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For example, we know that the two
carrier task forces "on station" in the
Mediterranean are capable of providing
a maximum of 150 offensive sorties per
day. But what is the military significance
of this number of sorties? Since we are
flying almost 1,000 offensive sorties per
day in Vietnam, it Is clear that 150 sorties
would only be of marginal value in a
conflict of similar size in the Mediter
ranean. Given this fact, it is important
to determine whether the Navy's policy
of continually maintaining a certain
number of carriers on station Is worth
the costs.

The reliance upon carrier rather than
land-based airpower Is made even more
questionable by the high degree of vul
nerability of the carrier in light of mod
ern weaponry. Carriers are vulnerable to
attacks by submarines, aircraft, ship-to
ship and air-to-ship missiles.

Submarines pose a particularly omi
nous threat to carriers. Because of the
very rudimentary nature of antisubma
rine warfare, there is very little a carrier
can do to defend itself adequately from
submarine attacks. The Navy has ac
knowledged in congressional testimony
that one of the primary missions of the
large Soviet submarine fleet is anticar
riel' warfare.

Rapid technological innovations in
missile development have made the car
rier unusable in all but the most lim
ited conflicts. The lethal nature of even
the older missiles, such as the Soviet
STYX, was recently demonstrated when
an Egyptian PT boast sunk an Israeli
destroyer with a single STYX. Both the
Soviet and the American arsenals con
tain far more advanced antiship missiles,
with greater range and higher speed.

Once again, the basic material is classi
fied, and probably wisely so; but it is
fair to say that modern missilery raises
profound doubts concerning the vulner
ability of the modern attack carrier.

Unique to the Soviet inventory. ac
cording to the Chief of Naval Operations,
is the guided cruise missile. The Navy
estimates that 16 percent of the Soviet
fleet carry 400 nautical mile cruise mis
siles designed primarily for use against
land or sea targets.

In his testimony before the Senate
Armed Forces Committee, Secretary of
the Navy John H. Chaffee spoke of "the
wide scope and gravity" of the missile
threat to our surface fleet:

In an effort to counter the surface forces,
the Soviet Union Is developing the capabil
ities of the terminal-homing cruise mis
sHe which may be launclllld from aircraft,
surface units, surfaced SUbmarines, or land
sites, at short or long ranges ... our capa
bility to defend against a cruise missile at
tack continues to concern us, but we are
moving forward with programs directed to
ward significant long-term improvements.

I would like to ask that special empha
sis be placed upon the Secretary's own
admission in this field when we hear the
arguments, as I am sure we will. that the
carrier is invulnerable.

It is not that the carrier is completely
defenseless against these threats. Rather,
the ever-present fear of enemy attack
causes the carrier task force to concen
trate its resources on defense. thereby
substantially reducing its offensive capa-

bility. This idea was best expressed in a
1966 dissertation on attack carriers by
Desmond Wilson, now at the Center for
Naval Analysis. In Dr. Wilson's words:

Most of the carriers' usefulness when
functioning in support of a land campaign
during a limited war appears to be significant
only under conditions of little or no sub
marine opposition. It Is a matter of some
doubt that the carrier force could continue
providing combat sorties in support of a
land campaign If the task force commander
had to worry about air or submarine attacks.

As Wilson observed, effectiveness of
the carrier task forces in limited war is
closely related to the problem of vulner
ability, which, in turn, is conditioned by
the rules or limits by which the war will
be fought. Threats of escalation, such as
the introduction of submarines or air
craft, can diminish carrier effectiveness:
By forcing carriers to stay far at sea,
thus diminishing the fuel available to the
aircraft for combat purposes, and, by re
quiring continual movement of the car
riers from area to area, thereby prevent
ing it from staying in one locale to pro
vide continual air support.

Mr. President, I understand the time
has now come to recess for the funeral
services. I ask unanimous consent that I
be permitted to resume my speech at the
commencement of the session this after
noon.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object-and I shall
not object-I wonder if the Senator
would ask that the Senator from Missis
sippi have unanimous consent to follow
him for 20 minutes.

Mr. MONDALE. We had left that on
an informal basis. I propose to do so. I
wanted to see what would happen with
the colloquy, but I propose to do so at
the appropriate time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Minnesota
will resume the floor at the conclusion of
the recess.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, there will be a recess at 11: 45 a.m.,
at which time Senators will assemble to
go to the rotunda, to be present when the
body of the late and beloved minority
leader, Everett McKinley Dirksen, will
be removed. Senators who wish to at
tend the church services at 1 o'clock will
assemble on the Senate steps at 12:15.

I shall now put in a quorum call, with
the expectation of ca.lling off the quorum
call at 11: 45, at which time the Senate
will recess.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate stand
in recess subject to the call of the Chair.
For the information of the Senate, we

will very likely be back in session some
where between 2 and 2: 15 this afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Thereupon (at 11 o'clock and 52 min
utes a.m.) the Senate took a recess sub
ject to the call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 2 o'clock
and 13 minutes p.m., when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
GRAVEL in the chair).

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
be a brief quorum call without interfer
ing with the rights of the able Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) under
the order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bill and
joint resolution, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 471. An act to amend section 4 of
the act of May 31, 1933 (48 stat. 108); and

H.J. Res. 247. A joint resolution relating
to the administration or the national park
system.

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

The following bill and joint resolution
were each read twice by their titles and
referred to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs:

H.R. 471. An act to amend section 4 of the
act of May 31,1933 (48 Stat. 108); and

H.J. Res. 247. A joint resolution relating to
the administration of the national park sys
tem.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
AND FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
MISSll,E TEST FACll,ITIES AT
KWAJALEIN MISSll,E RANGE,
AND RESERVE COMPONENT
STRENGTH
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 2546) to authorize appro
priations during the fiscal year 1970 for
procurement of aircraft. missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
to authorize the construction of test fa
cilities at Kwajalein Missile Range, and
to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength of the Selected Reserve of each
Reserve component of the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President.
will the Senator from Minnesota yield
to me v:ithout losing his right to the
floor?

Mr. MONDALE. I am pleased to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Ohio.
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Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
strongly support the pending amendment
offered· by· the distinguished Senators
from New Jersey and Minnesota. I favor
that we do withhold the expenditure of
the $377 million authorized in the mili
tary authorization bill for a proposed
additional nuclear aircraft carrier until
the Congress has completed a compre
hensive studY and investigation of the
need for building an additional attack
carrier.

In my opinion, Mr. President, this pro
posed huge carrier is just as obsolete now
and will be more obsolete in future years
as much as was the ba.ttleship some time
back. But, of course, the big brass in the
Navy did not appreciate that and did not
believe it. They were proved wrong.

Over the years, it has become clear
that our military and naval leaders are
among the last to accept changes in the
nature of warfare in this space age of
change and challenge. For example, we
continued to add battleships to the fleet
long after it was obvious to all intelligent
persons in the United States that they
were ineffective and uneconomica~in the
age of the nuclear submarine. The fact
is that the aircraft carrier is no longer
part of our strategic nuclear forces. Our
ICBM's, Polaris and Poseidon sub
marines, and land-based SAC bombers
form our real deterrent force.

The best defense of the United States
at this time is the power of our Polaris
submarines capable of roaming beneath
the surface of the seven seas for as long
as 300 days and nights, capable of firing
nuclear warheads and striking targets in
an enemy country at a distance of 2,875
miles.

The primary mission of aircraft car
riers today is to provide tactical air
power. We now have 15 attack carriers.
each requiring a task force of escort and
supply ships. It is estimated that one
nuclear carrier task force, consisting of
a carrier and four destroyers. costs tax
payers more than $1.4 billion. Also, as the
distinguished junior Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE) , who has made ex
tensive research and devoted a great deal
of time to the subject, has pointed out,
to keep one such task force on station in
normal times involves maintaining two
complete task forces in reserve. There
fore. the real cost of placing one carrier
task force on station is approximatelY
$4.2 billion. This is luxury that our
economy and taxpayers can no longer
afford. It would be an unjustified extrav
agance.

Neither the Soviet Union nol' Commu
nist China is building a single attack air
craft carrier. There are no indications
that either plan to do so. It is a fact that
the Soviet Union is rapidly building UP
its naval strength, but it is doing so in
keeping with the realities of the nuclear
age. The main emphasis is placed on nu
clear submarines and other smaller more
maneuverablevessels by the astute lead
ers of the Soviet Union. Great Britain
and· France are,the only other nations
with attack ca.rriers in their fleets. The
British have announced their· decision to
phase out their carriers.

At a time when lheUriitect.States

maintains approximately 138 squadrons
of tactical fighters and bombers on land
bases at home and abroad, it is uncon
scionable and wasteful to maintain at
the same time 15 aircraft carrier task
forces. An average airbase in the Pacific
area costs $53 million. It accomplishes
the same purpose as a carrier task force
costing $4.2 billion. Furthermore, with
modem midair refueling techniques, our
tactical air power can be operational in
a very short period of time regardless of
where it may be needed.

The large, modern carriers are effec
tive only in very limited conflicts and
situations. They are extremely vulner
able to destruction by submarines, air
craft, ship-to-ship missiles and air
launched missiles. Almost one-half of
the cost of a carrier task force is for
defensive purposes.

It is high time that our admirals rec
ognize and accept the realities of present
and future defense needs. They seem to
ignore the availability and the compara
ble effectiveness of land-based aircraft.
Not only is there no need whatever for
additional carriers, but there is no reason
why the Navy cannot reduce the present
number of the fleet.

Mr. President, the $377.1 million re
quested for the proposed CVAN-69 nu
clear aircraft carrier is merely the down
payment for what will eventually be an
expenditure of $4.2 billion of taxpayers'
money. I am hopeful that the Senate will
agree to the pending amendment, au
thored by the Senator from Minnesota,
who just yielded to me, to prevent that
expenditure until the Congress has had
the opportunity to complete its study and
investigation of past and projected costs
and the effectiveness of attack aircraft
carriers and their task forces.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Ohio for his excellent statement
and, if I may say so, for his leadership,
much earlier. in this field. He was one of
the first in the Senate, some time back,
to raise the question whether, in the
light of modem realities, it was wise to
continue at our present attack aircraft
carrier levels 'or whether that policy
should be reviewed.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I will be glad to yield
in a little while.

The Senator from Ohio underscores
the importance of having sYstems that
are modern and relevant, not to World
War II or to World War I, but, tragically,
to the next war which we 'will have to
fight if it is necessary to do so,

Referring to what one military his
torian said. military history is stUdded
with institutions which have managed to
dodge the challenge of the obvious; and
one of the reasons why they have been
able to do so in this country is that we
in Congress have not done our job as
well as we should. The job Congress is re
quired to do under the Constitution is
to raise and maintain. the Army and the
Navy. It is our responsibility under the
Constitution. I am hopeful that in this
amendment, and in other ways, we can
begin to assert our traditional, and al
most sacred, responsibility in this field.

I thank the Senator from Ohio for hiS

contribution, not· only today but in the
past.

I now yield to the Senator from Alaska.
Mr. STEVENS. In my study of this

problem. it is my understanding that the
carrier to be authorized by the bill before
us, which the Senator's amendment seeks
to delete, will be capable of handling the
F-14. but that the Essex-type carrier
which this newly authorized carrier will
replace-not only v.ill not handle the
F-14, but also not serve the F-4, or the
RA-5C, the A-6, or the F-14. There are
four of the carrier-based planes that
cannot be landed upon this obsolete type
of aircraft carrier. It was valid in World
War II but is no longer capable of dealing
with these new aircraft.

If the Senator's amendment is
adopted. what are we going to do with
the F-14?

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Alaska for his question. The truth
of it is that at least 10. and possibly 13,
of the 15 carriers can handle the cur
rent aircraft which the Navy has, and
could handle the F-14 when completed,
if it is authorized.

