS IN NORTH VIEHVV1. SO 

PERVAS IVE \'i.~S OUR CO NTROL OF T4E SEA THAT NORTH 

VIEHW'1 HAS VIRTUALLY DEN IED THE OPTION OF 

RESUPPLYI NG THE FO RCES IN THE SOUTH BY SE.~ AND 

HAD, INSTEAD, TO BUILD UP ,~ND RE LY AU~OST 

EXCLUSIVELY on L.~rm LINES OF L!)G ISTICS. 

- A SECOND VARIATIOrl IS ~!HEqE JlJ ALLY IS OPPOSED 

BY A THI RD NATlf) ~1 \lITH DIRECT COI'lBJl.T SUPPORT ON 

THE PART OF THE SOVIET UNION. THOUG4 NO SUCH 

SCENARIOS HJl.VE OCCURRED TO DATE, THEY CAmlOT BE 

DISMISSED FROM OUR PLAN~lf!G . A POTEflTIAL EXAMPLE 

HOULD BE THE Ei\!Gl\GE~'l ENT OF SO'!'I ET FORCES O~I THE 
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SIDE OF THE ARJ;S NATIO.% IN A 11f-\R AGAI~IST 

ISRAEL, Ii!ERE \<IE TO BECOJ1E INVOLVED, THE NAVY'S 

PROJECTI() r~ ~lISSICFI HOULD BE AS IT \'I.~ S P 

SOUTHEAST AS I.~, AND WE ~E ~ cnrnROI ~1I SS If)r~ 

COULD BE EXPAnDED TO rHERDICT SOVIET SLOCs TO 
-- - - - -THE MIDDLE EASL AS ylELL AS TO) PROTECT OUR OI:IN, 

"" A THIRD VARI.~TION IS HHERE HE DIRECTLY OPPOSE 

SOVIET ~lILITARY OPERft.TIONS IN A THIRD COU ~lTRY, 

AN EXN1PLf HOULD BE THE CUBAri CRISIS OF 1962, 

IN THAT CASC THE ~IAVY 'S PRrri~; RY MISSION WAS - -

SEA CONTROL TO DENY THE SOVIEfS THE ABILITY TO 

INTRODUCE ADDITIOilft.L STR~TEGIC MISSILES IN CUB ,~, 

SLIDE 5 ec) 0 THE fINAL SET OF SCENARIOS IS DIRECT CONFLICT WI TH 

THE SOViET U~II0N \HTHOUT A LA\!ry lIAR: - OR \~fl.ll.T HE 

-- CALL "WAR AT SEN' - THESE SCHIA2IOS ARE BASED or; 
THE PRnpOSITIO~! THAT A Lft.ND \'fARJ PRESUr~,~BLY--BUT 

NOT NECESSARI LY--I N EUROP E WJULJ HAVE SUCH 

DISASTROUS Cm!SEQUE~lCES FOR ALL TH AT A Sor~EI .. IH.~T 

LESS CAT AC LYSf·lI C I,IAY OF APPLYI :~G MILITARY PRESSURE 

mGHT BE ft. l'IAR RESTRI CTED TO THE SEA, THOUGH THE 

SOVIETS H,IWE flAR ITI i·1E FlTERESTS IN THE AREAS OF 

FISHI NG MID, TO AN INCRE.il.SE1S DEGREC SUPPORT OF 

OVERSEAS ALLIES , THEY--.I\CCIJRATELY--VIE'·I THE . 
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MARITIME INTERESTS OF THE FRE~ NATIONS OF THE 

WORLD AS REF~G '~1UCH GREATER-- :;10T OnLY \<lITH 

RESPECT TO CI)M!'1ERCL BUT TO THE PROVI s rO ~l OF 

,-ESSENTIAL SUPPLIES , SUCH AS PETROLEUM. SHOULD 

THE SOVIETS ELE-tT THE OPTI nnOF A vi.~R AT SEA, 

pOUR nAVY'S SE.~ CO~TRClL MISSFPI \'IOULD BE OF 

VITAL I MPORTAr'ICE . THE NAVY'S TASK ¥IOULD BE TO 

_ _, KEEP THE SEA L.AnES OPEil AND FREE FRO~1 THREAT 

-- >- ,_, OF SOVIET ATTACK BY SU13~1ARINES, SURFACE RAIDERS, 
, , 

==_- :> -', ANn AIRCRAFT--AS \'IELL AS TO FREVENT ALL SOVI':T 

L= = ~::. - MARITH1E ACTIVITIES .~S A \4AY OF APPLYI NG CfJUNTER-

PRESSURE. 

(U) THE SCEN~,RIOS \'iHICH I HAVE DESCRm:::D ARE INTENDED ONLY 

TO BE REPRESENTATIVE, RATHER THMI EXHAl!!STIVE. FO P. EXAi·1PLE, 

THEY HAVE NOT INCLUDED THE NP.VY 'S PEACETI ME PRESENCE ~lISSIO'I! 

WHICH--THOUGH F'1PORTANT IN DETERRING Tt.:: OUTBREAK OF 

CONFLI CTS SUCH .~S I HAVE JUST OUTLI r'!ED--A~E LI KE LY TO BE 

WELL WITHIN THE REACH OF ANY FORCE WHIC~ CAN PERFORM THE 

SE.A COrlTROL AND PROJ ECTI ml m SS IOI'IS ADUUATEL Y • 

NOH I'IITH REGARD TO THE f~lSS!f}'!S nF THE S!)VIET NAVY ; 

SLIDE 6 (U) RUSSIA HAS LONG BEEI A cmnP1ENH.L NATIO;'L GRE!~TL,( 

ENDm,IED HITH NATURAL RESOURCES , Alm- LARGELY I~IDEPE'mE~!T 

OF SEA LINES OF COi>·F'iU ~nc.~Trrl'l. AS SUC~ THE RussrA:~ NAVY 
, 
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HAS TRADITIOi'lALLY PLAYED-ASECmIDARY ROLE- IN -THEIR ~lILITARY 
PLANNlNG) \'/ITH Ef'1PH.;SIS IN THE RECENT PAST Drl COASHL 

DEFENSE OF TH E HOMELAnD, \-lITH I:! THE LAST DECADe HOIiJEVER) 

