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Cigar: The Navy's Battle of the Budget: Soviet Style

The Navy’s Battle of the Budget:
Soviet Style

Norman Cigar

Mikhail Gorbachev’s ascent to power in March 1985 has spurred a
reassessment of Soviet military doctrine and spending, which, among
its results, could have a major impact on the Soviet Navy’s development. One
of Gorbachev’s most notable initiatives so far has been to articulate a strategy
that simultancously addresses the Western threat to the U.S.S.R. and the
latter’s own domestic woes. The more extensive reliance on political means,
such as arms control, to deal with security concerns, in effect, can also mesh
with his domestic agenda calling for perestropka—restructuring—of the
country’s economy. In response to these domestic economic imperatives,
Soviet leaders appear to be encouraging a rethinking—spearheaded by the
civilian think tanks—of the appropriate role and claim to resources of the
military in general, including the navy. This could lead to substantial cuts
in the Soviet Navy's budget in future years, with an impact on its construction
program and mission.

Reconsideration of the navy’s role has engendered an intense debate,
particularly between the civilian think tanks and the navy. While this debate
is far from the structured process familiar to those who follow equivalent
discussions in the West, far-reaching financial and doctrinal issues may
nevertheless be at stake. Despite the obvious professional interests and
personal passions involved, even major differences usually are couched at a
level of openness still well short of what one would find in the West. Glasnost
notwithstanding, participants, particularly those in the military who may feel
more vulnerable than civilians, still seem to prefer to argue in the discreet
manner of traditional Soviet political discourse. The use in public of such
established techniques as historical analogies and oblique allusions continues
to be the safest way to present arguments on a sensitive topic.

Dr. Cigar is a Middle East desk officer on the Army Staft in Washington, D.C.
He holds an M.A. from the School of International Affairs, Columbia University,
and a D. Phil. from Oxford.
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Dealing with the West’s Naval Capabilities

Among both civilians and the military, there appears to be a broad
appreciation of not only the challenge posed to Soviet political and military
interests by the naval power of the West, and that of the United States in
particular, but also of the key role that naval power plays in the West’s defense
strategy. If anything, Soviet awarcness of the challenge was heightened in
the 1980s by the U.S. Navy's cnhanced nuclear and conventional capabilities
and then amplified by the assertive application of naval power posited by
the publicly announced U.S. “Maritime Strategy.”” Significantly, when
Marshal Scrgei Akhromeev was Chief of the General Staff of the Soviet
Armed Forces, he would be briefed first of all on the location of U.S. naval
forces when he came to his office cach morning.!

While the U.S. naval challenge is certainly the key Soviet naval concern,
it is not the only onc. Moscow must also consider that posed by the other
Western navies. Sovict observers have devoted particular attention to the
Japancse Navy’s “latest military technology,” increased arca of operations,
growing budget, and possible acquisition of aircraft carriers.?

Economic Imperatives and Defense

Even if it were possible to match the West’s capabilities, it would not only
work against the détente on which Gorbachev has set his hopes for the new
inflow of aid and technology that is nceded to modernize the Soviet system,
but it would also be exorbitantly expensive. Gorbachev has emphasized that,
in order to facilitate economic restructuring, it is imperative to scale back
military spending in general, which he believes has played a major role in
obstructing the U.S.S.R.’s economic development. In fact, he has maintained
{probably for domestic consumption) that the arms race is a Western strategy
designed to exhaust the U.S.S.R. economically and therefore requires a
slowing down in both the U.S.S.R. and the West if the U.S.S.R. is to
strengthen itself.? From Moscow’s perspective, the current trend of the
competition would prove even more unfavorable to the U.S.5.R. in the future.
General of the Army Mikhail Moiseev, Chief of the General Staff of the
Armed Forces, for example, has underlined that “The potential for [Japan’s]
militarization is enormous. . . . The scientific-technical and industrial
potential of many of the countrics allied to the U.S. permit the acceleration
of any type of arms race.”™ As Gorbachev has acknowledged, “We cannot
permit ourselves the luxury of ‘imitating’ the U.S., Nato, and Japan in all
their military-technological innovations.” His “spin doctors’ have railed
against Soviet military spending in even more explicit terms. Izvestiya’s
political obscrver, Stanislav Kondrashov, for example, bluntly called defense
““a holy matter . . . not holy in the sense of religious worship, [but] a fetish,
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blind faith.” In fact, he claimed that a lowering of military spending is
unavoidable if Gorbachev’s perestroyka is going to succeed, presenting the
choice starkly as: “Guns or butter.”®

Measuring the West's Threat

Sovict leaders view the overall threat, and in particular the likelihood of
an attack by Nato, as having diminished considerably. They believe that there
is scope for accommodation. In a speech to Soviet Foreign Ministry personnel,
Forcign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze maintained that no one can arguc that
the threat has not been reduced and “This is a reality of which every Soviet
individual is awarc.” In part, this may stem not only from a more realistic
asscssment of the situation, but also from a nced to show success as a result
of Gorbachev’s foreign policy initiatives and as a rationale to justify cuts in
Sovict defense spending. In that sense, Gorbachev’s promotion of a defensive
doctrine {rcasonable sufficiency); political means (especially arms control);
and the resolution of regional conflicts, which would result in lower
international tensions and, therefore, a decreased need for military spending,
arc closely interrclated

The civilian think tanks have furnished expert support for the political
leadership’s reasscssment of the threat, with reassurances that even unilateral
cuts in military spending are both practical and sate. For example, Oleg N.
Bykov, Deputy Director of the Institute for Economics and Intcrnational
Relations (IMEMOQ), has noted that: “Our military machine is so enormous
that even a whole scries of unilateral cutbacks will not turn us into a second-

rate military power. . . . Wc do not always have to look at the West. The
time has comc to act, based above all on our own internal political and
economic interests. . . . [ must say this bluntly: in my opinion there is no necd

at this time to frighten ourselves. The situation in Europe is radically ditferent
from what it was at the beginning of the 1940s or the mid-1950s. The world
has changed.”™

The Age of the Think Tank

Under Gorbachev, the civilian think tanks have gained unprecedented
prominence in Soviet military affairs. They have often articulated the issucs
on defense and have provided the political leaders with an alternative source
of military expertise and policy options. In general, they have been closer
to Gorbachev's thinking than has been the military.10

The relationship between the civihan experts and the military, not
surprisingly, has often been adversarial. Civilian experts arc resentful that,
until recently, the military has excluded them from any role in military
matters in general. The withholding of information from civilians has been
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a particularly sore point. One analyst aired this complaint openly in Izvestiya:
“Alas, only yesterday there were as many military secrets kept from our own
people as from ‘the foreign military’. . . . Society should monitor more
widely and effectively the decisions of the military, because these decisions
have a significant impact on much that concerns us all.”!!