If the Senator would review the re
marks by the Chief of Naval Operations
in which he recounted to us the wars
and near wars in which we have been
involved since 1946, he would find that
at least half of those wars were against
"major" powers like Zanzibar.

It seems to me when we look at the
question of the carrier force, we must
look at it not only in terms of numbers
but of the mix. To send a $1.8 billion nu
clear-powered force to show our flag off
Haiti, for example, seems to me the
greatest waste of money. So we might
wisely ask what kind of attack force
we need.

What we are asking is not to strike
the authorization for the carrier, but
to ask. what kind of carrier force level
we need, what kinds we need, and what
the purpose will be.

The same questions we are asking to
day are the questions that were asked in
the executive branch and in the National
Security Council. That is all we are do
ing. We are not asking to pass on the
merits. We are asking questions which
should have been asked a long time ago
as to where we can save money and a void
waste where it exists. That is the sale
purpose of the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield,
Mr. STEVENS. I did review a state

ment made by Admiral Moorer, Chief of
Naval Operations, the one which was
made to the Veterans of Foreign Wars
last month. He pointed out that the So
viet Union had quadrupled its merchant
marine tonnage since 1950, and, even
further, in the warship area, that 60 j:er
cent of the warships on which we bused
our advance strategy had passed the
20-year mark, whereas, of the Soviet
Union's 1,000 or more navy or surface
ships that they relied on, less than one
fourth had passed the 20-year mark.

My question to the Senator from Min
nesota is that it was my understanding
that this matter had been studied-it was
stUdied in 1968, before I got here, and it
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\vas studied particularly by Secretary
McNamara'who requested this building
program~are we annua.lly to get to the
point where we ask for a delay? Havmg'
had areview by the executive branch and
by the Congress, are we n'ow to come' up
the next year and say, "Let us delay it
for a year so we can study it again ?'i
What new matters have entered into the
matter which the executive branch and
the Congress studied that require the re
view that he suggests at this time?

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad the Senator'
has raised the question for, asa matter
of fact, after writing the Navy Depart
ment, there came a letter which says it
is studying the issue of national security
and is making a sweeping revIew of the
traditional "arms,of the Navy and the
Navy aircraft carrier and Navy aircraft
carrier levels.

But even the Navy and the Department
of Defense havesaid in writing that this
matter should be, and it is being, studied.
As a matter of fact, I know that it is;
and it may be that as we meet here today.
these recommendations are' befrig sUb-:
mitted to the National Security Council.

Furthermore, I am glad that the Sena'"
tor from Alaska brought up the former
Secretary of Defense. because "in 1964
he testified' that he wanted a reduced
level of aircraft· carriers for the early
1970's. So the recommendation of the
past Secretary of Defense, as well as the
recommendatJonswhich are classified by
the present systems analysis group this
year, have called for reductions in the
aircraft carrier level, and there has been
a good deal of speculation. albeit not
confirmed, that this administration is
planning to cut two or three aircraft
carriers from Its force.

80 there is plenty of inside,official con
sideration being given to that, and it
would seem very strange that in the
midst of all this, the one agency that
the Constitution charges with establlsh
lng and maintaining the Army and Navy
would sit back and simply continue to
appropriate billions of dollars for a sys
tem that is under stUdy. I think we can
afford to take a few months and make
certain we are acting wisely.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one last question?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. STEVENS; My last question is

this: In my study. I have found that we
have already obligated, in 1968 and 1969,
after the time that the previous review
took place, some $132.9 .mUlion·for this
carrier. I am informed that if a disrup
tion of. the production schedule comes
about by virtue of this amendment, it
will probably cost us in the neighbor;'
hood of $100 million to delay this
carrier.

If that is correct, the total cost of the
senator's amendment would be approxi
mately $232 million, as opposed to the
total cost of a catTier under the pro
gram that was previously authorized,
with the idea that the newcarrler and
the F~14 would come on the line at the
same time. '. .

Is tills really wise USe of our ,Treasury,
the taxpayers' money. if we make a'de~

cision in COngress to go ahead With th~
construction of a new carrier, and'spend'

the money,. order. the vessel, and then, a
year later, come along with an amend
ment to delete this new carrier?

,.1 understand we have an amendment
pending to dele~ the F':"14 also. But how
can the Senator Justify the spending of
$132 million; if my information is cor
rect, that' has already gone by the board,
and. the $100 million additional that will
be brought about by the disruption of
the production schedule? In view of the
tbtalcost of the carrier itself, why not
go ahead with the carrier?

Mr. MONDALE. In the revised amend
ment .whlch I called up Yesterday, and
willeh is the pending business, we made
one alteration to correct a technical
error in the original amendment, to make
It clear that' this amendment applies
only to moneys authorized to be appro
priated under this act, not the earlier
$130 million to which the Senator's argu
ment makes reference.

Based on the earUer amendment, the
Senator is correct; based on the amend
ment as reVised, it is no longer relevant.

Of course; the big issue to'<fay Is not
whether a few million dollars will be lost,
as we determine whether we are pursu
ing the Wisest course and the wisest force
levels. I regret any losses; but what we
are talking about here is anuclear attack
carrier which, with its nuclear escorts
and wingS, will cost at least $1.8 billion,
and could.well be $2 bilUon, and a policy
which involves 40 percent of the budget
of the Navy. Certainly, a few days spent
wisely determining these matters could
save billions of dollars. If I may say so,
it is a standard tactic of the Defense
Department to buy long lead items, and
then come in and say:

It Is too, late to decide the polley matters
underlying this system, because we have al
ready spent a few million dollars; let's not
get Into It,

Mr. STEVENS. But as I understand
the justification of this program, this is
just replacing an existing carrier; It will
not add to the carrierfieet.

Mr. MONDALK The present policy of
the Navy, as I understand it, is to retire
one of the old World War II type car
riers for everyone of these massive new
nuclear carriers. But that is not holding
to the same military capacity; it is dou
bling it, because one of these old World
War. II type carriers had, at best, half
the capacity of the new nuclear attack
carriers. We are not pursuing a neutral,
hold-the-line polley. Our present polley
is to commit an ever-increasing share of
the Navy's contribution to this Nation's
defense on ar:. ever-growing fleet of air
craft carriers.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
for one question; then I wish t-o return
to my speech.

Mr. MURPHY. Does the Senator un
derstand they are going to retire one
carrier as they build one new carrier?

Mr. MONDALE. That is my under
standing.
, Mr. MURPHY. Then the Senator's im-.
plication is that they will have increased,
actually, the carrier force?

Mr, ; MONDALE. No, my Implica
tion-'--,

Mr. MURPHY. My understanding is
that there are several carriers presently
being used that are so old they should
have been retired some time ago. As a
matter of fact; last Saturday morning I
saw two carriers in Long Beach, Calif.,
that are to be retired; and it is my un
derstanding that the nuclear carrier, by
the time it is constructed, fitted, and
furnished, will just barely, if actually,
maintain the present strength. That was
the purpose of my question.

I thank my distingUished colleague.
Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. lVIONDALE. Mr. President, I should

like to respond to the question of the
Senator from California, and I am will
ing to respond to one or two more ques
tions, but I am only half-waY through
my speech, and would like to complete
it, if I may.

In my later remarks, I intend to get
into this matter. I asked the Navy if there
were some shorthand way that one could
refer to the capacity of these aircraft
carriers, and it turns out that they have
developed what they call an A-4 equiva
lent, which measures roughly the ca
pacity of each of these carriers.

They rate the old Hancock class car
rier, which is one of those scheduled for
replacement by the new nuclear carrier,
at 83, and the Nimitz-class nuclear car
riers, willch are at issue here, at 152
not quite two to one in terms of capacity,
but nearly so.

I am happy now to yield first to the
Senator from Virginia, and then to the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I mention this point just for purposes of
clarification.

In the Senator's colloquy with the
Senator from Alaska. he very accurately
brought out that in 1964, Secretary of De
fense McNamara recommended a reduc
tion In the number of carriers.

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. But I think,

so that the record may be complete and
accurate, it should show that subequent
to that. in 1968, I believe it was, or 1967,
Secretary McNamara strongly recom
mended the building of three new nuclear
carriers.

Mr. MONDALE. Yes; and the two
statements may be consistent.

In other :words, while I do not have his
testimony before me, he may have con
templated that each of the new nuclear
attack carriers, which are being· built in
the State of the Senator from Virginia,
may in fact replace not one but two of
the older carriers, so that, while we are
attaining the new'nuclear attack carriers
the total carrier attack force level, in
terms of numbers of carriers, would be
reduced.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
is correct. I interrupted him at this point
only so that the record could show that
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara,
recommended that the carrier now under
discussion be built. .

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is correct.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield to me briefly?, '
Mr~ MONDALE. I ~'ield to the senator

from Mississippi.
Mr. STENNIS.. I.· understand that the
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Senat{)r has not finished his speech, and
I certainly do not wish to detain him on
that. As the Senator knows, I have in
mind asking for about 20 m1nutes, at
least, when he has finished; but I want to
respond, if I may. quite briefly about this
carrier-force level, and simply say this:
that of the 16 carriers in operation now,
nwnber 16 is extra because of the war;
and it is to come out, as the Senator
knows, as soon as possible, and not count
as the carrier reduction that this will
cover.

The Navy has the very deflnite posi
tion that they will take out of operation
carrier No. 15. I will call it.

I have conferred with Admiral Moorer,
who is, I think, one of the ablest and
frankest men in the military. I am one
who will not disbelieve what military
men tell me and not believe it just be
cause they wear uniforms. They are in
trustworthy positions. Until I know to the
contrary, I would trust them on these
direct, major questions.

Who knows what our conditions will be
when the carrier provided for in the
pending bill is completed? If anyone
knows that, then he can give an accurate
estimate about what we will do about the
can1ers and how many we will take out.

I have pressed for an answer on this.
It is going to be reviewed and ought to be
reviewed by the President, the Secretary
of Defense, the Chief of Naval Opera
tions, and everyone else. including Con
gress, in a position of responsibility as to
how many will continue to be operated.

I think there is a very fine chance that
by the time this carrier is completed, an
additional one, carrier No. 14, will come
out of the fleet. I hope so. I hope that
even more of them will come out of the
fleet. However, I think there is a high
probability, with the added capacity that
the Senator has already mentioned, that
it will be entirely possible to take an ad
ditional carrier out of the fleet.

I do not think we can argue with any
success at all now as to definitely how
many carriers we will need in 1972 or
1973.

As we remember, we built airbases in
France. We helped to proviC'.e hundreds
of millions of dollars to build and con
struct those airbases. Now, we cannot
use those bases or even fly across France
without a day-to-day permit, as I under
stand it. That is the kind of world in
which we are living.

I had the expe11ence of being in
French Morocco. We were there looking
very closely at the bases. A bystander
told me, "You will never use these bases
for more than a short time."

I said, "Why?"
He said, "French Morocco will get its

independence and run you out of here."
That is exactly what happened 2¥2

years later. That is the kind of world in
which we live.

r think the senator from Minnesota
has a very fine statement here. However,
the matter concerning the number we
need rests with the gods.

r thank the Senator for yielding.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator from Mississippi. I was quite
encouraged by the statement he made
the other day in which he expressed the
hope, and repeated it this afternoon, that

when the next nuclear carrier is com
pleted, we might displace not only one
but, he hoped, more than one. I was en
couraged by that statement because I
think that may well be one of the possible
results of this amendment.

One of the problems I have had in
seeking to deal responsibly with the
amendment is the remarkable degree of
difi'erence that exists between the Navy
and the Air Force when each one of them
describes the effectiveness of its own tac
tical airpower and its own bases and
equipment.

The Senator from Mississippi quite
correctly states that he does not dis
believe a person because he is in the
Navy or wears a unifolTil I agree with
that statement. However,'fn this case we
have a letter which I had printed in the
RECORD earlier today in Which the Air
Force said in response to a question from
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD)
that we have enough land bases in all
of Europe and Southeast Asia to meet
all of the tactical air needs of any con
tingency which the Joint Chiefs have
considered.