THE SOVIE! N~VY H.AS TAKEN ON A FAR MORE 1 ~1PORTANT ROLE IN 
THEIR -r1 IUTARY PLN1NING,_ \,/H ILE THEIR APPLICAT!O~!S FOR 

NAVAL PO\'iER ARE NnT TH E SME AS OU RS) HE DO BELI EVE THAL 

INA GP~ER IC SENSL THEY HAVE THE SAf1E r·1I SSIO ~IS --FROf.1 THE 

SEA CO NTROL MISSIOf~ \~HICH STARTED \lITH CO ASTAL DEFENSE) 

. THEX HAVE EXPArlDED 'TO THE STR.ATEG IC NUCLEAR f1ISSImL OF 
-. -COURSE--BliT ALSO TO THE PEACETI ME PRESENCE ~lISSION AND-~ 

APPARE~ITLY--THE PROJECTION MISSION) IF ONLY IN AN EMB RYONI C 

HAY THUS FAR. 

SLIDE 7 
(F I G 1) 

(0 " HIT!-! :{EG.AqD TO THE pE.~CfTn~: PD~SEIJCE ~ISSIorl: 

FROM THE t:'lD OF HORLD HAR I I u:nI L THE E,ARLY 

1960s) THE SOVIET NAVY'S MISSIr;;'1S APPARDlTLY DID 

NOT INCLUDE TH AT OF PEACETP1E PRESENCE, HfJHEVER) 

SINCE THAT TJ;1E) T:1E SO'/IET NN/Y HAS CH,L\NGED FROM 

~/HP.T HAD. BEEN LA P.GELY A. COAST J1,l DEFE~lSE Fn RCE TO 

ONE IN HHICH SIG~lIFICM!T PE,4CElH'iE DEPLOYf;lE:HS TO 

AREAS \'/ELL BEYO~D THE SOVI ET UTTORAL ARE nORi'1.A L 

AND CONTINUOUS, THIS SLIDE SHO',.:S THE HISTORY OF 

THIS BUILD-UP,· AS RECENTL~ AS 1963) THE RE WAS NO 

PE Rf"IANENT SOY! ET i'I.L\V.AL FORCE ['lEN I N THE 

MED ITERRANEAN , BY 1965) A SMALL PERCENTAGE OF THE 
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SOVIET NAVY \~AS BEING DEPLOYED. THE RISE SINCE 

THEN HAS BEEN AT A STEADY RATE UNTI L IN 1972} 14% 
" 

OF THEI R FORCE VIAS DEPLOYED AI'I.c",y FROM HOf'iE \'l.i\.TERS . 

THEY NOH HAVE FORCES NOT ONLY PI THE ~lEDITERRANENL 

BUT ALSO IN THE CARIBBEN'L THE INDINJ OCEM!; AND 

------ OFF-THE HEST COAST OF AFRICA. ~,.IE TAKE THIS AS 

-- - - -

INCONTESTABLE EVIDEnCE THAT PE{,{ETI ~lE PRESENCE IS 

Nilli ONE OF THE r1ISS IONS OF THE SOVI ET NAVY. 

DUR ING THE .RECENT MIDEAST CRISIS) THE SOYI ET 

- ,-. ' , MEDITERRANEAN FLEET SURGED TO gg SHIPS; AS OPPOSED 

TO THE UNITED STATES NAVY STREr{GTH OF ONLY 65. 

THE SLIDE ALSO PROVIDES A COMPARISON OF U.S. NAVAL 

FORCES DEPLOYf1ENTS DURING THE SME TIME PERIOD 

AND'SHOHS B.Olli PEAKS OF VIETNAM! \-JAR ACTIVITY. THESE 

CURVES SHQIoI ONLY Cm1BAIA:'lT SHIrp DEPLOY~lENTS. 

SLIDE 8 (S) SEA CONTROL: THE SEA CONTROL mSSION OF THE SOVIET 

NAVY HAS DIFFERED SOf1alHAT IN: THE PAST FRor1 OURS . 

STARTING AS A COASTAL DEFENSE F<JRCE) IT MS. BEEN 

PRIMARILY DEFENSIVE HI ~L~TURE CI. E.) ATTErlPTING TO 

DENY US CERTAIN USES OF THE SEPD) AND, UNTIL R~CENT 

YEARS LACKED AN OBVIOUS PARALLEl.. TO illlR OFFENS IVE 

CAPABILITIES <I.E" THEY DID NlTI SEEf1 TO HAVE 

EMPHASIZED AN ABILITY TO ASSURE THEIR OHN USE OF 

THE SEAS FOR con:'lEECgL OR :W/'";! .. : PURPOSES) . THIS 
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-DEFENS IVE CHARACTER) HmlEVER J BEGAN TO CHMlGE AS 
___ , THE ,SOVIET NAVY DEPLOYED LARGE NUf'lBERS OF CRUISE - . . .... . 

MISSILES) AND WE MAY WELL HAVE TO COPE WITH A 
TRADITIONAL OFFENSIVE SEA CONTR0L MISSION IN THE 
FOTU RE AS T:~EI R CARRI ER FORCES DEVELOP. THUS, I'IE 

- SEE THE SOVIETS EVOLVIrlG FRGr1 A CONCENTRATION ON 
SEA -DENIJ\L Tm'lARD A CAPAB ILITY FOR SEA CONTROL 
IN ITS EllLL CLASSIC SENSE. 
THERE ARE TWO MAJOR C0I1PO i'IEtiTS OF THE SOVIET SEA - -

CONTROL MISSION : THESE ARE ANTI-SLOC; A~DM!TI-'-
NAVAL SHIP. 
- ANTI-SLOC OPERATIONS ARE ONE OF THE TWO MAJOR 

SUBSETS OF THE SEA cornRoL m SS ION OF THE SOVI ET , -
NAVY. ONE OF OUR PRINC IPAL l?JCERTAI NTIES 
REGARDING THE SOVIETS' VI EH GF THEIR ANTI-SLOC 
OPERATIONS INVOLVES THE i1AJOE NATO CONTINGENCY . 
AS I HAVE NOTED) liE VI EH THE l'lAHITENANCE OF THE 
ATLANTIC SLOC AS A rJlJOR ROLE FOR OUR NAVY IN 
THE EVENT OF A LAND \'IAR r N N,~'TO. SHOULD SUCH A 
HAR RE~l~IN NON- NUCLEAR FOR At·;Y LENGTH OF THilE) 
WE HAVE !ill DOUBT THAT THE SOVIETS \'iQULD VIE\'I 
INTERDICTION OF THE ATLANTIC SLOC AS- A KEY 
MI SS ION. HO\-lEVER) THERE "r S &LSD. SGr'iE REASON TO 
BELIEVE THAT THEY VIE~-I THIS CJ:-nI~IGEr'iCY ~.S LI KELY 
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- TO ESCALATE TO NUCLEAR YlAR Ul A rlATTER OF . 