Military spending has also become a salient issue of debate now that civilian
cxperts arc able to express their views publicly. Typically, Bykov speaks of
“the enormous harm to onr economy [caused by] the need to maintain parity
even at a constant level,” and claims that “unproductive military expenditures
shackle perestroyka.” He accuses the military of being “‘a gigantic
uncontrollable enclave” within the economy, “functioning according to its
own logic and devouring colossal resources. ™12 As Georgii Arbatov, Director
of the inflnential Institute for the USA and Canada, has remarked, “the time
when dcfense issues were above criticism is ending.”™® The role of the
Congress of the People’s Deputies in military issues is also expanding, further
increasing civilian involvement.

As one could expect, there seems to be resentment within the Soviet
military in general againse the civilian encroachment on what was once a
tightly guarded preserve. The commander of the navy, Admiral of the Fleet
Vladimir Chernavin, for example, has quipped that “Unfortunately, recently
many incompetent publications on this topic [i.c., military] by ignorant
individuals arc creating confusion and chaos and are leading to an attempt
to decide on the extremely important issuc of the country’s defense from
positions which are cmotional rather than reasonable. On the issuc of the
country’s defense this is not only harmful but dangerons, ™

A work published by the military, in fact, stresses thatin order to strengthen
the country’s defenses against aggression, “reliance on the cxperience and
knowledge of the military leadership, and on their participation in working
out the most cffective solutions” is essential even for “‘the political
leadership.”5 Fleet Admiral I. Kapitanets, the First Deputy of the
Commauder in Chief of the Navy, was critical of the fact that the navy
leadership had had no input on decisions affecting naval development under
Stalin and Khrushchev.!¢ One can assume that, although addressing the safer
past, the navy’s desire for meaningful input in such matters also applies to
the present.

Targeting the Navy’s Mission

The think tanks and other civilians have taken the lead in public eriticisin
of the Soviet Navy, voicing openly what they sec as the navy’s most
appropriate role in the changing environment. For example, a front-page
article in Pravda, on the occasion of Gorbachev’s visit to the Northern Fleet's
headquarters at Murmansk in October 1987, apparently sct the tone for the
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new civilian perception of what the navy’s reduced, defensive role should
be within the context of perestroyka. The article praised the navy’s role in
World War II and, significantly, highlighted its “strenuous safeguarding of
the Red Army’s flanks, [and] its carrying out jointly with the ground forces
of a protracted defense of naval bases, islands, and the littoral.”™"7 In his work
on the military thinker M. V. Frunze, Colonel-General Makhmut A. Gareev,
Deputy Chief of the General Staff, quotes Frunze as saying that “the fate
of a future war will be determined on the contincntal theaters of military
operations and the main mission of the Navy is to support the operations of
land groupings on the maritime scctors’’—a statement that appears to reflect
a similar perception among the current military leadership.'

Others have more explicitly drawn implications as to the navy’s more
appropriate defensive role. As Aleksei Arbatov, Director of the Disarmament
and Security Department of IMEMO, notes, the Soviet Navy should have
only cnough mecans necessary to defend its ballistic missile submarines in
coastal waters. He rejected explicitly such missions as attacking Western sea
lines of communication in the Atlantie and Pacific as “‘hardly consonant with
defensive strategy.” In fact, he concludes bluntly: ** . . . it would be useful
to reassess the plans for constructing a large surface flect, including aircraft-
carrying ships, nuclear cruisers, and landing ships. The existing forces, it
seems, are alrcady fully sufficient to defend the Sovict coast and to defend
our sca-based long-range missile strategic forces in coastal waters. Clearly,
it wonld be more convenient to concentrate further efforts [instead] on
constructing a smaller number and fewer types of higher quality multi-
purpose submarines armed with anti-ship missiles and torpedoes and, if
needed, with long-range nuclear-armed SLCMs (Sea-Launched Cruisc
Missiles).”®

In fact, another departmental director at IMEMO, G. Kunadze, discussing
the navy and the Western threat to the U.S.S.R., concludes that the only
sca lines of comnmnication that the U.S.S.R. has to worry about might be
on the northern route—and that is qualified as only “perhaps.”” Suggesting
that the development of the navy is tied more to copying the United States
rather than to real defense needs, he asks rhetorically even about the Pacific:
“Is there a direct threat to our security from that area? Or, does the Soviet
naval presence there in gencral reflect the logic [only] of a symmetrical
response to the actions of the U.S.? Is such a response in the Asia-Pacific
region really necessary from the point of view of the security of our castern
frontiers?”’® Calling for a clear distinction between security interests and
mere competition with the United States, Kunadze concludes that the Pacific
Fleet not only already has enough forces, but that “one cannot exclude,
probably, that some portions of the Pacific Fleet’s forces or of its current
missions are even unnecessary.” 2! Moreover, and perhaps reflecting
Gorbachev’s decreased focns on military involvement in the Third World,
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1990
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another departmental director at IMEMO, S. Blagovolin, also claims that
“[we] have not found such overseas political and economic interests which
would require us to spread our military presence around the globe and to
create a navy to safeguard the latter (all the more so that this, evidently,

is also the most expensive area of military preparations).”2
Targeting the Soviet Navy’s Cost

Criticism focusing on the cost of the Soviet Navy has been equally
forthright. An article in SShA, the journal of the Institute for the USA and
Canada, for example, equated the earlier decision to expand the Soviet Navy
to falling into a U.S. trap. According to the authors, the United States has
tried ““to push the USSR into the water” since the 1960s and provoke it into
building “large surface warships, including aircraft carriers.” The United
States has allegedly sought to engage Moscow in a race which would play
to U.S. strengths in “existing shipbuilding capabilities and scientific~
technological potential,” as well as to its advantages of geography, basing
network, and alliances. In fact, the article claims that a “‘symmetric
response”” would be “exhausting,” while, on the contrary, a “refusal to *play
by American rules’ up to now has been viewed negatively in Washington.”
[n particular, this could be understood as an allusion to the U.S.S.R.’s decision
to build conventional aircraft carriers for the first time.2

Aleksei Arbatov concludes that “the Navy merits special attention because
of its vast cost, complexity, and the long time needed to build modern surface
ships and submarines” and that to try to compete with the United States at
sea ‘“‘diverts resources from important tasks to goals that arc unachievable. s
[t appears that Colonel-General Gareev echos similar concerns on the General
Staff about the navy’s costs: *“ . . . the specialist sailors, naturally, in being
involved in their job, will inflate any figure, while with the enormous
expenditure which we have assigned to aviation we should be doubly and
triply cautious in terms of expenditures on the fleet.”’? There are indications
that such doubts may be fairly widespread in the U.S.S.R. and that they are
being voiced more openly, even by laymen. For example, readers of Voennye
znaniya, the journal of the DOSAAF—the volunteer auxiliary organization,
whose main mission is to prepare youth for the military—reportedly have
asked, ““Does our country at this time need a Navy that is so expensive, with
the three-year length of service for sailors?”?