We are all aware that one of the chief
uses of the aircraft in Vietnam has been
the bombing of North Vietnam which
we have since stopped.

Certainly the fact that aircraft were
once used for functions which are no
longer required ought to be some justifi
cation for lowering the task force level
in that area.

The fact is. the National Security
Council of the Defense Department right
now, as the Senator from Mississippi
knows, is undertaking, and may have
completed, a sweeping review of the gen
eral purpose of the force level.

I am not content-and I am sure the
Senator from Mississippi would agree
with me-to let the matter of the de
fense spending level of this country or
the wisdom of every expenditure rest in
the exclusive domain of the executive
branch. I have been around long enough
to believe that it would be an unwise
policy.

Mr. STENNIS. I will develop my idea
and my argument about the level of the
carriers on my own time. However, I do
want to point out that I have never been
and never will be a party to the argu
ment between the Air Force and the
Naval air arm as to how much the other
one needs. I will never be a party to that.
I have never had any patience with it.
I do not now.

We need both of them in a supple
mental way. And we need them very
badly.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the conclu
sion of my remarks, the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. SYMINGTON. It was not possible

for me to be present at the beginning of
the address being made by the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota.

I was back in my State last night and
part of this morning and was impressed

by the fact a great many of the pro
grams considered essential in our cities,
our suburbs, and the rural districts of
our country are drying up because of lack
of funds.

It has been my lot to be associated at
least indirectly with the defenses of the
United States for some 50 years, and
directly in this town for over a quarter
of a century.

I have watched weapons systems come
and go. The RECORD will show that as a
Senator Sot no time have I criticized the
use, development, or number of aircraft
carriers. But I have seen the death of
the battleship. That all started when the
Prince of Wales and the Repulse were
sunk by some old Japanese planes off the
coast of Malaysia; and continued when
the Bismarck, after sinking the greatest
battleship ever built, up to that time,
was destroyed by a few old Fairey planes
off an old British carrier, the Wasp.

It happer.ed I was flying militarily
from England to Portugal at that time
the spring of 1941-and ran into that
particular fight, which thereupon also
ended the concept of the large battle
cruiser.

There was a time when many of us
were convinced that the new strategic
bomber, the B-70, was needed for the
security of the United States. It is a mat
ter of record that the B-70 was volun
tarily abandoned by the Air Force, when
the latter changed from the B-70 to the
RS-70. At that time I left the boat, pri
marily because of the great development
of ground-to-air missiles by the possible
enemy.

For years efforts have been made to
ascertain the true cost of a carrier task
force; and also it is true now that we have
this tremendous development in missiles,
a development which is increasing in
momentum rather than decreasing; it
is vital that this system be examined.

Now the Senator says in his talk that
the mission of the carrier, because of the
development of these missiles in effect
has been changed from a strategic mis
sion to a tactical mission. That is worthy
of most serious consideration.

For the first time since World War II
we are really discussing, in detail, a
weapons system that never before was
discussed in detail. I am not saying that
we should adopt or reject this amend
ment, but I am saying that it is not only
the right, it is also the duty of the Senate
to consider this system as it considers all
other weapons systems and problems of
defense procurement that come before
the Senate. There should be nothing in
violate, nothing sacred, about any
weapons system; because, in the end it
is the taxpayer of the United States ~ho
is going to pay for it.

I respectfully commend the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota and the
distinguished Senator from New Jersey
for bringing this matter up in such detail
before the Senate.

There have been sharp and basic de
velopments in warfare in recent years,
and without question the greatest de
velopment has been in the missile field.
Missiles are air to sea, sea to sea, and
ground to sea, just as they are ground
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to air and sea to air, and ground to
gr01U1d.

The Mediterranean situation is one of
particular interest to me. because my
Foreign Relations Subcommittee has to
do with that part of the world. A great
many people have expressed new interest
in. and concern about, the future of
naval warfare because of the recent de
velopment of the Styx missile by the
Soviet Union and the catastrophic result
when it was used in an attack by the
United Arab·· Republic· in the Mediter
ranean.

I did not intend to make extended re
marks on this subject, and look for
ward to listening to the able Senator
from Minnesota. I do know, as does
everyone in this Chamber, that this
country must stay strong if iUs to stay
free. But it is our duty-an(\' 1 believe
the Senator from Minnesota is quite ac
curate when he· says it is our duty-to
discuss all weapons systems in detail. At
other times I have opposed valious sys
tems in the other two branches of the
services. but to the best of my knowledge,
this is the first time I have ever given
consideration to reducing a Navy sys
tem. Now we should examine in detail
whether or not the addition of aircraft
carriers is the right type and charac
ter of action in this missile age.

Somehow, in some way. we must cut
the increasingly high cost of defense.
If we do not, we will destroy the value
of the dollar, and all that connotes also
from the standpoint of the real future
security of the United States.

It would be unfortunate if this discus
sion deteriorated at any time into a dis
agreement between one service and
another-specifically, between the Air
Force and the Navy. I would hope that
does not develop. The Air Force may
have too many bases abroad. So may the
Navy, in this nuclear space missile, have
too many bases in the form of carriers.
Many bases were created and supported
when the strategic bomber, Navy and
Air Force, was dominant as the strong
est strategic defense weapon· of the
United States. That is no longer the
case. The Polaris is the greatest stra
tegic weapon today.

All of us should worry about the fact
that the strength of the Soviet Union
in submarines is far greater than any
thing the Kaiser or Hitler ever had or
the United States has today. We stick
with the carriers while they now build an
attack submarine force which is hun
dreds larger than ours. As they look
toward modernity in weapons, however,
they have not yet laid down a single
carrier.

In any case the point I w~t to make
is that it does not make anY difference
whether the tactical airpower of the Air
Force is more important or more valu
able 0tmore desirable than the tactical
airpower of the Navy, or whether the
tactical ail'POwer of the Navy is more
desirable or more important than the
tactical aiI"power of the Air Force. What
is important is what is necessary for the
security of the country. I would hope that
many of these. bases in these faraway
lands, created to handle a type and char
acter of warfare which will never occur

again, are dismantled, so they will no
longer be an additional burden on the
American taxpayer.

I would hope we would look at all this
not as rivalry between the services,
rather as a possible way, manner method
by which we can reduce the costs of De
fense.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Missouri. I shall
respond shortly but I had promised that
I would yield to the Senator from New
Jersey. I now yield to the Senator from
New Jersey.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator.l have not pre
viously joined in the discussion. I wish
to say first how much I value this collab
oration. It has been not only a satisfac
tion but also a very great pleasure to this
point. My association with the Senator
from Minnesota has increased my high
regard for his ability. My participation in
the discussions on these several amend
ments has also increased my regard for
the Senator from Mississippi and the
splendid way in which he has accom
modated himself to what has been in
many ways a very trying experience.

After working for months on this leg
islation in his committee he has had to
deal with what I know has been a very
trying series of amendments. To someone
who has been over this ground many
times 9Jready, perhaps it seems an un
necessary expenditure of time and en
ergy on his part. However, for the good
spirit he has shown in pelmitting us to
continue what we think is our duty to
day I am most grateful. That was the
reason I asked to be recognized.

I want the Senator from Missouri to
recognize what we are attempting to do
in this amendment, as in other amend
ments which have been and which will
be offered to the bill. It is very helpful
and encouraging that he has so fully
accepted and so well stated what we
think is the primary issue here: Shall
Congress remain in control and, as some
of us think, regain control of the basic
decisions affecting national policy in the
field of weaponry and large strategic
matters?

It is our conviction, and my own very
definitely, that we have not done our
share of this in the past, we have not
been organized to do it, and we have not
regarded it as a function which we ought
to perform. I can see no argument
against our asking the Congress to do
that job now.

I think that the matter of the canier
and several of these other strategic weap
ons systems are appropriate vehicles by
which we can ask Congress to bring it
self to this task. That is the purpose. We
are not for or against this earlier, qua
carrier, nor do we have any firm view as
to the number of carriers, if any carriers
there are to be in the armed services of
the United states now and for the next
30 years. We do think Congress should
take this opportunity to study that ques
tion, and that is the purport and purpose
of our amendment.

I am grateful that someone so experi
enced in the operations of high policy in
the defense of the United States should
approve our effort and think it good.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. Preiident, I am
glad to yield to the Senator from Cali
fornia.

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator
for yielding. My purpose in rising is to
address a question to the Senator from
Missouri.

I wish to say first that the views of
the senior Senator from Missouli carry
extraordinary weight with me on military
matters because of his utterly unique
background in this field, and because of
his careful attention to the broadest
strategic implications of these matters
and the narrowest details in relation to
tactics, costs, and so forth. His speech
the other day on the C-5A had more to
do with my opposing that amendment
than any other single factor.

Having said that, I would like to ask
the Senator if the remote presence con
cept has any relevance to the carriers?
Does the existence of a substantial num
ber of carriers specifically relate to this
amendment? Is there any reason to be
lieve that by supporting the carrier pres
ently under consideration we might have
a greater opportunity to cut back on
troops stationed abroad?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I say
to my able and distinguished friend, the
Senator from California, that I deeply
appreciate his kind but undeserved re
marks.

His question gets into tactics.
The Mediterranean Sea today is a nar

row lake from the standpoint of mOdelTI
weaponry; in fact, for a time, after the
Egyptians sank the Israel destroyer
Elath, it was believed the missiles must
have come from the land. The fact there
was disagreement as to whether it came
from sea or from the land is in itself in
teresting from the standpoint of the
question posed by the able Senator from
California. Some parts of the Mediter
ranean are but 7Y2 miles wide; therefore
of course ships could be attacked from
the land by missiles as well as from
the sea and from the air.

We know how dangerous the Sam mis
siles were to our planes in the Vietnam
theater. For example, unless by mistake,
no B-52 ever went over North Vietnam.
But that Sam-2 missile is obsolescent
compared with modem air-to-ground
missiles developed by the Soviet Union
and passed out to their friends and allies.

A ground-to-air missile works against
gravity but an air-to-air or air-to-ground
missile has gravity working in its favor.

Today both the United States and the
Soviet Union have underway missiles far
more sophisticated than those Soviet
Styx missiles which sank the Elath.

In reviewing the speech of the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MONDALE) , I noticed the large proportion
of our carrier task fleets that he says
are assigned to the Mediterranean. At
one time I worked for the late, great
Secretary of Defense James Forrestal. He
"felt that the first person responsible for
putting one enemy of the United States
in the Mediterranean could be respOn
sible for the first nail placed in the coffin
of our security. Today the forces of possi
ble enemies are spread all over the Medi
terranean.

It is interesting to notice just how few
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Mediterranean· ports are now available
to OUr fleet.

Perhaps the most dramatic develop
ment in the Mediterranean in recent
months and years has been the growth
of the Soviet fleet in that sea.

But even as of today they have not
built a single carrier. They have a heli
copter pad called the Moskua, but that is
not a carrier. They also have a lot of
submarines and cruisers and destroy
ers. If it is true, as the talk of the Senator
from Minnesota brings out, that count
ing the backup, the money we have in
vested in the Mediterranean in carriers
runs into many billions of dollars, as
the development of the art of missilery
continues, that would appear of the
greatest importance in this discussion.

Is by chance this inland sea a trap
to old concepts of weaponry in this mis
sile age? If it is, should we not change
our concept; or should we continue to
handle it today as we did 25 years ago?

All countries that once built carriers
have now discontinued building them,
except the United States; and the coun
try rising in naval power, all over the
world-the Soviet Union-has never yet
laid down a single carrier.

These are problems the Senator from
Minnesota is bringing out on the fioor
of the Senate. The theory of "remote
presence" is certainly designed to elimi
nate some Army and Air Force bases;
and I would say to my good friend from
California that this theory should also
eliminate some Navy bases as exempli
fied by carriers.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Missouri for his most usefUl and
gifted discussion of this issue. I share the
admiration of the Senator from Cali
fornia for the Senator from Missouri for
his lifetime of interest in this subject, the
unique experience which he brings to
bear, and his devotion to his country and
its best interests.