DAYS--OR PERHAPS A VERY FE\,! ~IEEKS AT THE OUTSIDE-­

BUT I N ANY . EVErIT HELL BEFORE ENOUGH H~TERL~L 

COULD HAVE REACHED EUROPE BY SEA FROf·1 THE 

UNITED STATES TO HAVE AN jI,PPRECIABLE EFFECT · 

ON THE PROGRESS OF THE WAR. IF THAT IS INDEED 

THE SOVIET VIEIL THEN SOVIET ANTI-SLOC OPERATIONS 

f18Y BE BASED PRH1ARILY ON CONTItlGENCIES OTHER 

THAN A MAJOR LAND \oJJI.R \'/ ITH NATO. THESE DISPARATE 

VIEHS OF THE ISSUE OF THE ATL4NTIC SLOC I~ A 

NATO LAND WAR ARISE BECAUSE \i.E.) ON THE ONE HAND) 

VIE\~ A REAL NON-NUCLEAR CAPAB ILITY AS VITAL) 

WHILE THE SOVIETS) ON THE OTHER) DOUBT THAT HE 

CAN ACH I EVE IT. 

BUT THESE SAt[ DISPARATE VIEHS AL.S..Q LEAD TO A 

SECOND UNCERTAINTY ON OUR PART REGARDING THE 

SOVIET VIEI'/ OF ANTI -SLOC OPER!nlm~S) THIS ONE 
; 

INVOLVING THE CONTINGENCY OF Ii '.'I.~R AT SEA \·JITHOUT 

AN ASSOCIATED LAND WAR. OPINi ONS AS TO THE 

DESIRABILITY OR OUTCO:·1E OF SUCH A COf'ITINGENCY 

FOR EITHER SIDE ARE r·llXED) EVEN IHTHFI (lUR mm 

GOVERNMENT) AND HE DO NOT KNO'!I HHETHER SOVIET 

" .. PLANN I NG I NCLUDES SUCH A tmlTI ~lGENCY ) OR HHETHER 

IT HAS AFFECTED THE DES I G~ OF,THEIR FORCES. 
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NONETHELESS, IT is. A r'lISSION i-IH ICH FALLS vlITHHI 

THP R CURRENT CAPAB I LITY --HHETHER BY DES I G~I OR 

BY ACCIDENT--AND IS THUS ONE ;·lH ICH HE fiUST TAKE 

INTO ACCOUNT , IT IS ALSO THE STR,~TEGY THE SOVI ETS 

. OUGHT TO SELECT I F THEY BECONE CONVI fKED OF THEI R 

--- MARITH1E SUPERIORITY BECAUSE--\'iITHOUT THE 

__ ASSOCI ATED HAR ON LAnD-- IT DOES NOT FORCE A 

- DECISION TO ESCALATE TO NUCLEAR I'IAR AS RAPIDLY 

AS IN EUROPE, AND BECAUSE IT ALLDI'JS nf1E FOR 

-- BOTHSIDES TO PROJECT I-IHO IS ~HNNING, 

A THIRD USE OF THE SOVIET ANTi-SLOC CAPABILITY 

HOULD BE IN CASES l'iHERE \'JE TOOK MILITARY ACTION 

UNILATERALLY I N SUPPORT OF AN ALLY IN A REMOTE 

AREA, THUS FAR, THE SOVIETS HAVE NOT ENGAGED 

US IN THIS HAY, THOU GH THEY Hl;D THE OPPORTU~llTY 

TO DO SO DURI NG THE I'IAR I N SOUTHEAST AS I A, TO 

HHAT -DEGREE THIS I-lAS THE RESULT OF A PERCEIVED 

LACK OF CAPABILITY FOR LO(IG-TERf1 SUCCESS, AS 

OPPOSED TO A L4RGER CO:KERN all THEIR PART \'IITH 

THE CONSEQUENCES OF SUCH AN ACTION, EVEN IF 

SUCCESSFUL IS DEBATABLE . rmnETHELESS, HE FEEL 

THAT IT IS. A SIGNIFICA:n ELE~'lE~T OF THE SEA 

CONTROL mSSION OF THE SOVIET NAVY, AND ONE ':IHICH 
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vII LL REAR CLOSE AHUlTl ON ,n.S ':IE CO~S IDER THE 

CHANGING .NAVAL BALANCE BETWE81 THE TWO SUPER .- . .' . . . '. 

pmlERSIN THE FUTURE. 

- .ANTI -[jAVP.l SH IP I)PERI\TI!)~IS f,RE T:1E SECOilD f-1.~J()R SUIlSET 

. - . DF THE SEA CONT-ROL ~lISSION (A'in HOULD BE INVOLVED 

.. SHOULD THE SOVIETS CHALLE~!GE OUR SEA CONTROL OR 

. . PROJECTION FORCES). IT ~AS T.-lREE CGriPGrIENTS: 

AGAINST OUR CARRIERS ; AGAINST OUR OTHER SURFACE 

. SH IPS; AND AGAINST OUR SUB!/lAR INES. 
. . 

WE BELIEVE THAT ANTI-CARRIER OPERATIONS ARE ,~ 

MAJOR FUNCTION OF THE SOVIET NAVY. HE HAVE SEEN 

A CONTINUED GRO\HH IN SOVIET SURFACE SHIPS AND 

NUCLE.4R-PO\'I ERED SUBr1ARI NES, ROTH ARf1ED H ITH ANTI-
.. 