Land Power versus Sea Power

What may be of particular concern for the Soviet Navy is the apparent
reopening of an even more basic debate between land power and sea power.
In the Russian context, particularly during times of difficulty, the choice has

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol43/iss2/3
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most often been made to the disadvantage of sea power, as Bruce Watson
has pointed out recently in an insightful article.? [n this vein, Aleksei Arbatov
also notes that, unlike the United States, the U.S.S.R. alrcady has a heavy
continental defense burden and asks “Why get involved in competition on
someonc clse’s turf when all the conditions are iore favorable for us on our
own [i.c., continental turf]?”*? As Blagovolin, in making a case that downplays
the need for a strong navy, concludes: “Is it really in vain that our greatest
military figures—A. A. Svechin, M. V. Frunze, M. N. Tukhachevskii—
stressed that we need a navy that is defensively oriented, given our country’s
specific geographic position and economic situation? One can retort that nore
than a half century has passed and that much has changed during that time.
That is true, but there is one enduring factor that has not changed, that is
that we have remained primarily a continental state,”™

Protecting Institutional Interests

The Soviet Navy, as well as the rest of the military, has found itself in
a particularly uncomfortahle position in relation to the new security thinking,
which could affect its mission and claims to funding. The navy’s leaders are
keenly awarc that others in the U.S.S.R., including high-level military and
civilian leaders, have a perspective of the navy’s future which differs
significantly from their own. Although the navy has usually presented its case
in muted tones, it has nevertheless put up a spirited defense of its interests,
While the significance of such institutional viewpoints in the U.S.S.R. may
be a point of debate, their existence is undeniable. Despite the Communist
Party’s role as the ultimate locus of decision making (at least until very
recently) and its intrusive activity to prevent the rise of autonomous centers
of power, more parochial institutional interests nevertheless are present and
can contribute to the shaping of policy, especially with the expansion of
glasnost, if only by articulating the available options.

The Soviet Navy has sought to protect, in particular, its shipbuilding
programs and as much of its blue-water mission as possible by stressing the
navy’s importance to the U.S.S.R. Limitations on operations or a restrictive
defensive strategy, of course, would be considerably easier to reverse than
cutbacks in long-term construction programs. While operating areas can be
changed with relative ease, reviving shipbuilding would be a much more
complicated cndeavor; there is no feasible quick “break-out” option in the
latter should the international situation deteriorate.

The Soviet Navy's Anxiety
The implications of these trends have engendered considerable anxiety and

doubts about the long-term future of the navy. Naval officers being retired
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1990
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carly, as part of personnel cuts, have complained about their fate, and there
must be some concern for their future among thosc currently in service.?
Vice-Admiral Georgii Kostev noted in a letter to Krasnaya zvezda on his last
visit to the Northern Fleet that “without fail discussion would crop up about
cuts in the Sovict Armed Forces™ and he stressed that “such massive cuts
concern and distress sailors.”? Admiral Viadinir Chernavin, likewise, has
continued to voice lingering misgivings about any cxtensive budget cuts,
noting that *‘a reduction in appropriations for defense must be within
rcasonable limits.”3

These cxpressions of chagrin and unease appear genuine enough—not part
of a massive disinformation campaign. Given the precarious nature of
traditional Russian and Soviet naval development, where a strong fleet has
been the cxeeption rather than che rule, such actitudes are not surprising. The
rcaction within the navy when Khrushchev’s cutback of surface ships seemed
to portend a break in the service’s development provides an insight into what
many may be feeling today. In his memoirs, Admiral V. M. Grishanov rccalls
that in 1960 “the fate of surface ships worried us all, and we felt bitterness
in our hearts.”™ The long-tcrm commitment which the navy requires was
an area of particular concern at the time. As Admiral Vladimir A. Kasatonov
had confided to his collcagues: “T’ll say it openly. It’s onc thing to cut back
the infantry, tanks, and aircraft, but the Navy is somcthing cntirely
different. . . . Not everyone, probably, knows how many years it takes to
build a cruiser and how much of the people’s money goes into it. The situation
can changg, but you cannot bring back these ships quickly.”

Rebutting Domestic Critics

The navy has retaliated against unfriendly views with veiled but mordant
critieism. Admiral K. V. Makarov, the Chicf of the Main Navy Staff, lashed
out at those “in the West . . . who seriously claim that the Soviet Union docs
not nced a powerful Navy.” His statcment, which was accompanicd by
arguments on the utility of the Soviet Navy which were not likely to matter
to foreigners, suggests that domestic critics were probably as much, if not
more, a target of his barb as were foreign oncs.® Vice-Admiral (Ret.) G.
[. Shchedrin, reviving the Gorshkovian view, labeled the claim that the
U.S.S.R. is a continental power and that it therefore did not need a navy
as “‘inventions of Western propaganda,” which have to be opposed.’” More
basically, the navy has argued for the significance of sca power to the country’s
fundamental development. In 1989, the lead article in Morskoi shomik for July,
the issue dedicated to Navy Day, carried an impassioned plea for support of
the country’s “historic™” naval mission, noting that “Only occanic thinking
will help us to fulfill completely the sacred frontiers of the motherland and
the capabilitics of our [national] character [dukhovnyi tip].”™8 It also included
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a pointed warning that, had Pecter the Great not made the necessary
commitment to sca power, ‘“The inertia of Muscovy Russia would again have
dragged [Russia] into the depths of the continent. That same incrtia also exists
today,”’®