Would the Senator from Missouri say
that while much of it is classified, it is
fair to say that the Soviets have been
making an intensive effort to develop the
latest, most accurate, speediest, and most
powerful missilery? Would there be any
doubt about that?

Mr. SYMINGTON. The proponents of
the ABM system made this perhaps their
chief argument in justification of that
system. To the best of my knowledge, no
one has questioned the fact that the
Soviet Union was racing ahead in the
missile field and attempting to equal, if
not exceed, the position of the United
States in that field.

Mr. MONDALE. Is it not correct that
a good many of the currently deployed
Soviet cruisers, destroyers, submarines,
and airplanes have on them cruiser mis
siles of this kind?

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is my under
standing. The missiles which sank the
Elath are now considered to have come
from what was little more than a large
motorboat. The sharpness of that attack,
and its decisiveness, amazed various
naval people with whom I talked. The
launching ship was very small, and the
missiles were made by the Soviet Union,
and were effective.

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator from
Missouri has already said, the Styx mis
sile is an old generation and certainly 15
not in the front ranks of the current
state of the art as developed by the So
viet Union; 15 that not correct?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would answer my
good friend that it probably does not go
as far back as Bam, the Redstone, or the
Thor, but it is a long, long way from
what we are confident the Soviet Union
has today; and what are our own plans
and programs in this particular field.

Mr. MONDALE. As the senator knows,
the amendment-and we have to keep
repeating this because .it is being char
acterized In a very different way-is a
very modest amendment. It would ask
only that Congress ask the General Ac
counting Office to review the facts, the
cost evaluation, and all the accounting
data, and to pass this information on
to Congress so that we can make some
judgments as to the proper force level,
the best use of our total defense budget,
and the need at this time for a new nu
clear attack carrier. That is all the
amendment would do. As I understand
the comments of the Senator from
Missouri, this kind of study is not only
valuable but long overdue.

I should like to make one final com
ment and then I should like to return to
my speech.

The President made a statement about
the spending level of the economy and
asked some grave questions about the
future value of the American dollar. We
all agree that if we want to demoralize
this country, erode the value of the dol
lar, and destroy the savings and pen
sions of millions and millions of Amer
icans, all we have to do is continue to
spend billions of dollars without first
asking "whY" or setting forth any pri
orities. Thus, as we look at the Nation's
bUdget, every bit of it has to be analyzed,
including the budget of the Department
of Defense.

The other day, the President called
certain people "unilateral disarmers."
I think he might have had me in mind.
I checked to see how much I had voted
for in defense spending since I came to
the Senate. I am a junior Member of
this body and have been here for 5 years;
that is two and one-half Congresses. I
find that I voted for $289 billion worth
of defense spending. That is direct
spending-$289 billion-,-think of it. Does
that make one a unilateral disarmer. in
the judgment of the Senator from Mis
souri?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, it is tiresome
to have people put in the broad cate
gories of hawks or doves just because
they try to discriminate between all the
weapons systems advanced instead of
endorsing all said systems.

The two men who introduced the
ABM amendment, one, the senior Sen
ator from KentUcky (Mr. COOPER), en
listed in the U.S. Army as a private in
the Second World War and came out an
officer. The other sponsor, the senior
Senator from Michigan, received·. his
Purple Heart on Utah Beach on D-day.

One of tM two Senators I 'joined in
signing the ABM minority report of the
Armed Services· Committee was a deco-

rated combat inia.ntryman on the Anzio
beachhead when he was over 50, the
other, who left his right arm 10 Italy
fighting 'for his country, received the
finest citation I ever read,and the Dis;.
tinguished Service Cross. Based on the
citation, and what Gen. Mark Clark said
about him to the Armed Services Com
mittee, I still do not understand why he
did not receive the Medal of Honor.

So talk of pacifism and unilateral
disarmament on the part of certain
Members gets a little tiresome.

I have been here longer than my able
and respected colleague from Minnesota.,
and found out recently that I have
worked for and voted for $953 billion for
the security of the United States since
coming into the Government. That
means that by the end of this year the
figure will be over $1 trillion. But just
because one asks, not that a system be
stopped, only deferred for additional de
velopment, he is labeled in some quar
ters as being antimilitary. What a
farce.

I have great respect for the ultimate
wisdom of the people of this country.
who are wa.tching the continuation of
this· sad and tragic venture in Vietnam;
and because I have that respect, I believe
none of us has cause for apprehension
about such attacks.

It is both patriotic and constructive for
the senator· from Minnesota and the
Senator from New Jersey to bring this
matter up for discussion. We have a
right, as representatives of the people
all the P€1>ple, no particular clique or
caste-to ask: What is true security? Is
it more important for' our citizens to
respect the wisdom of the leadership of
the country In the expenditure of their
money than to have a particular weapons
system? Which is the more important? It
would appear just as important to the
secUlity of' the United states for us to
have a sound economy ·as to have a par
ticular weapons system.

Should we continue to pile armament
onto armament as against continuing to
make every effort to work for a just and
honorable peace. '

These are but a few of the questions
being raised back home with respect to
weaponry, on this carrier system as they
have been raised on other systems. It is
all constructive and I believe what the
people expect of their representatives.

,Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Missouri for his most encouraging
remarks and his keen interest in this
issue.

James Field, a naval historian, noted
that a carrier task force, in fear of enemy
attacks, cannot successfUlly participate
in a campaign of interdiction. He wrote
that in· Korea, for example, "Logistic
considerations arid the dangers of air
and submarine attack made it undesira
ble for carriers to operate for more than
2 days in the same location."

Perhaps the most crucial limitation on
the carrier's ,effectiveness is that the
threat of attack diverts potentially of
fensive carrier sorties to defense of the
task force. Thus, during World War II
'and the Korean war, 23 percent of the
total combat sorties flO1vn from carriers
were defensive. This contrasts with 2.7
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percent flown by planes from land bases
during the Korean war.

Fears and uncertainties concerning an
enemy's anticarrier warfare. potential
also affects the rapid responsiveness of
the attack carrier, which is its strongest
attribute. Wilson noted that uncertain
ties as to weapons, belligerents, and the
limits of the war did in fact impede car
rier deployment early in the Korean con
flict. Future limited wars will also be
surrounded by "uncertainties as to who
will fight and with what weapons."

Because of the tremendous investment
in a carrier and its task force and be
cause of the recognition of the vulner
ability of the carrier under certain con
ditions, the Navy is naturally hesitant to
commit the carrier to a conflict or po
tential conflict. Once committed, the
ever-present fear of enemy attack may
prevent the carrier from serving as an
effective sea base for tactical airstrikes.

It should be emphasized that the
threats which have limited a carrier's
responsiveness and effectiveness in past
wars are far more dangerous today. And
since naval doctrine, as Wilson points
out, "as yet says nothing about treating
the attack carrier as expendable in a
limited war," there is every indication
that the carrier will be even less effective
in future conflicts with' a sophisticated
enemy.

The Navy, however, refuses to fully
recognize the vulnerability of carriers.
Its grandiose planning for the use of
carriers illustrates this fact.

Mr. President, at this point I wish to
comment upon the agreements by which
the Navy has attempted to demonstrate
the invulnerability of the aircraft car
rier. I will quote from a speech of the
Chief of Naval Operations,' Admiral
Moorer, who said at a recent Veterans of
Foreign Wars convention:

In some 50 wars or near wars since 1946,
we have not lost a carrier or had' one dam
aged owing to hostile action.

That is what he told the VFW in
order to satisfy them that the attack
carrier was no longer vulnerable.

I wrote the Chief of Naval Operations
and asked,. "WoUld you please provide
me with a llst of those wars or near wars
that you based your invulnerability ar
gument upon?"

After some 10 days, I received a docu
ment which, surprisingly,. was classified.
In it, he recounted not 50, but 48 wars
or near wars in which the aircraft car
rier had actually been involved or
alerted.

In four of those wars or"near wars,
the aircraft carrier was not even there;
it had just been alerted. We checked the
names of the various wars or near wars,
and asked the admiral to declassify
them, so that the Senate could know the
experiences, areas, and events in which
the carrier has been involved during the
past 23 years. Such a list would probably
be the best indication of when, under
what circumstances, and in what kind of
challenges the naval attack carder was
used.

We received a partially declassified
list. To be charitable to the Navy, I would
say the most embarrassing incidents re
main classified. But it is fair to say that

at least half of these alleged wars or
near wars were wars in which the carrier
was only remotely involved, and against
alleged enemies which had no capacity

.at all to inflict any kind of damage upon
the attack carrier, even if they wanted
to; and in most cases there is no evidence
that they did.

I do not think that it says much about
the invulnerability of the carrier in
those incidents where the carrier was
not involved, to say it was not sunk; or
to say, when in about half the instances
that he has listed in this message the
enemy had no capacity tC' respond at all,
or showed no intention of responding,
that somehow the carrier survived and
therefore is invulnerable.

The issue on vulnerability is an obvi
mis one: Do modern missilery, aircraft,
submarines, and other kinds of tech
nology and weapons raise doubts as to
the survivability of the attack carrier
under certain instances and in certain
kinds of wars? That is the issue, and I
deeply regret that the Chief of Naval
Operations would base his case for the
invulnerability of the carrier by refer
ring to a list of minor events and foreign
riots in which no carrier was sunk or
damaged.

I ask :manimous consent that the de
classified version of the list of instances
to which the admiral made reference be
printed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
SUMMARY OF WARS, NEAR WARS SINCE 1946

(The follOWing list represents only major/
minor conflicts or crises where U.S. Naval
units were Involved as prime factors, alerted
or redeployed.)

Turkey (4/46): USSR-Iran host1lltles and
USSR-Turkey diplomatic tensions; Naval
unit deployed as affirmation of U.S. inten
tions to shore up Turks against ~Jvlet Im
perialism.

Trieste (7/46) : Trieste ownership dispute;
U.S. and British Naval units dispatched to
scene with open warfare Imminent. Com
menced Adriatic Patrol which lasted until
Trieste Issue resolved In 1954.

Greece (9/46) : Political crisis. Naval Units
visit requested by U.S. Ambassador,

Indochina War (11/46-7/54): Naval units
emplo~'ed In evacuation, assistance, alert
status.

Israel (6/48-4/49): Naval units assigned
UN mediator for the Palestine Truce. Evacu
ated UN team eventually In July.

. Qreek Clvll War (46--49): Presence and
alert.

Korea (50-53) : Combat operations,
Tachens Crisis (7/54-2/55): Evacuation of

clvlllans/mllltary personnel; alert and opera
tions.

Vietnam Guerrilla War (9/55-Present):
Presence, assistance, combat operations.

Red Sea (2/56): Naval unit patrols estab-
lished In view of developing Suez Crisis.

Jordan Tension (5/56) : Provided presence.
Pre-Suez Tension (7/56): Alert.
Suez War (10-11/56): Alert, evacuation,

prOVided presence.
Jordan Crisis (4/57): External conspiracy

charged With intent to subyert Jordan. Nayal
units dispatched.

Klnmen Island (7/57): Communist shell
ing, Nm'al units dispatched to defend Taiwan.

Haiti Disorders (6/57): Alert, surface pa
trols.

Syria Crisis (8-12/57): Alert, provided pres
ence.

Leba.non Clvll War (5/58) : Support opera-
tions. .

Jordan/Iraq Unrest (8-12/58): Alert, sUr
veillance, surface patrol.

Cuba Civil War (12/56-12/58) : Alert, evac
uation, provided presence.

Quemoy-Matsu Crisis (9-10/68): Evacua
tion, combat operations.

Panama Invasion (4/59): PrOVided pres
ence.