SHIP MISSILES) ' AS \'IELL AS cornINuED MODERNIZATIOPI 

OF THE AIR-TO-SURFACE MISS ILE ARf1Af1ENT OF THEIR 

LONG-RANGE NAVAL AIRCRAFT. Wi: INTERPRET THIS AS 

A COUNTER TO THE UNITED STATES CARRIERS AND) IN 

PARTICULAR, A COUNTER TO THE 1ACTICAL NUCLEAR 

. CAPABILITY HHICH THE CARRIERS REPRESENT. I,<[E 

H.4VE DOCUr'1ENTARY EVIDENCE OF ,0.. SOVIET AIR 

OPERATI ONS PLAN \'IH I CH IS DES I GNED TO DESTROY 

NATO'S NUCLEAR CAPABILITY.BY ~lEA~'lS OF A filASSIVE 

STRIKE OF TACTICAL AIRCRAFT ':.:m STPu'\TEGIC BO;'iBERS 

EARLY IN A EUROPE~,!: ~· I.Ll, R . ' .. :E ;ELIEVE TH PiT THE 
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- NlTI ~SHIP HE.~PONS HE NOH SEE DEPLOYED ON SOVIET 

S,UBHARINES, SURF.~CE SHIPS, NlD NAVAL AIRCRAFT 
.". . . 

ARE EVIDENCE OF .~ SItliLAR PHILOSOPHY ON THE PART 

OF THE SOVI ET Nffi!.'{. HE FEEL THAT THEY l'IOUlD 
. . . 

ATTEf'lPT TO DEFEAT OUR CARRIERS IHTH CONVENTIOnAL 

HARHEADS SO LONG AS THE HAR REf/1AI NED NON-NUCLEAR, 

BUT THAT THEY HOULD H1;'lEDIATElY RESORT TO NUCLEAR 

HARHEADS SHOULD ESCA~TION OCCUR, 
. 

\~HILE HE BELIEVE THAT THE PRU'~ARY SURFACE TARGET 
. . - . 

FOR THE SOVIET NAVY IS THE AIRCRAFT CARRIER, THE 

VERY CAPABILITY HHICH THE SOVIETS HAVE DEVELOPED 

TO CARRY OUT THAT TASK ALS.Q GIVES THE~l A CAPABILITY 

AGAI NST OUR OTHER SURFACE NAVAL SHIPS, AND FORf'lS II 

SUBSTANTI AL PORTI ON OF THE I R P,NTI -SLOC CAPAB I LI TY 

.. DISCUSSED ABOVE. AS HITH ANTI -SLOC OPERATII)~!S, THE 

SOVIETS HAVE YET TO DE f/10NSTRATE AN I NTEi'lTIO~ TO 

CARRY OUT THIS FUNCTION, THOU0H TH EY Dlll H,IWE THE 

CHANCE TO DO SO DURH1G THE \>JAR IN SOUTHEAST ASIA , 

BUT AGAHL AS IHTH ArlTI -SlOC OPERATIONS, ANTI-
-

SURFACE NAVAL SHIP OPERATImlS ARE TACTICS FOR 

. . HHICH THE SOVIET NAVY ALREADY HAS A POTENT 

CAPABI LITY, PARTI CUlARlY I N NE!~RBY \'iATERS SUCH .4S 

THE SOUTHER~I l'lED !TERR.~J E!\N MID NOR\'I EG I A!! SEA, 

15 
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THIS CAP,L\BILITY GIVES THE SOVIETS A ~flDE RANGE 

OF OPTIONS> HKLUDIrIG THAT OF ATTUiPTING TO 

HHERDICT OUR f'lOBILE LOGISTIC SUPPORT FORCES 

INSTE[G OF OUR CARRIERS DIRECTLY> SHOULD SUCH A 

. STRATEGY APPEAR MQRELIKELY TO BE SUCCESSFUL. 

-- -AS ' FAR AS SOVIETS I ASH OPERATiONS ARE CONCERNED> 

.- THE DESTRUCTION OF OUR POLARrS AND POSEIDON 

SUBr'1ARINES is. AN ANilOUNCED GOP.L OF THEIR NAVY. 

NOTHITHSTANDING THAT> HOHEVERJ \'IE BELIEVE THAT 

. FOR THE PRESHIT IT ~tL\Y ACTUAl (Y BE OF LESSER · 

PRIORITY IN THEIR EYES> PRINCiPALLY BECAUSE THEY 

MUST HAVE RECOGNIZED BY N0I1--AS HE HAVE--THAT THE 

TASK IS AT THIS TIf<1E PROHIBInVELY DIFFICULT. 

THE SOVIET SHIPBUILDI NG PROGR;~r1 LENDS EVIDENCE 

IN SU PPORT OF THIS VIEW. \'IHIlE THEY CONTI NUE TO 

. BUILD SURFACE SHIPS YlHOSE OFFICIAL DESIGNATION 

lNDICATES AN ASH ROLL THESE SHIPS ACTUALLY ARE 

BETTER EQUIPPED FOR ,L\IR DEFENSE OPERATIONS AilJD 

FOR STRIKES AGAINST OTHER SU R?ACE SHIPS TH,4,\1 THEY 

ARE FOR ASH. IN ADDITION> n~ EY INT RODUCED THEIR 

FIRST HELICOPTER SHIP. IN 1967. TH IS SH IP HAD AN 

EVIDENT ASH ROLE AND \'IE BE LT E'-!E IT \'/AS INTENDED 

AS A COUNTER TO OUR B.ALLISTIC i'JISSILE SUBr-1ARHIES, 

HOWEVER> AFTER THE CONSTRUCTION OF ONE SISTER . 

16 
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. , SHIP)' AND AFTER OPERATIOilAL TESTING' AT SEA l-iITH 

". -,', APP,~RENTLY POOR RESULTS) ALL FURTHER PRODUCTIO;~ 
. . 

OF THE CLASS SEEf-1S TO HAVE STOPPED. THE SOVIETS 

HAVE SINCE STARTED A NEH SHIP) A ~1UCH LARGER CLASS 

" , 8F , CARRIER HHICH COULD ~lARK A CONTINUATION OF THE 
~ . . -

CONCEPT) BUT THE CH ~_RACTERIST1CS OF THE SHIP f'L~KE 
.' 