One can view the posthumous rehabilitation campaign of the controversial
naval figure Admiral Nikolai Kuznetsov, begun in 1987, as part of the navy’s
case in favor of the nced for a powerful oceangoing flect. Kuznetsov had
been one of its leading proponents, and naval spokesmen today portray this
as the key reason why Khrushchev had relieved him of duty as commander
of the navy in 1956,

The navy now accuses Khrushchev of having been shortsighted and of
having had only a shallow understanding of military matters, and those who
proposc similar views today can be tarred with the same brush. Using this
criticism-by-analogy, Vice-Admiral Kostev, for example, noted that in the
Northern Fleet the question that is asked most frequently is: “Was it not a
mistake to reduce the Army and Navy by 1,200,000 individuals in N. 8.
Khrushchev's time?”’® Admiral Kapitanets, the First Deputy Commander in
Chief, has also spoken out against Khrushchev’s cuts, including specific
references to the latter’s blocking of the projected aircraft carriers, labeling
the policy “voluntarism,” which in Marxist parlance is the error of not paying
sufficient attention to “the objective laws of history.” One can read in such
observations a not too heavily veiled criticism of any similar naval restrictions
under Gorbachev.

The Navy View of the Threat

Pcrhaps key to the Soviet Navy's case has been its presentation of the overall
threat becausc of the close likely relationship among threat, mission, and claim
on resources. One can argue that anything less than rousing support for
Gorbachev’s view of the threat, and how to deal with it, is worth noting.
In fact, the navy view, if not outright contradictory, has been at least different
in nuance. At times, naval spokesmen and other military sources have
portrayed the threat in starker terms than has Gorbachev, or at a minimum
have lagged behind Gorbachev in adopting positions more conciliatory to the
West. In particular, Soviet naval sources have stressed the aggressive nature
of the U.S. Navy's “Maritime Strategy.”#? Vice-Admiral Kostev was
particularly visible for his hardline view of the general threat from the West
during the first few years after Gorbachev came to power. He argued that
the West is aggressive and dangerous, that the U.S.S.R. has always had a
defensive oricntation, that a war might not necessarily escalate to a nuclear
level, and that “the maintenance of military-strategic parity by means of
strengthening the Soviet Armed Forces is exceptionally important,” with
Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1990



Naval War College Review, Vol. 43 [1990], No. 2, Art. 3 .
s Cigar 15

ominous warnings that a situation similar to that in 1941 must be avoided—
all positions more reflective of the old thinking than the new.#

Rear Admiral V. Gulin and Captain 1st Rank I. Kondyrev, although
nodding to Gorbachev’s claims that the U.S.S.R."s main goal now is to prevent
war and that it will use political means to a greater extent to ensure security,
nervertheless stress that the country still needs a strong defense. They also
maintain that the West is still planning for a conventional global war and
that, while therc can be no victory in a nuclear war, victory in a “local”
or conventional war is still possiblc. They even claim that the United States
still retains as its ultimate goal ““the destruction of socialistn as a socio-political
system.”™ Admiral Chernavin has also noted that “The nature of imperialism
is such that it is not capable of renouncing its hopes of changing the course
of historical development through the use of military force” and that the
Soviet Navy’s role and importance in “repelling aggression,” if anything, are
increasing.* His interpretation of Gorbachev's “reasonable sufficiency,” as
is true among the military in gencral, seems to put cmphasis on the need to
cnsure a sufficiently high ceiling. As Chernavin has stressed: *‘l am convinced
that one can talk of rcasonable sufticiency in the military establishment only
from a position of sufficient rcason, specially on questions of allotting
resources for defense. . . . Only such an approach toward defense will not
damage it."6

To be sure, recently, the positions of at least some naval officers appear
to include a less ominous overall view. Admiral of the Fleet Alcksei Sorokin,
for example, has voiced views of the threat and even of unilateral military
cuts in a vein identified with Gorbachev.#” However, as First Deputy Chief
of the Main Political Directorate of the Armed Forces, he is no longer in
the Soviet Navy's hicrarchy and need not be viewed, strictly speaking, as
a spokesman for the navy. Morcover, an article that appeared in Morskoi sbornik
at about the same time still spoke of “the openly anti-Sovict direction of its
[i.e., the U.S.] foreign policy and propaganda,” and concluded that “no
substantive changes whatsocver confirmed by practical steps by the U.S. have
been observed yet.”'8

Waving the American Flag

Predictably, the Soviet Navy has highlighted the capabilitics of the U.S.
Navy. Admiral Kapitanets claims that the United States and Nato have no
intention of reducing their naval power or of responding to calls for naval
arms control. According to him, “the threat from the U.S. and Nato naval
forces is increasing,” due to a planned U.S. Navy upgrade and a greater
emphasis on putting nuclear arms at sca.® In fact, he has accused the West
of allegedly seeking the Soviet Navy's “unilateral disarmament, to which,
of course, we will never agree.”™ As a retired rear admiral put it, the U.S.
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submarines still target Soviet cities with missiles and “That is why it is still
essential for the Soviet Union to have a powerful navy. One cannot get away
from reality.”™!

Soviet Navy sources in general often refer to the substantial funding that
the U.S. Navy is said to receive, both in absolute terms and in relation to
the other services.$2 Typically, Vice-Admiral Vasilii 1. Panin, while Chief
of the navy’s Political Directorate, even used a discussion of the Soviet cscort
operations in the Persian Gulf as a springboard for a thinly disgnised pitch
for continued funding for his scrvice. As he saw it, the Soviet Navy has to
be able to keep up with the U.S. Navy, which he stressed receives one-third
of “the Pentagon's colossal budget.”s3

In order to strengthen their case, Soviet naval lcaders have also highlighted
clements of the international naval balance apart from the United States and
Nato—in particular, Japan. Admiral Chernavin, for example, has argued that
“We cannot fail to take into consideration the program for the future buildup
of Japan’s naval power becausc of the construction and inclusion of aircraft
carriers in its naval order of battle, ™

Dealing with the Threat

To be sure, insofar as the Soviet Navy portrays the U.S. Navy's capabilities
as a significant threcat to the U.S.S.R., it is in agreement with the Sovict
political establishment. However, where the navy differs 1s in its strategy
for dealing with this threat, with its lesser emphasis on political means, which,
on the contrary, assumes a central role in Gorbachev’s new thinking. In an
earlicr day, Admiral Sergei Gorshkov, who was in command of the navy from
1956 to 1985, had openly favored an assertive Soviet naval response as the
most effective counter, a perspective shared with the political leadership
before the Gorbachev cra. According to Gorshkov, the only way to deal with
this threat was to present the West with the same problem, that s, for Soviet
forces to operate in ocean areas previously used by the United States as a
buffer. In fact, as he saw it, under such circumstances, the need for the Soviet
Navy “increases sharply.”s