Berlin Crisis (5-9/59) : Alert, provided pres
ence.

Nationalist China-Communist China Crisis
(7/59): Provided presence.

Panama Demonstratio1lll (8 & 11/59) : Alert.
Laos Clv11 War (12/60-5/61): Alert, pro

vided, presence.
Congo CiVil War (7/60-8/63): Alert, evac

uation.
Caribbean Tension (4-12/60): Alert. all'

and surface patrols.
Guatemala-Nicaragua (11/60): Alert, all'

and surface patrols.
Bay of PIgs Crisis (5/61) : Alert.
Zanzibar Riots (6/61): Alert.
Berlin Crisis (9/61-5/62): Alert, provided

presence.
Dominican RepUblic (11-12/61): Alert, all'

and surface patrols.
Guantanamo Tension (1 and 7/62): Alert,

prOVided presence.
Guatemala (3/62): Alert, provided pres

ence.
Thailand (6/26) : Alert, provided presence.
Quemoy-Matsu Crisis (6-62): PrOVided

presence.
Cuban Missile Crisis (10-11/62) : Provided

presence and intervention.
Yemen Revolts (2--4/63): Alert, provided

presence, surface patrols.
Laos Tension (4/63): Alert, provided

presence.
Jordan Crisis (4/63) : Alert, provided pres

ence. surface patrols.
Caribbean Tensions (1963): Alert, all' and

surface patrols.
VIetnam Civil Disorders (8-9 and 10/63) :

Alert, air and surface patrols.
Dominican RepUblic (9/63): Alert.
South Vietnam Crisis (11/63): FollOWing

death of President Diem. Provided presence.
Indonesia-Malaysia (12/63): Alert. pro

vided presence.
Panama (1--4/64) : Alert, provided presence

and pvacuatlon.
Guantanamo Tensions (4--7/64): Provided

presence, surface patrols.
Panama (5/64) : Provided presence.
Dominican Republic (6 and 7/64): All' and

surface patrols.
Tonkin Gulf (8/64) : Combat operations.
Dominican Rep\lbllc (4/65): Intervention

and combat operations.
Arab-Israeli War (6/67): Alert, provided

presence, covered e"acuatlon of U.S. citizens.
Pueblo Capture (1-4/68): Redeployment

of forces; maintained presence in area to take
actions as directed.

EC-121 Loss (4/69): Redeployed forces;
maintained presence to take actions as di
rected.

Mr. MONDALE. The Navy, however,
refuses to fully recognize the vulner
ability of the carrier.

The Navy justification for 15 carriers
is based on the theory that the carrier
fleet must be adequate to fight, simul
taneously, two and one-half wars-that

'is, a major conventional war upon both
the Atlantic and the Paciflc, plus a
brush-fire war' somewhere else.

The Navy assumes that the carrier
will be a vital participant in the full
range of conventional conflicts-the rela
tively minor. Dominican Republic type,
the mild-range Vietnam type, and the
full-scale conventional war-whatever
that would be in this nuclear era.
.By allocating' to Itself such a major role
in stich a range'Of posSible conflicts, the
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FULURE OF NAVY TO RECOGNIZE COMPLEMEN·
TARY ROLE

All of these arguments are not in
tended to prove that there is no need for
attack carriers. Indeed, carriers can serve
as a complement to land-based air pow
er-but primarily in limited conflicts
where land bases are not immediately
available.

Despite the Navy's recognition that
carriers should be complementary to
land-based airpower,. it has been un
willing to accept the fact that the need
for carriers is reduced where there is
ample land-based air capability.

Carriers, for example, were useful in
the beginning of the Vietnam conflict
when land bases were still limited. But
a serious question can be raised whether
the Navy's continuing level of involve
ment in the Vietnam conflict--once suf
ficient land bases were constructed
there-reflects as much the need to give
the Navy a "piece of the action" as a
reasoned military judgment.

Mr. President, I point out here that
the decision to stop bombing in Vietnam.
with which I healtily agree, has certainly
reduced the need for attack air carrier
force levels. One would like to see what
response the Navy makes to that change
of circumstances.

The designation of six carrier task
forces ~ the Atlantic and nine to the
Paciftc also attests to the Navy's un
willingness to recognize the complemen
tary nature of carrier-based airpower.
Commenting on the Mediterranean task
forces, Desmond Wilson wrote:

With the SUbsequent development of land·
based air covering NATO's southern fiank,
and with the later introduction into the re
glon and coverage of the region by sea Rnd
land-based missile systems, the Sixth Fleet
may have become increasingly redundant. It
almost certainly became Increasingly vulner
able with the marked growth of the Soviet
nuclear capability, along with submarine,
aviation, and mlsslle dellvery systems.

But even this type of fleet deployment
can be carried out with less than 15 car
riers. The Navy claims that 15 carrier
task forces are required to keep five con·
tinually on station-two in the Mediter
ranean and three in the Western Pacific.
While the Navy points out that the rate
of "on station" deployment has actually
been higher in the past, they continue to
insist that three task forces are needed
to maintain one "on station" throughout
the year. This method of deployment is
explained as arising from the need to
rest the crew, make necessary repairs,
and take care of other logistical prob·
lems.

The Navy does concede that, but for
the need to relieve the crew, a carrier
task force could remain on station for
a longer period of time. However, they
have never satisfactorily explained why
the relief of the crew should force the
carrier to be withdrawn from forward
deployment.

The Navy itself has successfully dealt
with this problem in the operation of
Polaris submarines by using what is
called a "blue and gold" crew concept--

overly oriented toward defense against without them, or else the Soviet's sur
low level threats. face fleet is not a significant naval

threat.FAILt7RE OF OTHER NATIONS TO BUILD CARRIERS

It may well be that all of these con
siderations explain the reluctance of the
Soviet Union-and almost every other
nation-to rely on attack carriers. In
fact, the United States is the only major
military power with an attack carrier
in its fleet. Neither the Soviet Union nor
China has built a single attack carrier,
~nd neither plans to do so. England is in
the process of phasing out its attack
carriers, and France is the only othel'
country with such a carrier.

According to a 1969 report by the Sea
power Subcommittee of the House Com
mittee on Armed Services, the Soviet
Union in recent years has built over 500
surface ships in 20 classes. The report
states:

The Soviet Union is developing a massive
well-balanced program in virtually all phases
of seapower.

The U.S. Navy not onlY agrees with
this assessment, it constantly stresses the
growing menace of the Soviet's surface
fleet. Only the absence of attack carriers
prevents the Soviet fleet from surpassing
ours, according to the Navy. The Chief
of Naval Operations recently stated that
these carriers "are the key to our pres
ent superiority," and that "with too few,
or none" in the U.S. fleet, "the Soviets
would probably be the leading naval
power,"

Even assuming that carriers are the
key to our naval superiority, it is ob
vious that we do not need as many as
15 carriers to maintain tWs superiority.

But if the carrier is really such a vital
sWp, then why have the Soviets failed
to build a single attack carrier? Why do
they have no plans to do so? Since they
are currently in the midst of a massive
shipbuilding program and since they ob
viously have the technological capability
to build carriers, their decision to rely on
other surface sWpscannot be due to lim
ited resources. The U.S. Chief of Naval
Operations offered the following expla
nation for the Soviet failure to build at
tack carriers:

Geography. more than any other reason
has kept the SOViets out of the aircraft CIU'
riel' business. The routes of egress from SO
viet .naval bases to the open oceans are, by
way of choke pOints, controlled by other
powers. For an aircraft carrier such a situa
tion could spell disaster In a shooting war.
If the SoViets were to gain control of the
points, however, the situation might change.

But this constriction of egress from
Soviet naval bases to the open seas has
not deterred the Soviets from building a
large number of almost every other type
of surface warship. If the Soviets can
move their carriers and destroyers
through those choke points, then why
would a carrier pose a different prob
lem? It would seem that Soviet naval
planners have decided that attack car
riers simply are not worth their enormous
cost.

Regardless of the reasons for the So
viet decision not to build carriers, our
Navy cannot have it both ways. Either
carriers are not that vital to a surface
fleet and the Soviet Navy is a threat

Navy refuses to acknowledge that events
have changed the proper role of the car
rier since 1945 by limiting the scenarios
in which carriers can be effective.

When engaged in a major conventional
war with a sophisticated enemy, the
carrier task force will be exposed to a
complete range of anticarrier weapons.
While the Soviet Union represents the
greatest military threat to the carrier,
other countries possess various weapons
designed for anticarrier warfare.

For example, Desmond Wilson points
out that Cuba, China, Indonesia, and
Egypt, in addition to the Warsaw Pact
states, are knO'l\n to have large numbers
of Soviet-built 1L--28 Beagles-bombers
which are capable of striking carrier task
forces with a 4,400-pound bomb load
at a combat radius of about 800 nautical
miles. Moreover, the Soviet Union has
distributed at least some of their 1,500
to 2,000 TU-16 Badgers, a bomber ca
pable of being used against surface ves
sels. The Badger, known to have been
supplied to China and Indonesia, can
carry two air-to-surface missiles or a
7,OOO-pound load to a radius in excess
of 1,500 nautical miles. Large numbers
of Mig-21's have been made available
to Communist satellites and some neu
tral states. Furthermore, the styx mis
sile and other antiship missiles are also
in the arsenal of many of the Soviet
allies.

In addition to high performance air
craft and missiles, the Soviet Union has
distributed a number of its Whiskey
class long-range conventional subma
rines to several satellite and neutral
nations.

There are, therefore, relatively few
scenarios in which you can imagine a
carrier free from threats of enemy action
and thus able to function effectively in
an offensive tactical capacity. This is
not to say that the carrier has no role in
a conflict where the enemy has some
anticarrier capability. But as the ca
pability increases, so does the threat, and
carriers simply do not operate effectively
in such an environment.

The Navy is quick to remind us that
land bases for tactical aircraft are also
vulnerable to enemy attack. This is, of
course, true. Land bases are subject to
attack by aircraft and missiles; in addi
tion, they are uniquely subject to ground
attack and artillery, particularly in a
guerrilla war as in Vietnam.

But in examining the relative vulner
ability of land and sea-based tactical
airpower, we must look at their relative
effectiveness. The historical record
strongly suggests that land bases are less
inhibited than carriers by the threat of
attack and that they are capable of
delivering more offensive sorties.

The threat of enemy attack also makes
the carrier less desirable from a cost point
of view. It has been estimated that at
least one-half of the cost of a carrier task
force is allocated for carrier defense.
This high allocation of resources to de
fense sharply raises the cost of each
carrier-based offensive sortie. In return
for this large investment in carrier de
fense, we have carrier task forces which,
in all probability, would be of little value
against high level threats-and are
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Total A-4 equlvalents 108

Total A-4 equivalents____________ 83

Total A-4 equivalents 132

Total A-4 equivalents 152

(NoTE.-The types of aircraft which can be
operated by a carrier depend primarily upon
the flight deck and its installations such as
the catapults. arresting gear and elevators.
Ship-installed support facUlties also Ilmlt
aircraft types which can be operated. The
number of aircraft whlch can be carried de
pends upon deck area and the mix of types.
Some types of aircraft are conside.·abl)' larger
than others, and a smaller total of generally
larger aircraft can be physically accommo
dated. The smallest tacticai aircraft in the
U.S. Navy's carrier inventory is the A-4 S1Jk
hawk. Therefore, for· standardization pur
poses, the Navy expresses carrier aircraft
capacity in tenus of A-4 equivaients.

Mr. MONDALE. This increased capa
bility of the carrier fieet means that to- .
day's 15 attack carriers can deliver more
tactical air support than the 15 carriers
which comprised the fleet in the mid
1950's. That is why Secretary McNamara
relied on the increased capability of the
newer carriers as a justification for re
ducing the size of the carrier fleet. Unless
it is assumed that the need for tactical
airpower has substantially increased in
the past 15 years, a decision to defer the
building of an additional nuclear carrier
wiII not endanger national security.