, IT- SEEr'l tlORE LI KE LY THAT IT IS INTENDED FOR Ail 
-

ENTIRELY NHI FUNCTION) AS HILL BE DESCRIBED L_~TER. 

ON BALANCE) THEREFORL THOUGH THE SOVI ET ~!.~VY 

CLEARLY HAS AN ASH ROLE AGAI NST OUR SSBNs) Arm 

CONTINUES TO ATTEf1PT TO IMPRQH ITS TECHNICAL 

CAPABILITIES) WE DO NOT BEUE\lE IT HAS qUITE AS 

HIGH A PRIORITY AS IT DID A FE\'I YEARS AGO. 

SLIDE 9 Q PROJECTION: OF THE THREE (NON-STRATEGIC) ,GENERIC russ IONS) 

THAT OF THE PROJECTIOi'I OF r'l1l IBRY PC-: IFR ASHORE IS THE rt,OST 

mBRYONIC IN THE SOVIET NAVY. AT TH[S POINT) VIE CNINOT 

SAY I'1ITH CERTAINTY ImETHER THE EVIDEf.:cE viE SEE REPRESEnTS 

LITTLE NORE THAN TH:TATIVE STEPS TO\:IP~RD A CAPABILITY \'iHICH 

MAY NEVER REALLY NATURE) OR vlH ETHER [NSTEAD HE ARE SEEInG 

THE BEGINNINGS OF A HHOLLY NHI CAPAB[UTY ON THEIR P,~RT 

WHICH MAY If: TilE FUTURE BE THE r'lOS: H1PORTANT OF ALL IN 

SUPPORTI NG THE EXPANSIml OF THE SOVIET SPHERE OF 

.INFLUENCE. 
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AS A BACKGROUND' TO THE EVIDENCE WE SEE IN THIS ARE~)IT 
IS OUR BELIEF THAT THE EXPERIENCE OF THE SOVIETS DURING . ' . 
THE CUB,il,~1 ~lISSILE CRISIS OF 1962 STIRRED THEIR INTEREST 
IN ACHIEVING A CAPABILITY FOR THE SEA CONTROL MISSION--
THE EVIDENCE OF HHICH HE NOW SEE IN THE SOVIET NAVAL . 
FO RCES, BY THE SMiE TOKEN) THEIR OBSERVATION OF OUR NAVAL 

. . ' ACITIVITIES IN THE PROJ ECTI ON t1I SSIn\L ?10ST DRAr1,ll,TICALLY 
HIGHLIGHTED HI 1965 BY OUR RAPID INTRODUCTION OF POTENT 
NAVAL FORCES IN THE. SOUTHEAST ASIA'I COr18,~L M'L ' .. fELL HAVE 

. . STIRRED THEIR· ENVY AND THEIR INTERESTS IN ACHIEVI% A . . . . 
SIMILAR CAPABILITY, THE EVIDENCE IN SlIPPORT OF THIS 
HYPOTHESIS IS AS FOLLOY/S: 

- DEPLOyr1ENTS: AS NOTED EARLIER, THE SOVIETS HAVL 
SINCE 1965, DEVELOPED THE CAP,~B I UTY OF OPERATI NG 
IN REr'10TE AREAS--Sor'IETHING THEY RARELY DID PRIOR 
TO THAT TI~1E, 

.. . -- QlMMAND SHIP: THE SOVIETS RECENTLY REACTIVATED 
THO CRU ISERS FRDr1 THEI R RESERVE FLEET AND THESE H/O 
SHIPS ARE NOH EQUIPPED I'iITH FACILHIES FOR A FLAG 
COt1r1AND AT -SE.~--A PREREQU ISITE FOR EXTE~ISIVE 
OPERATIONS IN RE~iOTE ARE.~S , 

- GUN CRUISt RS: IN ADDITION TO THE TWO CRUISERS 
CONVERTED FOR C8i'lfWm PU RPOSES, THE SOV I ns HAVE 
RETAINED 7 OTHER POST-WORLD WAR I 1 CRUI SERS ~HaSE 
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MILITARY CAPABILITY RESTS PRI~~ARILY ON THEIR i52 ~1~1 

GUNS. THE r'lOST LI KELY mPLOYf'1Er-lT IS IN GUNF I RE . -

- SUPPORT OF OPERATIONS ASHORE. 

- -- - - UNDERHAY REPLHHSHt'VlT : ANOTHER crncOf1ITA:H OF 

--- OPERATION IN REr'10TE AREAS IS THE PROVISION OF FUEL 
- -

-----AND -OTHER SUPPLIES TO SHIPS /\T SEA. IN THE PAST) 

, . - .... -
' .. 

THE SOVIETS HAVE RELIED ON SUPPC~T FROM THEIR O\'li"l 

_ MERCHANT SHIPS. HHILE THIS PRACTICE CONTINUES) THEY 

- HAVE RECENT~Y INTRODUCED SEVERAL NEH SHIPS HHICHj 

:" ALTHOUGH sr'1ALLER THAf~ OURS ) -ARE THOROUGHLY t'l0DERN 

-;- AND SPECIALIZED FOR UNDERI'IAY REPLEN ISHrHlT OPERATIONS. 
- . 

- AMPHIBIOUS ,4SSAUl T CAPABILITY: SINCE 1965) THE 

- SOYI ETS HAVE PLACED Nl I NCRE.L1S l~lG H1PORTANCE ON 

THEIR "NAVAL INFANTRY"--\,iHICH HE HOULD CALL f-lARINES. 

FROM A Sf1ALL FORCe THEY HAVE NOI GROWl TO ABOUT 

'10,000 f'1EN--STILL FAR FROM THE SIZE OF OUR f1ARINE 

:. CORPS) BUT u:mEN IABLE EVIDENCE OF A SERIOUS INTEREST 

IN BUILDING THIS KI~D OF CAPABILITY. 