The navy has since not been so outspoken. Still, while recognizing the
changing parameters of Gorbachev’s new outlook, it has continued to make
arguments similar to Gorshkov's, albeit with reduced intentions and m more
muted tones. The gencral thrust of the navy is that the best approach to
meeting the threat is still a strong, active navy. One aspect of this is the
promotion of “out-of-area deployments™ [dal’nye pokhody]. Admiral
Chernavin, for example, noted in an interview that the Soviet Navy’s out-
of-arca deployments serve to deter Western aggression against other countrics
and contribute to defending the U.S.S.R. from surprise attacks.®® An

authoritative study on the navy, published in 1988, also echoes this perspective,
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favoring the prepositioning of submarines and surface ships in forward
positions so that they will be ready “‘to use their weapons quickly when war
starts,”7 Admiral K. V. Makarov, the Chief of the Main Navy Staff, has also
highlighted the continuing need for readiness “‘during the initial period of
war, under conditions of surprise attack,”” and asked rhetorically about the
new defensive doctrine: ““Does this mean giving up the initiative to the other
side and waging combat actions at sea passively? Of course not.”’® On the
question of restricting operations on a unilateral basis, Admiral Chernavin
has remarked that “‘It is completely understandable that the further reduction
in the operations of the Soviet Navy in ocean areas on a unilateral basis would
decrease the security of the country, and could prompt aggressive forces to
launch a sudden attack. We cannot give up our securicy.”®

Supporting Soviet Foreign Policy

Navy spokesmen in the U.S.S.R. have emphasized the important role the
U.S. Navy plays in implementing foreign policy and the implicit need for
a strong Soviet Navy in order to play a similar role. In discussing the U.S.
military presence in the Persian Gulf, for example, one Soviet naval officer
claimed that the United States was able to project “great force™ to an arca
thousands of miles from its shores, thanks to its navy. He stressed that “‘on
the other side of the ocean they do not hide the fact that if one has a powerful
navy, one can find one’s self ‘the neighbor’ of any coastal state,” and concludes
that in the Persian Gulf “we are justified in calling it ‘aircraft carrier
diplomacy.’ s

Soviet Navy spokesmen have sought to use such arguments to promote the
use of the Soviet Navy as a key tool of Moscow’s foreign policy. Speaking
of the Mediterranean Flotilla, for example, one naval source noted that *in
the final analysis . . . [it consists of] deployed, and far from negligible,
military might which exerts real influence on the political-military situation
of the entire region. !

The Persian Gulf operations, in particular, probably came as a windfall
for the Soviet Navy. Not surprisingly, the navy has showcased, at every
opportunity, the role that it played there and has stressed its significance to
the nation. For example, Rear Admiral Vitalii Sergeev, who commanded the
task force in the Gulf, equated his mission there to “‘defense of the homeland,”
even noting that: *‘Peter the First had already said: “The purpose of the Russian
Navy is to defend the homeland.” The ships of our Soviet Navy are also
defending the interests of their state—[that is] our [merchant] ships, our
people, and ultimately our economy. 2
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Deploying to Train

In addition, navy spokesmen have repeatedly opposed cutting funds for out-
of-area deployments for training. According to Fleet Admiral N. Smirnov,
such opcrations continue to be necessary, since “‘it is on the open
occan . . . that the development of skills and the training of commanders and
crews take place.” In fact, he stresses that “Only then will the Navy be able
to not only sail and carry out some cveryday tasks but also to build up its
power in practical terms.’'63 An editorial in Morskoi shornik categorically stated
that “onc cannot fully agree” with the view that there are any viable
substitutes, including technical simulators, for such training. While some
navy spokesmen, such as Admiral Smirnov, acknowledge the high costs
involved, the latter is also quick to give assurances that the navy is alrcady
doing cverything it can to make such deployment as cfficient as possible.$5

The Soviet Navy and Arms Control

Moscows push for naval arms control as a “political means'” to neutralize
the U.S. Navy is likely to continuc. This will entail the use of the Soviet
Navy as a bargaining chip to the greatest extent possible. While any success
in this area would be of overall benefit to the U.S.S.R., given the asymmetric
role of naval power in Western defense, this would not necessarily be the
best outcome for the Soviet Navy's narrow institutional interests, and could
have a significant impact on its future development.

As onc might expect, the Soviet Navy has been somewhat reticent about
naval arms control. Admiral Chernavin has expressed his doubts about the
likelihood of the West’s agrecing to arms control, noting that Sovict naval
arms control initiatives *‘arc not meeting with the appropriate support from
the Western imperialist states.” He has used this as a rationale for calling
for continued support for the Soviet Navy, claiming that “therefore, the Party
and the Soviet people are compelled to show constant care to guarantec the
sccurity of the homeland’s ocean and sea frontiers, %

Also significant has been the navy’s apparent skepticism about verification
in general—a key element in arms control—and particularly of SSBNs. When
asked about submarine verification, Admiral Kapitanets did not reject its
feasibility outright, but sought to downplay it by maintaining that “The
modern-day submarine is a very complex enginecring system, in which the
latest achicvements of science and technology are embodied. It is obvious that
it is extremely difficult to detect, and even more so to track constantly.”s
A lack of enthusiasm for the reduction of SSBNs is perhaps not surprising,
sincc this is the bread-and-butter mission of the Sovict Navy, and, according
to U.S. Naval Intelligence estimates, a START agreement could lead to a
reduction in Soviet SSBNs from the present 62 to 15-30.¢ As a corollary,
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the need for other naval asscts to protect the latter wonld diminish
accordingly.

Overall, the navy claims that it is already a defensive force and, implicitly,
in no need of arms control. Admiral Chernavin has stressed, for example,
that the Soviet Pacific Flect is *‘above all for the defense of the Soviet Far
East coast.”"® He has even contrasted Soviet and U.S. aircraft carriers, calling
the former defensive and the latter offensive because they have a land-strike
capability.” Moreover, Sovict naval spokesmen portray the U.S.S.R.’s naval
cffort as only a reluctant response to provocative Western threats. Typically,
Vice-Admiral Dmitrii Komarov, the First Deputy Chief of Naval Operations,
in a written reply to Australian and New Zealand journalists, claimed that
there was little reason for Soviet warships to operate in the South Pacific,
and that their activitics there were only “a forced countermeasure’ to U.S.
operations there.”