Nor does a decision to postpone this
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carrier mean that we will be stuck with
an obsolete attack carrier fleet. I re

2 ferred to this argument several times
2 today. Excluding the oldest four carriers,
1 the attack carrier force consists of one

nuclear carrier, the Enterprise; eight
Forrestal carriers, and three Midways; in
1972, the second nuclear carrier, CVAN
68, will join the fleet. At least 12 of these
13 carriers are suited for handling all
modem aircraft with safety and em
ciency.

I emphasize that because the Armed
SerVices Committee repOrt cites as one
of its main reasons the fact that many
of the new aircraft cannot be accommo
dated on these carriers.

The truth is that 12, or perhaps 13, of
these carriers can handle everything we
are making and plan to make. In addi
tion, the three Midways are the only
carriers in this group over 13 years old,
and two of these carriers have recently
been modernized.

This means that we will have 13 attack
carriers which are not obsolete by the
Navy's standards, at least through 1976,
and probably longer in light of the mod
ernization of the Midways. Even if we
decide not to authorize funds for CVAN
69, the attack carrier force level w1Il re
main at 13 fUlly effective ships-by the
Navy's definition-for some time.

But why are the World War II attack
carriers called obsolete?

Secretary McNamara testified before
Congress in 1964 that the chronological
age of a particular ship was not impor
tant in determining fleet obsolescence.
Rather, the key question was whether a
ship "is able to perform its mission in the
face of the expected threat."

Mr. President, I ask the Senate to look
at the list of occasions on which the car
rier has been used as set forth by Admiral
Moorer, and I ask how many of these
minor events are events in which, if a
carrier has to be used at all, one of the
oldtr carriers would not be adequate and
how many events as listed by the admiral
require the latest, largest. and most ad
vanced carriers?

The Armed Services Committee, as
welI as the Navy, maintains that these
older carriers are "simply inadequate to
serve efficiently and safely the newest
aircraft now eperating in the fleet."
However, these carriers can certainly
handle other jet aircraft-such as
F-8's-with safety and efficiency. And
since the usefulness of attack carriers is
limited to conflicts where there are low
level threats, there is no reason why
these older carriers cannot continue to
provide tactical air support-that is if
the Navy insists that it needs a minimUm
of 15 attack carriers.

It should be pointed out that thE
Navy's carrier fieet is not limited to at
tack carriers. There are. in addition, six
smaller carriers, used primarily for anti
submarine warfare. These carriers are
capable of handling several types of tac
tical jet fighters, and one of them is
being currently used in Vietnam in an
"attack" capacity. Surely such carriers
could be used to supplement the existing
attack fleet in many cases where limited
tactical air power is called for. It be-

1
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Nimitz class (the air wing listed below is
planned for the Nimitz in fiscal year
1973) :

~ghter squadrons (F-14) _
Light attack squadrons (A-7) _
Attack squadron (A-6) _
Tanker squadron (ICA-6) _
Electronics warfare squadron (EA-6)_
Airborne early warning squadron(E-2) _

Reconnaissance squadron (RA-5C) _
Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2)_

Midway class:
Fighter squadrons (F-8) (F-4's as-

signed when avallable) _
Light attack squadrons (A-7) _
Attack squadron (A-6) _
Electronics warfare/tanker squadron(EICA-3) _

Airborne, early warning squadron(E-2) _

Reconnaissance squadron (RF-8G) _
Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2)_

Hancock class:
Fighter squadrons (F-8) _
Light attack squadrons (A-4) _
Electronics warfare/tanker squadron(E1CA-3) _

Airborne early warning squadron de-tachment (E-1B) _

Reconnaissance squadron detachment(RF-8G) _

Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2)_

Nominal air wing complements
Enterprise/Kitty Hawk/Forrestal ciasses:

Fighter squadrons (F-4) _
Light attack squadrons (A-7) _
Attack squadron (A-6) _
Eiectronics warfare/tanker squadron
(E~-3) _

Airborne early warning squadron(E-2) _

Reconnaissance squadron (RA-5C) _
Rescue squadron detachment (UH-2)_

the submarine stays on active duty and
the crew is simply rotated. By this
method, a polaris submarine is able to
stay on active duty for a significantly
longer time than the carrier. And yet,
the Navy has failed to adapt this method
or a similar one to the attack carrier.
Such a procedure would make it possible
to deploy five task forces on station with
a reduced carrier fieet.

MORE EFFICIENT USE OF PRESENT FLEET

Those who favor the authorization for
the new carrier in the pending bill argue
that the carrier is ne.eded, even if the
carrier force size is reduced. In a recent
news conference, Secretary Laird stated:

Whether we have a 12- or 15-carrier force
does not affect 4lW request for CVAN-69.

The assumptions underlying this argu
ment are that the older attack carriers
are no longer usable; that they, there
fore, must be replaced with modern nu
clear carriers; and that a congressional
decision to defer the building of CVAN-69
wil1 insure that there is a substantial
percentage of obsolete attack carriers in
the 1970's; and that such a decision wiII
weaken the capacity of our attack carrier
fleet, thereby weakening our overal1 de
fense posture.

This argument does not square with
the facts. To begin with, the attack car
riers which have joined the fleet sLIce
the mid-1950's are almost double the size
of the olde: carriers, are equipped with
the most modern aircraft, and, there
fore, have far greater capability for tac
tical air than the oldest carriers which
they replace. The Navy has stated that
the nuclear carrier air wing is tactical1y
more than twice as effective as that of
the World War II carriers.

But since the Navy has fol1owed a one
for-one replacement policy in the past,
the actual capacity of the carrier fleet in
terms of providing tactical air pOwer is
far greater than the 15 carrier force level
would imply. The Navy's carrier replace
ment pOlicy would, therefore, more ac
curately be described as a two-for-one
policy-an escalation, in fact, of the car
rier force level. Even if the Navy can
support a case for repl!l.cing the older
carriers with nuclear carriers, there is
no reason why at least two of the older
carriers could not be replaced as each
new carrier joins the fleet.

We tried for some time. as I indicated
earlier, to determine whether the Navy
had a shorthand way of indicating the
relative effectiveness and capacity of the
various carriers.

I am pleased to find that they have
worked it out in terms of what they calI
the A-4 equivalent, which indicates the
number and the amount and the type of
aircraft that operate on each carrier.

As I said earlier, the older Hancock
class has an equivalent of 83. The Nimitz
class has an A-4 equivalent of 152.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the RECORD a
tabulation setting forth that informa
tion.

There being no obj ection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as fol1ows:

CXV--1579-Part 18

•
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comes all the more difficult, therefore,
to justify the beginning of a brandnew
attack carrier in light of the overwhelm
ing cost of a fieet which actually num
bers not 15 but 2l.

The Navy claims that a "modern
force" of 15 attack carriers, in which
each ship is retired after 30 years of
service, requires a construction program
including a new carrier every other year.
But there are several alternatives for
maintaining or increasing the nwnber of
carriers capable of providing tactical air
support, without resorting to such a
costly construction program. Given the
more limited role of carriers called for by
modern military realities, the require
ment for a fleet composed entirely of
huge attack carriers, all capable of han
dling the most modern aircraft, is at best
questionable.

It is likely that the Navy will not ac
cept a more limited carrier role. The
Navy insists that the attack carrier can
meet any conventional war contingency,
claiming the carrier to be no more vul
nerable today than it was in World War
II. Such a position ignores a warning
made some years ago by the great naval
historian, Alfred Mahan:

He (the strategist) will observe also that
changes of tactics have not only taken place
after changes in weapons, which necesrerily
is the case, but that the interval between
such changes has been unduly long. This
doubtless arises from the fact that an Im
provement of weapons is due to the energy
of one or two men, While changes In tactics
have to overcome the inertia of a conservative
class; but It Is a great evil. It can be remedied
only by a candid recognition of each change;
by careful study of the powers and limita
tions of the new ship or weapon, and by a
consequent adaptation of the method of us
Ing it to the qualities It possesses, which will
constitute its tactics. History shows that It is
vain to hope that military men generally will
be at pains to do this, but that the ones Who
do will go into battle with a great ad
vantage-a lesson In Itself of no mean value.

FOREIGN POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There is another basic motivation for
our amendment, other than the call for
an evaluation of the proper carrier force
level. For, in addition to these problems
of efficiency and effectiveness, the use of
the aircraft carrier has serious foreign
policy implications. For example, it is offi
cial naval doctrine that one of the main
advantages of carrier airpower is that
it can be employed unilaterally, without
involving third parties and without rely
ing upon treaties, agreements, or over
fiight rights.

One such instance is the use of the
carrier task force to show the flag or
to establish our military presence in an
unstable region. There may have been
times in the past when a show of force
has lent stability or discouraged hostili
ties. On the other hand, there is reason
to believe that the ready availability of
American power has, at times, generated
unilateral action where such intervention
has actually been harmful to our image
and our interests.

The Senate has an obligation to de
bate whether it is in our national inter
est to maintain 15 carrier task forces
"posed for unilateral action." In fulfill
ing this obligation, we need to know the
situations in which carriers have been

used in this "show of force" role and the
reasons for such a use of the carrier.
Even if it is determined that this is a
legitimate use of naval power, the ques
tion arises whether attack carriers are
essential in performing this mission
would smaller carriers or other warships
have the same effect?

The Navy also contends that a carrier
can always be counted upon for tactical
air support in a limited ~ngagement

where land bases may not be available
because of political constraints. To be
sure, there may be times, as in the early
days of the Korean war, when land bases
are actually held by enemy forces, and
carrier-based air support may be a val
uable temporary complement to nearly
all land bases.

But how much of our overall defense
capability should be devoted to that un
likely possibility where we might be
called upon to defend a nation and, at the
same time, be denied the use of its bases
for tactical support? And, if the com
mitment arises out of a multination
treaty, such as SEATO, should there not
be land bases available to us in at least
some of those nations in the treaty or
ganization? If we need carrier-based air
power to allow us to meet foreign com
mitments in areas where the United
States is denied the use of land bases,
it may well be that there is something
amiss about the nature of these com
mitments.

In recent congressional testimony, the
Chief of Naval Operations stated:

The carrier will be necessary in the future
if the U.S. Is to have the fleXibility and the
selectivity of operations In areas Without
first haVing to make some political arrange
ment to do so. (Emphasis added.)

In light of such testimony, it is im
portant for Congress to be involved in
determining those situations in which
the United states should be prepared to
intervene in conflicts unilaterally and
"without first having to make some po
litical arrangements to do so "

A congressional inquiry into the for
eign policy implications in the use of
carriers is necessary to assure that for
eign policy determines the need for mili
tary expenditures-rather than the
other way around.

CONCLUSION

Because of these foreign policy im
plications and, more important, because
of the overwhelming evidence that the
carrier is an extravagant and often un
necessary means of providing tactical air
support, the request for an additional
carrier raises fundamental questions
which must be answered.

Throughout this statement, certain
contentions have been made about the
role of the attack carrier, the manner in
which it is deployed, and the proper size
of the carrier fleet. It should be em
phasized, however, that the burden for
justifying the carrier in this bill-as well
as other carriers-is and should be on
the Navy. And while there may be strong
disagreement with some of the points
raised herein, there should be little doubt
that the NavY has simply failed to meet
its obligatton in this matter. The one
point the Na\'Y has made in responJ3e to

the question of whether we need 15 car
riers is that the matter is under study.

The Navy has responded to questioning
of the carrier force level with vague and
general assertions that at least 15 at
tack carriers are needed to meet the vari
ous contingencies which might arise in
fulfilling U.S. commitments and in pro
tecting national security. There has been
little or no explanation as to why chang
ing missions and contingencies have not
altered the carrier force level.

Again I bring up the fact that none of
our carriers in Vietnam was used pri
marily in the bombing of North Vietnam.
I am glad we stopped bombing there. Is
this not, then, a proper time to consider
whether we could reduce some of the
attack carrier force levels, now that that
mission is no ·longer necessary?