IN .4DDITIO~L IN ORDER TO SUPPORT THEI R NAVAL P1FNHRY) 

THE SOVIET FORCE OF t1,4JOR AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT SHIPS 
'- - LST SIZ-' HA~ ~ R~'I~ ' r~o' ~ ""L" 5 ""T pC' Hl 196() U-t-c.;-, tJ • ~ lJ lJilt iK 1\ Ui'I 1 .)n1') 1i' 0 

TO 12 TODAY, AND WE ESTP'lATE COnTIilUEDGRO'l'lTH TO 

25 SHIPS IHTHIN THE NEXT FIVE YEARS. 
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- ~ARRIERS: AS NOTEDEARLIER, niE SQVIEIS HtWEBEGUN 
A NEI'i CLASS OF AIRCRAFT CARRIER. Cor1PARED TO THEIR 

." .- " . I • 

-FIRST- CLASS OF TWO HELICOPTER SHIPS--WHICH_WE BELIEVE 

ARE INTENDED AS A COUNTER TO OUR POLARIS AND POSEIDON 

SUBf·lli.RINES--IH I S SH I PS IS j·jUCH LARGER-- ROUGHLY THE 

SIZE OF CARRIERS IrE BUILT DURING ~'fORLD l'fAR I I. THOUGH 

IT APPARENTLY HAS NEITHER CATAPULTS NOR ARRESTiNG GEJi,R 

THUS FAR, IT IillES. HAVE AN ANGLED FLI GHT DECK S F1 I L.ll.R 

TO OUR O\'/N CARRIERS. SINCE THERE IS NO JUSTIFICATION 

FOR SUCH A FLIGHT DECK IF THE SHIP IS TO BE -RESTRICTED - . - . 

TO HELICOPTER OPERATIONS,_ \'IE ARE FORCED TO CONCLuDE 

THAT IT IS INTENDED FOR USE \1ITH FIXED-VlI NG AIRCRAFT. 

AND, INDEED, l'IE tim SEEN SHORT -TAKE-OFF AIRCRAFT 

WITH NAVAL r1ARI(INGS IN DEI/ELOPf'lENT IN THE SOVIET 

UNION. HE BELIEVE THAT THIS IS STRONG EVIDENCE THAT 

THE SOVIETS INTEND TO DEVE LOP A CAPABILI TY FOR SEA­

BASED TACTICAL AIRPmIER, AND SOVIET NAVAL \'IRITINGS 

INCREASI NGLY REFLECT A PREDILECTION FOR THE USE OF 

CARRIERS . 

(c) ON THE BAS IS OF TH I S EV IDEtICE, HE SENSE THAT A f1,ll.JOR 

r1ISSION FOR THE SOVIET NAVY IN THE FUTURE HILL BE THAT OF 
PROJECTION. IT APPEARS TO US TH,ll.T THEY INTEND TO ASSURE 

THEIR CAPABILITY FOR THAT MISSJO~I TH ROUGH THE SAi'IE AVEiWES 
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THAT \'IE HAVE--SEA-BASED TACTICAL AIRPOHER, GUNFIRE SUPPORL 
. . 

AND AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT--AND BACK IT UP AS HE HAVE YlITH THE ' 

REQUIRED SUPPORTING CAPABILITIES--COf'if'WlD AND CONTROL, 

AND UNDER\'/.L\Y REPLENISHI1ENT, 

(0 FINALLY, IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT DEDUCING THE MISSIONS 

OF THE SOVIET NAVY IS TANTAr'10 UNT TO DEDU CING THEIR INTENTIONS. 

EVEN IF HE COULD DO THIS I'IITH PERFECT ACCURACY--HHICH, OF 

COURSL \'IE CArlNOT --.1 NTENTI ONS ARE SOMErI ~lES EPHEMERAL. THUS, 

IT ·IS PRUDE~'IT TO BASE OUR PLA~lNING NOT ONLY ON HHAT ~IE . 

" PERCEIYE SOVIET INTENTIONS TO BE, BUT ALSO ON THE CAP.~BILlTJES , 
...... _._- -- -

WE SEE IN THEIR SHIPS. FOR EXAf1PLE, IT MAY \~ELL BE THAT 

THE SOVIETS' EXTENSIVE PROGRAf1 FOR SURFACE-TO-SURFACE AND 
. . 
AIR-TO-SURFACE ANTISHIP ~lISSILES t1.L\Y HA.'/E GOTTEN UnDER HAY . . 
AS A COUNTER TO OUR CARRIERS IN THE CON1EXT OF A TACTICAL 

NUCLEAR \tL\R IN EUROPE--HELL BEFORE ['lUCH SERIOUS TIIOUGHT HAD 

BEEN GIVEN TO THE SEA CONTROL mSSION, HI ANY HIDER CONTEXT. 

BUT THOSE ANTISHIP MISSILES-- REGARDLESS OF THEIR ORIGINAL 

MISSION--NOI'I GIVE THE SOVIET NAVY THE AB ILITY TO CHALLENGE 

ALL OF OUR SURFACE HARSHIPS IN CONTEXTS l·mO LLY DIVORCED 

FROM A N~.TO \-fAR. HHETHER THE SOVIET ~A'!Y /S LIST OF 

OFFICIAL r1ISSIONS ~ INCLUDES THE USE JF THOSE MISSILES 

AGAINST OUR SHIPS HL SAY, A HAR AT'SEA.J \·IE CANNOT TELL. . _. -
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BUT ~IE. Uil TELL THAT THEY l:lLm. THin CAP,~BILlTY, AND IT 

WOULD BE H1PRUDENT TO DISREG,~RD IT. ON THE AssurftPTION THAT 

SUCH A USE f'lM NOT FALL HITHIM THEIR Cu"KRENT f,lISSIons. 

TURNING NOH TO COrlPARISONS BET\o!FEN THF 1' .. 10 NP'vIES, THERE ARE 

SUj:YE 10 (U) JHREE GENERAL KINDS OF COrlPARISONS BETHEEN THE THO NAVIES : 

~ FORCE STRUCTURE AND PROCUREf1ENT TRENDS 

SLIDE 11 o GROSS PARAMETRIC CGr1PARISONS 

o ANALYTICAL I'IAR-GAr1ING RESULTS 
• 

• • • - 0" ' 

. WITH REGARD TO FORCE STRUCTURE ,~,ND PROCJREr'lUIT TRENDS -

SUDE '12 (U) TH IS FIGURE SHOHS HHAT HAS HAPPENED OVER THE PAST FIVE 

YEARS IN SEVERAL ~1AJOR CATEGORIES OF GDERAL PURPOSE SHIPS 

IN THE SOVIET NAVY. IT DIS~LAYS SHIPBltILDING RATES; NET 

CHANGES IN THE 1W1'lBER OF SHIPS; AND A VERY ROUGH I~DICATIO~ 

OF THE TREND IN THE AVERAGE AGE OF SHIPS IN THE FORCE. 