Arguing in Economic Terms

Recognizing the financial imperatives which loom on the military agenda,
the navy has been anxious to put itself in as favorable a light as possible in
cconomic terms and to reassurce Soviet audiences that it is not being wasteful.
Vice-Admiral V. Petrov, for example, assured readers that waste and
incfficiency are being climinated and promised that “Every ruble and every
gram of fucl and raw materials must work actively to guarantee the navy's
combat readiness.”™ The navy also has pointed out that “many clements”
of the expensive new technology and capacity of the defense industry that
the navy uscs also benefit the other services.” Moreover, navy spokesmen
have stressed that their plants also produce goods for the civilian sector.™

However, at least one admiral has called for part of the savings from any
financial reductions to be returned to the military to improve the quality of
life of its personnel in areas such as housing and social services.” At the same
time, Admiral Kapitanets has cautioned against funding such improvements
at the expense of combat-related construction, and took the opportunity to
note that the navy’s portion of the total defense budget in any case is alrcady
“small.”"

The navy has tried to shunt some of the blame for its spending onto others.
According to onc navy source, it is not military spending per se that is to blame
for the U.S.S.R.’s economic problemns. Rather, the culprits are said to be the
pre-Gorbachev “administrative-command methods™ and “horizontal concept
of development”’—safe enough targets. However, he also notes that part of
the problem is the recent increased cost of inputs—technology, fuel, food,
uniforms—that is raising the navy’s operational costs.” More recently, the
navy scems to be trying to shift some of the responsibility for its high operating
costs onto the shipbuilding and defense industrics, which it alleges provide
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poor-quality systems {particularly electronics) that require expensive repairs
and maintenance.™

Perhaps it is not coincidental that a navy source has suggested the creation
of a new navy expertise in military economics. Ostensibly, this would
facilitate the provision of “recommendations on the economy” to the navy
leadership.™ Left unsaid, however, is that this could lead to a group of in-
house experts who could prepare and defend a budget case and deal more
effectively with civilians seen as hostile to navy interests, something that
formerly was not nccessary.

Interservice Rivalries?

While one might expect shared concerns to lead the military to formulate
a united platform on cuts, it is perhaps likely that interservice competition
for a shrinking pie will triumph. It appears that the navy has found the rest
of the military, as well as civilian experts, to be unsympathetic to its concerns.
Although interservice debate generally has been kept out of the public eye,
glimpses of it have been apparent when the navy has vented its frustration.

The top military leadership has been traditionally a sca of green, with an
occasional “blue suit.”” In the overall scheme of things, the Soviet military
as 2 body would probably view naval cuts with little regret. When speaking
of the cuts made in the Pacific Fleet, Minister of Defense, General of the
Army Dmitrii Yazov noted with relative equanimity that the threat to the
U.S.S.R. had diminished and that U.S.-Sovict relations were improving.
Therefore, he concluded, “Under these conditions, it becomes possible to
decide on large unilateral cuts in our armed forces,” adding that the cuts made
in the Pacific Flect were “a thoroughly thought-out step,” and that they
would be implemented in a way that “there will be no damage to our
security.”’® The military leadership would probably be willing to use the navy
as a bargaining chip, along with less palatable ground force reductions, to
try to reduce the U.S. Navy’s capabilitics and freedom of action and, in
particular, to limit those U.S. Navy systems which concern the Soviets most:
ballistic-rnissile submarines, sea-launched cruise missiles, and aircraft carriers.
For cxample, when asked about the possibility of a mutual U.S.-Soviet
climination of ballistic-missile submarines, General-Colonel Nikolai
Chervov, Director of the General Staff’s Treatics and Arms Control
Directorate, was not negative, noting simply that ‘“The Americans haven’t
made such a proposal yet. If they do, we'll study it.”’8! Indecd, trading off
Soviet naval capabilities might seem a small price to pay, from the perspective
of the other services, to ncutralize the U.S. Navy’s potential impact on the
outcome of a conflict.

In pressing the argument against the West on the need to trade cuts in
naval forces for those in ground forces, non-naval Soviet spokesmen have had
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recourse to concepts very much in the vein of such proponents of naval power
as Admiral Gorshkov—although applying them only to Western naval power.
For example, Marshal Akhromeev, by then retired and a special adviser to
Gorbachev, claimed that: “Since when has the Navy ceased to be an indicator
of the might of states and of military alliances? There is absolutely no
substance to claims that naval forces do not participate in the seizure of
territory or land because they operate on the seas and oceans. The only danger,
so they say, comes from motorized rifle and armor forces. This assertion is
directed to those who arc ignorant of military matters or are naive simpletons.
Three-fourths of the carth’s surface is made up of expanses of oceans and
seas. For centurics, we have heard the leaders of the U.S. and Britain, and
others, claim: “Whoever rules the seas and occans rules the world.” Military
history confirms the enormous role of naval forces in overall military power,
particularly the employment of the U.S. Navy in World War II, and in the
Korean and Viet Nam wars.’ '

This, however, does not necessarily mean that the military sees this as also
applicable to the Soviet Navy. Colonel-General Garcev probably expressed
the Sovict military consensus about the navy when he noted that Lenin
allegedly believed that “a significant fleet with a large number of capital
surface ships for the Soviet state was an ‘excessive luxury.’”® When the
military as a whole will have to make sacrifices, the other services will
probably offer up the navy to take the relatively decper, long-term cuts.
While some suggestions, such as one by a retired major-general to use SSBNs
for ccological and civilian purposes, may appear whimsical, they are probably
no less of a concern to the navy because of that.™