In response to doubts about the effi
cacy of sea-based air power, the Navy
points out that since the seas cover
three-fourths of the earth's surface, the
calTier can be used in many more places
than land bases. The military historian
will recognize the disturbing similarity
between this argument and that ad
vanced in 1922 by a major in the Cavalry
who, observing the absence of roads on
much of the earth's surface, wrote:

To base our transportation needs solely
upon conditions existent in the compara
tively tiny portion of the earth's surface
containing roads . . . is putting too many
eggs In the same basket.

As we have seen, there are substantial
doubts within thf' Defense Department
as to whether a fltet of 15 attack carriers
can be justified. Indeed, the Defense De
partment's official response to a congres
sional inquiry about the need for this
many carriers is that the entire matter
is under study. We know that classified
recommendations from the Systems
Analysis Office have recommended the
same thing. It has made observations
about the relative costs of sea-based air
that should be the subject of and
should be available for the Senate's con
sideration, but because of classification
by the Defense Department, it cannot be
produced here. Until this study is com
pleted, Congress is asked to continue
spending for carriers as if the need for
a fleet of 15 was clear.

In effect, the Defense Department
would have us reverse the nonnal au
thorization process. Instead of seeking
funds for items wl:::ch have already been
justified, we are being asked to provide
funds in expectation of a rationale. We
are not following a policy of one for one.
Our policy is not neutral, even with re
spect to force levels, because each new
nuclear task force attack carrier is
nearly twice as effective as the one it is
replacing.

It would be fiscally irresponsible for
Congress to act in this manner. At a time
when the American people are bearing
an overwhelming tax burden. at a time
when the President is calling for a 75
percent cutback in Federal construction,
and when inflation is demanding econ
omies in every area of Government
spending, we must demand adequate
justification for all programs.

That is why we have introduced our
amendment. The amendment in no way
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questions the integrity of military lead
ers or of the civilian officials at the De
fense Department. If anything. the
amendment is a bipartisan rtcognition of
the fact that those of us in Congress have
failed to ask the hard questions con
cerning military spending that we have
asked in the domestic area. Our past his
tory of blanket acceptance of the mili
tary budget not only is in sharp contrast
to our close scrutiny of proposed domes
tic programs; it also amounts to an ab
dication of our responsibility under the
Constitution "to provide for the com
mon defense," "to raise and support
armies," and "to provide and maintain
a navy."

The acquiescence in military matters
is particularly true of that part of the
military budget involving the general
purpose forces--as opposed to strategic
nuclear forces. These forces. which in
clude everything from carriers to man
power, make up 60 percent of the peace
time defense budget. And yet. their un
derlying assumptions and objectives are
seldom discussed by Congress and the
public.

In calling for congressional vigilance
over military spending. I am acutely
aware of the high priority of national
defense. In my earlier colloquy with
the Senator from Missouri, I pointed out
that in the 5 years I have been in the
Senate. I have voted for $289 billion in
defense spending. But approval of ques
tionable items in the defense budget does
not serve the cause of national defense.
It has been observed that national secu
rity can best be maintained if we are
"efficient in the forces we buy"-any
time forces cost more than is necessary
to do a job, our inefficiency may require
us to give up other policy commitments.

There is another reason why it is im
perative to take a close look at military
expenditures. Because of the pressing
nature of our other national priorities,
any form of unnecessary and unjustified
Federal spending must detract from our
commitments to our children, ow' cities.
our towns, our farms, and our natural
environment.

Budget Director Charles Schuitze ob
served:

The benefits and coots of proposed mll!
tary programs cannot be viewed in Isolation.
They must be related to and measured
against those other national priorIties which,
In the context of limited resources, their
adoption must necessarUy sacrifice.

The time when we could afford the
luxury of such "eternal v~rities" as a
fieet of 15 carriers has long since passed.
I am very much afraid that unless we
take a close look at this carrier program,
our children will observe in the future
that our blind adherence to 15 attack
carriers was every bit as absurd and
wastefui as the fallure to recognize the
demise of the battleship and the obsoles
cense of the horse cavalry.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I

commend the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota on a remarkable speech. It is
remarkable because there is no question
that this enormous amount of spending

does require a challenge. We have not
had this kind of documented and thor
ough challenge in the years I have been
in the Senate. There have been times
when we objected to aircraft carriers in
the past. but it was suggested that there
had been a comprehensive stUdy of the
kind that this speech represents.

As I understand what the Senator said.
as long ago as 1965, the Secretary of De
fense, in his posture statement, called
for some reduction in attack carriers by
the early 1970's.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is cor
rect. The former Secretary of Defense
cited a number of reasons in support of
a reduced role for one attack carrier. He
cited the effective end of the carrier's
role in strategic retaliation, given our
land and submarine-based missiles.

He referred to a numbcr of develop
ments in modern carriers, modern air
craft, and modern refueling techniques.
These developments give our existing
carriers a far greater capability. They
also give our existing land bases a far
greater range and effectiveness. For ex
ample, in the last few years the reach
of land-based air has increased from
two to two and a half times and with
refueling techniques it is even more than
that.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD ex
cerpts from the posture statement of the
then Secretary of Defense, Robert Mc
Namara.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT BY SECRETARY
McNAMARA

By the early 1970's we plan to make some
reduction In the number of atreck carriers.
Therefore, in the fiscal years 1965-69 program
the new investment In aircraft and ships Is
limited to that which would be required by
a somewhat smaUer eVA force.

This jUdgment Is supported by four major
considerations:

(1) The Forrestal class carriers are much
more effective than the Essex class they are
replacing. A Forrestal class costs between
one-third to one-half again as much as an
Essex, but this differential does seem justi
fied. For example, the area available for spot
ting aircraft Is about 50 percent greater;
overhead clearances in the llangar Lays aTe
about 40 percent greater, permitting larger
aircraft to be stowed; aviation fuel and ord
nance storage spaces are greater, allowing
longer periods of sustained combat; and so
forth.

(2) The capabilltles of carrier-based alr
craft are improving steadily. In the attack
aircraft field, we are replacing the early A-4's
with the A-4E's, and an entirely new alI
wea ther, large payload aircraft, the A-5, Is
being Introduced. In the ft.ghter fi"ld, we
are replacing the F-8 low supersonic, fqlr
weather day fighter armed with SideWinder "
mlssUes, with the supersonic aU-weather F-4.
armed with Sparrow air-to-air missiles. Fur
ther gains In combat capab1l1ty wl1l be real
Ized when still more effective aircraft, such
as the new VAL (which I wlll discuss pres
ently) , and the F-Ill (TFX) , become avail
able later In the planning period.

(3) By fiscal year 1966, when we wl1l have
a large number of strategic missiles In place.
the CVA forces will be relieved of their stra
tegiC alert retaliatory mission, thus releasing
additional capab1l1ties for the carriers' IIm
ltedwar mlslson. assignment of carriers to

strategic missions restricts their fiexlb1l1ty
In terms of areas In which they can operate
and the kinds of operations they can conduct.
If pilots and aircraft must be held on nuclear
alert, limited war capabilities are reduced.

(4) The Increasing range of land-based
tactical aircraft has reduced our requirement
for forward based alrpower. The F-4's with
Infilght refueling, can be fiown to Europe and
the West Pacific. The TFX will be able to
deploy to Europe without any infilght re
fueling.

Although a precise analysis of the optimum
number of carriers Is diffiCUlt to make, it
seems clear on the basis of these factors that
some reduction In the number of attack
carriers will be possible by the end of this
decade.

We have deleted from the shlpbuUdlng
program the preViously planned fiscal year
1965 carrier but have tentatively programed
another new carrier In a later year.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Minnesota also points out that the no
tion that we should have 15 attack car
riers goes back to a time when we faced
Japan in the Pacific.

Mr. MONDALE. It actuallY goes back
further.

Mr. PROXMIRE. To 1921.
Mr. MONDALE. Dr. Wilson wrote a

thesis on the attack carrier and he tried
unsuccessfully to determine what poli
cies and decisions justified what he called
the "eternal verities" of a fieet of 15
battleships, followed after World War
II by 15 attack carriers. The only thing
he could find was the agreement in 1921,
the Washington Naval Disarmament
Treaty, that we should have 15 ships. The
Navy came back and said we said they
had not had 15 ships.

We called an expert on the matter and
we have had printed in the RECORD to
day a table. As a matter of fact the num
ber of carriers we have had every year
since 1946 has been 15.

Mr. PROXMIRE. This research has
not been done publicly before. It has not
been pUblicly disclosed. I think it is very
significant.

In World War II we were facing Japan,
which was a great sea power in the Pa
cific where positions were so farfiung.
Japan had its own attack carrier fieet
and a great air force. A large number of
attack carriers was then logical and nec
essary. Now. Japan has disarmed.

What kind of navy does China have?
Roughly how big is China's navy?

Mr. MONDALE. It is insignificant, I
am sure.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am talking about
in comparison with the navy we faced
in Japan.

Mr. MONDALE. I wouid not think
there is any comparison. I am not an
expert.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator J'ield to me briefly?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I do not

wish to intrude on the time of anyone.
but as a matter of taking inventory of
ow' time, I wish to make an obsen-aEon.
We are not going to be in session tomor
row. The Senator from Minnesota will
remember that I suggested he obtain
the fioor first today, and I objected to
anyone else obtaining the fioor until he
arrived this morning.

Howe\'er, in fair play. several other
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Senators wish to speak. The Senator
from Washington has been waiting. The
Senator from Virginia has been waiting
all day. I think the chairman of the com
mittee should say at least a few words
without attempting to cut off anyone
else. In that sense of recognition, if the
Senator could conclude shortly, I would
take just a few minutes. The Senator
from New York has a speech he feels
compelled to make this afternoon.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
The Senator has been very kind to me.
We had the recess for the funeral. I
have yielded a good deal, and thus it has
taken me nearly 5 hours.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator does not
have to yield indefinitelY. I do not want
to make a point of order, but the Sena
tor cannot yield to anyone to make a
speech.

Mr. MONDALE. I shall yield the floor
in just a moment. I thank the Senator.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I

fully support the position of the able and
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services. This matter is
one Which should be discussed exten
sively.

I hope we do not have the vote on Mon
day; and before we vote, I hope we can
develop the issue thoroughly.

I have listened with a great deal of
interest this afternoon to the Senator
from Minnesota.

It was necessary for me to be in my
State part of yesterday. I hope not to
miss the vote on this issue. Let us con
tinue until all the facts are on the table.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I shall

continue briefiy. I appreciate the need for
others who want to speak and speak soon.

I am delighted that the Senator in his
presentation stressed at the outset that
he is not making a proposal that we
eliminate all of our carriers. He is saying
we should consider whether we need 13
or 14.

On the 14, this is the issue that should
be debated again and again, I am sure,
in the course of debate, as in the course
of the so-called briefings-the brain
washing to which we have been subjected
by those who oppose the amendment
that we cannot eliminate all the carriers,
because if we do, we will be defenseless.
No one is suggesting that. The Senator
from Minnesota would provide merely
for a study as to whether it is neces
sary to spend this additional money for
this additional carrier.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator could also
observe that this is not a bizarre request.
In fact, as we gather here this moment,
we know that the Defense Department
and the National Security Council have
requested and may have already received
a study on the very issue we are talking
about today. It is obvious that this is a
case where the legislative and executive
branches can work together with mutual
studies and come up with a rational
decision that can bring ab:mt the most ef
fective and sensible defense and would

generate the kind of public confidence
which that would bring about.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I was present at the
joint economic hearing when former
DIrector of the Budget Schultze testified.
In my view, he is the most able man
who ever served in the Budget Bureau.
He of course was responsible for expendi
tures covering a vast area, Including mili
tary expenditures, for a number of years.
This kind of question is rarely asked.
Either the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON) or Representative MOORHEAD
asked Mr. Schultze if he could design8.te
the area of military spending which, in
his view, should have the lowest priority
where we could justify most clearly a re
duction. Without any equivocation or
qualification at all. Budget Director
Schultze said, "Yes, a 15th aircraft car
rier." In his view, it was the hardest to
justify of all that was in the $80 billion
budget.