(0) THE ABCISSA OR HORIZ AXIS IS LABELED "AVERAGE ANrlUAL 

FORCE GRmHH RATE IN % PER YEAR." THIS SHO\'IS THE NET RESULT 

OF ADDITIONS (IN THE FORfll OF NE\·ILY BUILT SHIPS, AND SHIPS 

CONVERTED FRO" SOME OTHER C~TEG0RY)--A~ , :J DFLETIorlS (IN T~E 

FORCE OF LOSSES, RETI REf,lEPlTS, ~!N D CO'NERS IONS FRm'l THE 

CATEGORY IN QUESTIOn), IT IS CALCULATED AS AN AVERAGE ,l\rHIU,l\L 

C01'1POUNDED GRO' .. ITH RATE OVER THE FIVE-YE~R PERIOD FROf" 1968 

TO 1973. FOR EXAf'1PLL AN AVERAGE ANNUf.':L GRO':ITH RATE OF 10% 

WOULD BE EQU IVALENT TO A 61% I NCREASE c~IER THE PERIOD. 
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(U) THE ORDINATE OR VERT AXIS IS LABELED "AVERA6E . 

ANNUAL NEW CONSTRUCTION RATE IN .% 0F F0RCE. II
. A FIGURE 

OF 10%) FOR · EX.i~r1PLL V/OULD MEAN THAT, ON THE AVERAGE 

DURING THE P,~ST FIVE YEARS) THE SOVIETS HAVE BUILT ONE 
.. 

NEH SHIP FOR EIKH 10 SHIPS EXISTIilG AT THE END OF THE 

PREVIOUS YEAR. <I N THIS PLOT) CONVERS I ONS ARE NOT 

COUNTED AS NEH CONSTRUCTION .) 

(u) THERE ARE 00 TH INGS ONE CAN DO TO OFFSET THE AGING 

. OF A FO RCE HHICH li/OULD OTHER\HSE OCCUR ; 0) BUILD NEH 
" - . . . " 

- . 

SHIPS) AND (2) RETIRE OLD ONES . SINCE EVERY POINT 

CORRESPO~mS TO A PARTICULAR BUILDING RATE <THE VERTICAL 

SCALE) AND A PARTICULAR RETIRE~lENT R,~TE <THE HORIZONTAL 

SCALE) MI NUS THE VERTI CAL SCALEL E.8.CJi OF THOSE PO I NTS 

&s.o. CO RRESPDrmS TO A PARTICUL.~R AGING RATE--PROVIDED 

ONE IS HILLING TO f'1AKE AN ASSU~iPTION AS TO THE DISTRIBUTIO~l 

OF AGES OF THE EXISTI NG SHIPS, AND AN f:.SSU~1PTION THAT THE 

OLDEST SHIPS HILL BE THE FIRST TO BE RETIRED . THE SERIES 

OF DIAGONAL LINES IS BASED ON SUCH ASS UMPTIONS ) IN THIS 

CASE THAT THE EXISTING SHIPS ARE EVEi'lL'! DISTRIBUTED IN AGE) 

R,~NGitiG FRO~l BRAND rlEH TO 30 YEft.RS OLD. OBVIOUSLY) IT 

IS MOST mlLIKELY THAT THAT ASSUi'1PTlON \iI LL BE CORRECT 

FOR ANY GIVEN CAfEGORY OF SHIPS . ACCOI.:;DIt!GlY) THESE LINES 

MUST BE INTERPRETED AS P. ROUGH IIlDICAHOfl OF A VERY 
, 

GENERAL) LONG-TERM TREND. 
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(u) -THIS SERIES OF UNESIS-LABELED "NOMINAL AVERAGE --

ANNUAL CHA~GE IN AVERAGE AGE OF SHIPS IN FORCE." FOR 
-

EXAMPLE. IF THE RATE OF NEH CONSTRUCTIO ~ ! IS 3-1/3 PERCENT 

PER YEAR) AND THE RATE OF GROI'ITH OF THE FORCE IS HELD TO 

ZERO) THE AVERAGE AGE OF THE FORCE HILL NOT CHANGE. 

<THIS IS BECAUSE THE 3-1/3 PERCENT BUILDING RATE IS 

EQUIVALENT TO BUILDING ONE NE\'I SHIP EACH YEAR FOR EVERY 

30 SHIPS IN THE FORCE) WHICH IS JUST ENOUGH TO KEEP UP 

WITH THE RETIRE~!ENTS OF 30-YEAR-OLD SHIPS.) IF THE 

FORCE IS HISTEAD ALLOI-IED TO SHRINK BY) SAY) 8 PERCENT -

PER YEAR--THROUGH FASTER RETIREr1ENT OF THE OLDER SHIPS-­

THE AVERAGE AGE OF SHIPS IN THE FORCE HILL DROP) AS THE 

PLOT SHOHS) BY ABOUT 5 PERCENT. OR) IF THE FORCE IS 

ALL0\1ED TO GRO\'I--BY REDUCH!G OR ELH1H1ATHIGRETI REf1E~ITS) 

OR EVEN BY ADD HIG OLD SH I PS CONVERTED FROf'l OTHER CLASSES-­

THE AVERAGE AGE 11ILL INCREASE. 