The navy, of course, has been careful to make the appropriate obeisance
to the established joint doctrine. Deeply ingrained in Soviet military thinking,
this is a sliding scale which can accommodate diffcrent mixes among the
individual services and which has varied from onc period to another in its
specific balance. The navy, apart from a short-lived foray for a more
independent role under Gorshkov, has tried to take advantage of joint doctrine
to argue its case, when possible. The Navy, for example, has maintained that
“Helping the ground forces requires significant naval forces for combat
against both the naval and land enemy.”® The Navy, in fact, comes back
repeatedly to the argument that the Soviet Navy is important as a strategic
force, having the ability to play a major role in a war even against targets
on land, such as hostile military forces.% However, at the same time, Admiral
Chernavin, although including among the navy’s missions “‘if need be™ also
“cooperation with our ground forces in carrying out defensive operations,”
has also gone out of his way to reiterate that, while cooperating, cach service
nevertheless should still retain primary responsibility for carrying out its
“specialized traditional missions, "%
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The navy's perception of its subordinate position within the Soviet military
hicrarchy has apparently heightened its unease in the jockeying for position
on defense allocations. Some of the most trenchant criticism by the navy on
this issuc, reflecting concern about scecing its missions subordinated even
further to the other services, has appeared under the plausible denial afforded
by Admiral Kuznetsov’s rehabilitation campaign. One segment of his
memoirs, published in Krasnaya zvezda, ostensibly at his widow’s initiative,
centered on his calls for a greater naval role in joint decision making and
his accusations that the army had not appreciated the navy’s full potential
in the pase 88

The navy has expressed discontent in areas such as the army’s neglect of
training for the Naval Infantry, prompting the suggestion that responsibility
for training plans be transferred from the army to the navy. Admiral
Chernavin has also called for the navy to train its own pilots once again, rather
than relying on the Air Force®

Recent Reductions—How Significant?

While its policy on naval arms control so far has been largely declaratory,
the U.S.S.R. nevertheless has made some unilateral cuts and restrictions in
operations, probably intended primarily as an economic mcasure, as well as
a political gesturc. For example, since 1986, the Soviet Navy’s operational
tempo has been reduced, with less time spent at sea and, especially, on out-
of-area excrcises, with most major exercises carried out in waters closc to
the U.S.5.R. As such, the focus is even more on the “defcnsive’ bastion
concept. Morcover, Sovict Foreign Ministry spokesman Gennadii Gerasimov
announced that, as part of Gorbachev's one-half-million-man reduction, a
projected 20,000 personnel would be cut in the Leningrad Military District
and would include personnel from the Northern Fleet. The Baltic Fleet would
also be reduced, with a focus on the retirement of its submarines.® Likewise,
the Minister of Defense made public that sixtcen ships of the Pacific Fleet
would be climinated as part of the proposed force reductions in the Sovict
Far East.%! Plans to scrap ships have received considerable publicity in the
Soviet media. Therc have also becn calls for the transfer of naval cquipment
and auxiliary ships to civilian purposes, e.g., for use by the fishing industry.9
As onc might expect, Soviet spokesinen have portrayed to foreign audicnces
the reductions and changes in operational routine that have already been made
as major steps. For example, Admiral Amel'ko, in an interview with a
Japanese news agency, claimed that such measures had already transformed
the Pacific Fleet into a “‘defensive force.”

The Sovict Navy does not appear to have reacted negatively to these steps,
and one can argue that the cuts announced or made so far are not in themselves
significant. In fact, the Soviet Navy contains numerous obsolete ships whosc
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removal from the active inventory would hardly affect capabilities.
According to Krasnaya zvezda, the Pacific Fleet, for cxample, includes such
obsolete ships as a 1956-vintage destroyer, which is relegated to dockside duty.
On the rare occasion when it gets underways, it is only for a few hours during
the daytime, for phony excrcises. The same article tells of a destroyer that
has to be towed out for gunnery practice. The reporter, following an
interview with a vice-admiral in the Pacific Fleet, concluded that such ships
should be “closed down,” noting that “Every day that an obsolete ship stays
on means that hundreds and thousands of rubles’ worth of resources literally
go up in smoke’” which, he stresses, could be used instead for other purposes.¥
The Golf-class submarines, which are being eliminated from the Baltic Fleet,
are also, as even the Soviets admit, “technically obsolete.”

Cuts on the Horizon?

In the short term at least, the navy’s funding appears to be embedded in
the 1986-91 Five-Year Plan. The Chief of the General Staff, General of the
Army Moiseev, has noted that most of the announced 19.5 percent cut in
military spending will coine from savings rclated to the INF Treaty and the
500,000-man reduction; that is, largely from non-navy sources. However, this
refers to the current five-year plan.% Moncy has already been invested in
those ships being built, and it would be drastic indeed to scrap them in mid-
stream. This means that new submarines, surface ships, aircraft, and weapon
systems already in the pipeline—including the aircraft carricrs being built—
will continue to cnter the Soviet naval order of battle to replace obsolete
ships being climinated. This will enable the Soviet Navy to maintain, or even
enhance, its overall capabilitics in the short term.

However, cven without a quid pro quo of mutual arms control-mandated
cuts, domestic cconomic imperatives in the U.S.S.R. are likely to lead to
unilateral cuts for the navy in the 1991-95 Five-Year Plan and beyond. The
Soviet cconomy may be in even more dire straits than the lcaders had earlier
believed, and speeches by Gorbachev in May 1989 and Prime Minister
Ryzhkov the following month rcaffirmed the intention to cut military
spending in general. Of course, there is no way to forecast the extent to which
the ideas of the think tanks, navy, and military leadership will shape
Gorbachev’s final decisions, However, the Soviet Navy's secondary role in
defense and limited burcaucratic influence may well lead it to absorb major,
or cven disproportionate, cuts for at least a certain period of time—all the
more so because of the contribution this could make to the U.S.S.R.’s new
positive image, particularly with some of its neighbors in Northern Europe
and the Far East. At the same time, the Soviet government may come to feel
increasingly that existing U.S. budgetary trends, combined with the pressure
generated if Moscow makes unilateral cuts, will also lead the United States
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to cut funding for the U.S. Navy, thus making unilateral Soviet cuts less
risky.” Even if Soviet proponents of such a view do not really believe the
U.S. naval budget will be slashed drastically, this can still be used as an
argument in the domestic debate in support of Soviet naval cuts.

Big-ticket itenis such as aircraft carriers and otlier large surface ships scill
on the drawing boards may be the most attractive areas in which to make
such cuts. Not surprisingly, aircraft carricrs and the anticipation of the
immincnt cntry of the first such ship into the force have becn of special
concern to tlie navy. This system has gencrated considerable criticism,
particularly on the part of the think tanks, in the arcas of cost, vulnerability,
and mission, and the navy has felt it prudent to address the critics with
counterarguments. Overall, given the long lead-time involved in building
ships, the impact of such cuts will be clearer as time goes on, especially since
much of the previeus naval buildup occurred in the 1960s and carly 1970s,
with the corollary that an increasing number of Soviet ships will be coming
up for retirement in the 1990s.%

Options for the Navy

Misgivings and grumbling notwithstauding, the Soviet Navy, apart from
articulating its casc, can do little to prevent unfavorable decisions at the
national political level. Once a decision is made, the navy will have licde
choice but to put it into effect, although its preponderance of expertise may
allow it to advisc on how cutbacks or restraints are to be applied. The navy’s
leaders doubtless are well aware of Gorbachev’s willingness and ability to
change top military leaders should they prove resistant to his vision of reform.
The navy appears particularly vulnerable, with sufficient pretexts likely to
be available, given its propensity for spectacular accidents. While the navy
might dismiss criticism in such soutces as Komsomol skaya pravda or Ogonek,
which nowadays often cxpress maverick opinions, it is more difficult to
overlook criticism which began appcearing in the more official fora such as
Pravda in mid-1989, excoriating the navy for such faults as poor safety and
its penchant for secrecy.?

Although, thanks to its hierarchical nature, one can expect the navy to
speak in public with a fairly united voice, one can assume that, as in any
otganization, there are some inrernal fissures along personal, factional, and
professional lines, and all the more so in a period of considerable change and
uncertainty. Even under a strong lcader such as Admiral Gorshkov, for
example, we know now that there were internal disagreements on such issues
as the building of the Kiey-class VTOL aircraft carriers, with some senior
officers, such as Admiral Nikolai Amel’ko (formerly Commander of the
Pacific Fleet), arguing against them.'® This no doubt provides Gorbachev with
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additional leverage and an implicit club with which to hammer the navy by
sclecting its new leaders from among those who agree with him,

This is not to say that the navy may not try to slow down or minimize
change by dragging its fect on significant decisions. For example, it appears
to have been unhappy about Gorbachev’s announcement in 1986 to open up
Vladivostok to forcigners as a confidence-building measurc.® Not
surprisingly perhaps, the opening of Vladivostok appears to have proceeded
very slowly, with the city still largely inaceessible to foreign businessmen.
According to Soviet reporters critical of the slow pace, “It is the military
who oppose the development of forcign economic links. The location of the
Pacific Ocean Fleet’s base in Vladivostok is the stumbling block. 1% Political
leaders have also expressed some impatience with the military in general for
what it perceives as its slow development and implementation of a defensive
doctrine, 103

Coming to Terms with Reality

Increasingly, however, there are indications af the navy’s adjustment to
the changing situation. Commander of the Northern Fleet, Admiral F.
Gromov, recognizing what may be inevitable, noted that naval training would
have to be changed “in light of the substantial forthcoming unilateral
reductions in the Soviet Armed Forees,” '™ The navy’s leaders may now even
be trying to leave a way out for themselves by building a case that blames
the navy’s shortcomings on its past leaders. Admiral Gorshkov himself has
been criticized in what may be the beginning of a campaign to
“demythologize™ this overpowering figure, although this may also be a casc
of alternate views being aircd. 19

Significantly, an article in Morskof sbornik portrayed the navy’s development
under the czars and in the Soviet period as a cycle of expansion and
contraction, depending on the country’s level of cconomic development. The
ctiphasis, interestingly, is on the periods of stasis and contraction, both as
far as the number and types of ships and their missions. With Russia’s allegedly
backward cconomy in the late 19th century, the article argues, it would have
been unrcalistic to seck naval superiority, while a fleet with a strictly
defensive character and mission was scen as appropriate at that stage, Again
in the 1920s, a big flect and offensive strategy are said to have been unrealistic,
duc to the country’s difficult economic conditions, making the “Young
School™ and its defensive orientation more suitable. Stalin’s intended buildup
of a large flect is also taxed as having been expensive and inappropriate to
the threat faced in World War 11, The article’s adimonition to heed the
“historical rule” in developing the navy suggests strongly that another
contraction cycle, reflecting the country's economic restructuring, is now on
the horizon, 106
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However, another article in Morskoi sbornik, rchabilitating a former
commander of the navy who was purged in 1937, Admiral Romual’d
Muklevich, counters this view, suggesting a continuing internal debate. While
approving Muklevich’s acceptance of the Party’s 1928 decision to have a navy
“for the defense of the homeland, not for combat to control the seas,” it takes
to task at the same titne some members of the Revolutionary Military Council
who had claimed that **the Navy gets too many resources, [and who] proposed
to cut allocations.” According to this second article, even Admiral
Muklevich—who was well-known as a promoter of the more defensively
minded **Young School”—allegedly “showed the crror of these ideas,” for,
supposedly, cven in a defensive mode he favored the navy’s quantitative and
qualitative development.1%?

By mid-1989, however, at least onc low-level naval sourcc—perhaps a
harbinger of the navy’s grudging resignation—had come to echo the think
tanks’ key position to the cffect that an arms race at sca was to the West’s
advantage, and that “Western strategists’’ intended to usc this means to
“weaken the USSR cconomically once and for all. 7te8

Given the ravy's limited options, it is perhaps not surprising that however
strongly it has made its case it also appears to be hedging its bets for the
futurc. The Navy, for example, had alrcady acknowledged the relationship
between the country’s economy and the development of the navy.1% In fact,
it places some of its hopes ot future development, cmphasizing the necd to
maintain funding levels for R&D. The authors stress, in particular, the great
strides and generous funding of Western naval R&D and imply that the Soviet
Navy could be left behind in the future if sufficient resources are not
provided.10 The navy’s implied long-term “‘wish list,”” including items such
as submarines with a speed of 100 knots, able to dive 2,000 mcters and to
fire torpedocs traveling at 200-300 knots, relies heavily on continued R&D
funding."t! The navy has attempted to latch on to additional new imissions
which could be used to strengthen its case for such R&DD funding. For example,
The Navy maintains that naval forces can play a significant role in countering
the acrospace threat agaiust the U.S.S.R.12 Some civilian proponents of cuts,
for their part, have songht to soften general military opposition by holding
out the lure of enhanced military capabilities in the long-term in cxchange
for a deferral to the civilian sector at present. 13

Despite its attempts at damage control, the Soviet Navy may find itself
reduced to hoping that, throngh a focus on R&D and the entry into scrvice
of those ships alrcady in the pipeline, it will be in a position to resume its
development if an atinosphere economically and politically conducive to naval
concerns once more pervades the Kremlin.
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