(0 HITH THAT AS B.~CKGROUND) CERTAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET 

NAVAL FORCES CAN BE SEEN: 

g FIRST THE NU~illER OF SHiPS IN TOTAL (I.E.) THE 
TOTAl OF ALL TUE CATcr::ODIE<: <:HnLW 0,·1 TUI<: I= rr::IIDE J I L.. : 1 h i LU.\ V -.) 1 "';; 11( " II V • .L "J U!"\ , 

HHICH INCLUDE ALL THE f-1AJOR GEnERAL PURPOSE SHIPS 

IN THE SOVIET NAVY) IS TODAY ALmST EXACTLY \'I HAT 

n -I'IAS FIVE YEARS AGO . THE NEH COiISTRUCT lon 

RATE--A BIT LESS THA:I 4 PERCENT OF THE FORCE--
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- - HAS BEEN SUFFICIENT TO OFFSET THE AG(NG of 
EXISTING SHIPS MD TO PROVTDE THE SOVIET tiAVY 

HITH NEI':ER f'lORE CAPA3LE SHIPS, 

Cl SECOND. THE CLASSES OF SHIPS vlHICH THE SOVIETS 

___ _ H~YJ: Ef'lPHASIZED---AS EVIDENCED BY RELATIVELY HIGH 

BUILDU1G RATES . BY INCREASES H~ FORCE SIZE, AND 

BY DECREASING AVERAGE AGE--ARE: 
. - . . 

AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT SHIPS, . 
AIRCRAFT CARRIERS, 

- NUCLEAR- POI'IERED ATTACK SUBM,~RINES (SSNs) 

- MISSILE SHIPS (THOUGH IN THIS ONE CASE, THE 

FORCE MAY BE AGING VERY SLIGHTLY) , 

- NON-COMBAlMl~S (OILERS, UNDERHAY _REPLENISH~lENT 

SUPPORL REPAIR SHIPS) AND--TO A SorHIHAT 

LESSER DEGREE--

- NUCLEAR-pm/ERED CRUISE f'lISSILE SUBi1ARINES (SSGNs), 

() THI RD, THE CLASSES OF SHIPS \'IHICH HAVE REf-lArNED 

RELATIVELY STATIC SINCE 1968 ARE: 

- NON-~lI SS I LE ESCORTS 

• 

- DIESEL-POI'IERED CRUISE f1ISSILE SUBr'l~Rn.!ES (SSGs); Arm 
- CRUISERS, I'IHICH, IN THE ABSENCE OF ANY :~EH 

CONSTRUCTION, ARE AGI~G , -
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o FOURTH) THE ONE CL~SS 'tIHICH HAS SHRUNK ~lARI<EDLY 

.. . -'- SINCE 1968 'Is DIESEL -PO',.IERED ATTACK SUB~1ARINES 
. .. - - -

(SSs). - EVEN THOUGH THE SOVIETS HAVE CONTI NIJED 

TO BUILD SOf'lE nEH SSs) THEY HAVE RETIRED r'l/-\~!Y 

MORE OF THE I R OLDER BOATS-':~PROB.~BLY ENOUGH) 

IN FACT) TO REDUCE THE AV ERAGE AGE OF THE FORCE 

(A PHENOf'lENON SI~lILAR TO THAT EXPERIENCED BY THE 

U.S. NAVY AS A .HHOLD, 

- - -CO ON BALANCL THE TRENDS IN THE SOVIET NAVY OVER THE ­

PAST FIVE YEARS SHOH AN Er~PHASIS ON SHIPS TO (1) COUNTER 

OUR OHtL (2) TO SUPPORT OPERATIO~IS IN REMOTE AREAS) AND 

(3) TO CARRY OUT THE PROJECTION f1ISSION, THE FORCE SIZE 

OF ~1AJOR GENERAL PURPOSE SH I PS H ,~S BEEll HELD CONST ANL 

VlITH THE RETIREf'lENT OF OLDER SHIPS BEHlS NUf1ERICALLY 

COrlPENSATED FOR THROUGH CONSTRUCTION OF NEI/I--AND ~10RE 

CAPABLE--SH I PS ,-
.-

SLIDE 13 (S) THE BLUE OVERLAY IS A SIi'iILAR PLOL BUT FOR THE 

UNITED STATES NAVY, THE FOLLO\m~G CQi-1TRASTS HITH THE 

SOVIET NAVY SHOULD BE NOTED: 

o I'IHILE THE BUILDING RATE HAS BEE~ SLIGHTLY HIGHER 

THAN THAT OF THE SOVIETS CAj30UT 11-1/2:'L INSTEAD 

OF JUST UNDER 4%)) THE RATE OF RETIREr-1ErlT HAS BEEN 
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SO MUCH H r GHER TH~,T THE TOT.~L FORCE HAS SHRUNK . . 

AT AN AVERAGE AW,IUAL RATE OF 8-1/2%, FORA TOTAL 

OF 36% OVER THE FIVE-YEAR PERIOD. THIS RAPID 

RATE OF RETI REf-1ENT OF OLDER SHIPS HAS SIGmFICANTLY 

H1PROVED THE NOMrNAL AVER~GE AGE OF THE FLEET: 

o \1HEREAS THE SOVIETS HAVE SHOW~ A HIGH BUILDING RATE 

AND AN INCRE.~SE IN NUi'iBERS OF SHIPS IN SEVEN OF 

THEIR 11 CLASSES, I1E DID THIS O:ILY IN ONE OF OUR 

· NINE*· CLASS ES (SSNs) • . ':IHILE HE HAVE BUILT ' 

NUCLEAR-POY!ERED GENERAL PURPOSE SUBr~ARI NES FASTER 

THAN THEY HAVE- THEY ST~,RTED THE FIVE-YEAR PERIOD 

HITH A NUMERICAL SUPERI OR ITY OF 55%) AND THEY 

STILL HAVE A 20% SUPERIORITY TODAY . . 

o· ~/E HAVE HAD M'lBIT IOUS BUILD ING PROGRAMS IN THREE 

AREAS IN ADDI TION TO SSNs: 

AMPHIBI OUS SHIPS CTHE U.S; HAS BUILT 41; 

THE SOVIETS : 7) 

- UNDERWAY REP LENISHMENT SHIPS (U.S. : 19; 

SOVIETS: 9) MID 

- NON-m SSILE ESCORTS (U .S .: 42; SOVIETS: 15). 

HOHEVER, THE R.~TE OF RETIREf1ENT OF OLDER SHIPS IN 

THESE CLASSES HAS BEE:l FAR GRE[,TER THM! THE NE\'i , 
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