I am very happy that the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota brought that
out, because I think it is the kind of thing
that should make us stop, look, and listen.

May I also commend the Senator from
Minnesota on his stress on the revolu
tion we have had in military weapOnry.
It is a revolution. Some people say we
have had a revolution almost every 5
years. There has been a dramatic change.
Yet we go on and on on the basis of a
set justification that we had 20 years ago
and we must have exactly the same now.
We make the same kind of argument that
we have to have the same fleet we had in
the past. I would also like finally to com
mend the distinguished Senator from
Missouri on what I think is a most im
pressive analysis of the cost of maintain
ing a canier fleet. He points out, first,
not only that we have the ships, but the
planes, and the escort carriers and an
other fleet behind it, and a third fleet.
So, we end up with something that we
were told. in World War II cost $83 mil
lion, was $171 million at the time of the
Korean war, and is now $510 million to
$700 million for this one-

Mr. MONDALE. It might be $700 mil
lion, but somewhere between $510 mil
lion and $700 million.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It could be. i have
heard the figure in committee unchal
lenged, as given by the Senator from
Missouri, of $1.8 billion for the whole
fieet.

Mr. MONDALE. The Navy says it will
cost $1.8 billion for an attack carrier, the
wing, the destroyers, and the escorts. Of
course, that has to be times three.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, times three.
Then we get $5.4 billion to maintain a
carrier fieet with replacements. The 15
carriers, that is right. This refers to 40
percent of the entire operating budget of
the U.S. Navy. This cost is so astronomi
cal, I suppose the only way we can ap
preciate it is in proportion to other
spending. That $l'.4 billion is 15 times as
much as we spend on low- and middle
income housing for the entire country. It
is more than tWice as much as is spent
on Federal aid to elementary and sec
ondary education in the entire Nation. So
that I think to put this in perspective
and to challenge it is not to say that we
tear down the military force or weaken

it or enfeeble it, but as the Senator says
so well, it will save money to be used
more wisely in our defense, or in some
other areas which are so essential.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
I want to yield, because the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) has been
very kind to let me complete my
message.

I would siIIUJly say this iri closing, that
the one set of nuclear carriers, destroy
ers, and so forth, to keep one wing on
station, would cost nearly $1 billion more
thlln the President's widely heralded new
welfare program which is supposed to
bring sustenance, health, and the good
life to 22 million Americans.

One other point in closing, and that
is that Systems Analysis has completed
this year in July a study of cost effective
ness, a cost comparison between the same
wing of aircraft, one on sea and one on
land. It is classified. I cannot give the
fil?'Ures. But the cost comparison shows
astonishing savings that can be made
through land-based aircraft.

I want to thank the Senator from Mis
sissippi for his impressive patience here
today. I regret it has taken so long, but
I have yielded to so many Senators both
pro and con that it has taken this much
time.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the at
tack carrier is the backbone of the sur
face Navy of the United States. The car
rier force is the primary naval strength
which assures us freedom of the seas in
the face of a growing Russian maritime
capability. And freedom of the seas is
absolutely essential to the security of
these United States. The Soviet Union,
which is situated on the large land mass
of Europe and Asia, has access to most of
the world's raw materials over land lines
of communication. On the other hand,
the United States must use the sea lanes
to provide critical raw materials not
available in this hemisphere, as well as
the tremendous amounts of fuel that are
needed to operate an industrial machine
in peace or a war machine during hos
tilities. Our reliance on the high seas for
the movement of the bulk of our over
seas cargo is a simple matter of geog
raphy: We are essentially an island and
this is not a transient condition but a
permanent, unchanging physical fact.

To maintain our capability to preserve
the freedom of the seas for the pursuit
of our own national interest under the
threat of a growing Russian Navy, we
must have a strong modern Navy. This
can only be achieved through the con
tinuing input of new and modern ships.
Let me just make this point, Mr. Presi
dent-we are not building a new fleet; we
are trying to maintain a viable force by
replacing aging ships which can no
longer perform their mission in the face
of the rapidly increasing strength of the
threat that they face. The attack ear
lier is the basic building block of our
Navy's strength. It seems to me that
delaying the acquisition of this carrier,
while costs continue to rise, and funds
are spent on obsolete equipment, con
stitutes false economy.

As a maritime power with our very
survival as a first-class Nation depending
on freedom of the seas, it is a matter of
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great concenl to me, Mr. President, that
our capability of insuring the uninter
rupted use of the sealanes of communi
cation is being actively threatened. I was
impressed by some rather startling .sta
tistics which were cited by Admiral
Moorer, the Chief of Naval Operations,
in an address last month to the Veterans
of Foreign Wars. He pointed out that the
Soviet Union has more than quadrupled
its merchant ship tonnage since 1950.
On the other hand, today the United
States has less than a third of the mer
chant shipping which we operated in
1950.

Admiral Moorer pointed out that the
same trend prevails in combatant ships.
Mere numbers tell only part of the story
though: Nearly 60 percent of our war
ships upon which our forward defense
strategy depends, are 20 years old or
more, while in the Soviet Navy, of the
1,000 or more surface combatants and
submarines currently in the Soviet Fleet,
less than one-fourth of 1 percent are
past the 20-year mark.

In the face of this dramatic increase in
naval capability by the Soviet Union, I
consider it the height of imprudence for
us to allow our own fleet to rust away
into obsolescence while we drag our feet
and fail to provide the replacement ships
that will keep our Navy a viable force.

On the subject of modernization, Mr.
President, I think it is important for Sen
ators to recognize that the need for the
carrier which is funded in this bill does
not depend for its validity on a carrier
force level of 15 or 16 carriers. When this
ship goes into the fleet in 1974 it will re
place a carrier which at that time will be
30 years old-it replaces an Essex-type
carrier of World War n vintage which is
not capable of handling such modern air
craft as the F-4, the RA-5C, the A-6, or
the F-14. Thus, Mr. President, the Essex
class carrier today is restricted to second
class fighters and by 1974, when it is re
placed, it will be operating what is, in ef
fect, third-rate planes. I think it is clear,
Mr. President, that we are approaching
the time when the Essex class air wing
cannot survive in the threat environment
established by the newest Soviet tactical
aircraft. Certainly we will reach that
point before CVAN-69 can be completed,
even if it is started this year. I for one
am not willing to say to our pilots and
crewmen, "Do the best you can with
these inferior weapons. They are all your
country can afIord." I can see no valid
reason for delaying the funding of this
carrier any further while we restudy
the requirement. The requirement has
been validated by carefUl study and
analysis in the Navy, the Department of
Defense, and the Congress when we stud
ied this three-ship bUilding program in
1968. The sea lanes are too vital to us
as a maritime power to risk their loss. We
need this carrier and we need to start it
this year.

The reasons for this action are as
follows:

First. For all levels of military action
other than all-out nuclear war-from a
show of force to general war-the attack
carrier is the primary striking force of
our Navy. It provides the ofIensive power
necessary to assure free use of the seas
and the air over the seas in support of
our national objectives.

Second. Despite the tremendous tech
nological progress that has been made in
transportation and weapons systems in
this century, free use of the seas-which
cover three-fourths of the earth's sur
face-continues to be essential to the
security of the United States, whether
we are forced to fight to defend ourselves
or to help defend our allies.

Third. Today our overseas allies de
pend upon our support, which must come
by sea. There is no valid plan for over
seas military operations of the Anny, Air
Force, or amphibious forces with em
barked marines that does not depend on
our free use of the seas. For example, 98
percent of all of the supplies which have
gone to Vietnam have been carried by
ships.

Fourth. Our present national strategy
relies heavily upon military forces de
ployed overseas-forces capable of re
sponding to a spectrum of contingencies
in overseas areas of primary national in
terest. These forward deployed forces,
which must be supplied by sea, provide
this country with flexible and rapid re
sponse to whatever pressures our poten
tial enemies may apply.

Fifth. A change in national strategy
resulting in the withdrawal of our de
ployed military forces, would increase the
requirement to maintain a strong mari
time posture. The capability of the
United States to fight for an extended
period in defense of its territory and
areas of interest is dependent on our
ability to maintain the flow of materials
and oil over the seas. The sheer bulk of
the daily use of oil for military and in
dustrial needs precludes stockpiling
quantities for more than short-term
needs.

Sixth. An efIective tactical air capa
bility is essential to sustain ow' general
purpose and logistic support forces
against a determined enemy using
modern weapons. Sea-based and land
based tactical aircraft are required to
provide support for our forces in the
areas of the world where we must be
prepared to flght.

Seventh. Land-based tactical aircraft
can be employed when their land bases
have been adequately prepared, pro
visioned and defended, and when they
are located within range of the area of
conflict.

Eighth. sea-based tactical aircraft are
required when land bases are not avail
able or do not have the capacity to meet
the required tactical aircraft needs. The
attack carriers can quicklY concentrate
this sea-based tactical air power.

There are those that say that carriers
are provocative; that they tend to in
volve the United States in the afIairs of
other nations and commit us to wars we
do not want to fight. To this I can only'
say that of all our major instruments of
national power, the carrier is the least
provocative. U.S. bases on foreign soil
invariably involve political and military
commitments in exchange for base
rights. The bases themselves, as centers
of U.S. power and influence, invite at
tack from dissident elements in the host
country, involving us in unwanted con
frontations, committing us to measures
not in consonance with our overall na
tional policy. Sovereignty questions as
sociated with our overseas bases have

caused problems between our Govern
ment and host nations and have been a
major source of the Yankee-go-home
sentiment. Attack carriers, on the other
hand, are mobile air bases which can be
retained in home waters and deployed
or withdrawn to meet changing interna
tional situations without altering our
international commitments. Carriers can
remain in home waters and then deploy
to an overseas trouble spot. When de
ployed, the carrier can remain in the
wings, out of sight, so as not to upset a
delicate situation but still be available
to unleash its power at a moment's notice
or should the situation dictate, the de
ployed carrier can appear on the scene
and by its very presence provide a sta
bilizing influence by serving as tangible
evidence of U.S. interests.

A final word, Mr. President, about the
effect that delay in funding this carrier
this year would have. I am sure the Sen
ators are aware that we have already
obligated in 1968 and 1969 funds, some
$132.9 million, and that a large portion
of this has either been spent or would
be lost in termination charges if the
contract for long leadtime nuclear pro
pulsion components were terminated. In
addition, the Navy estimates that the
disruptions in the production plan might
well add an additional $100 million to
the projected total cost of this carrier
should we make the delayed decision
next year to fund the carrier with fiscal
year 1971 funds. Mr. President, I am
proud of the efIorts of the Senate this
year to reduce the spending level of our
national defense. I know that this has
been a sincere efIort, a dedicated effort,
but we must all recognize that the threat
we are facing is not diminishing and if

. we reduce the level of our spending to op
pose that threat, then we must get more
for our money. We must spend our avail
able defense funds more wisely. In my
jUdgment, Mr. President, it is not wise
to waste funds on indecision. It is not
wise to delay the introduction of need
ed capability into our fleet needlessly,
and that, in my judgment, is what this
amendment would do: First, inject need
less delay, and second, substantially in
crease the cost in the weapon system
which I am convinced is urgently re
quired to maintain modem naval forces
that are vital to our national interests.
I hope that the amendment will not be
adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall
not undertake today, particularly at this
time, to outline all of the real, basic rea
sons for inclusion in the bill of the car
rier. I shall do so in the course of future
debate. But many other Senators are pre
pared to speak on the subject. As chair
man of the committee, I wish briefly to
sum up what I think are the real issues
and the real decision to be made.

In the first place, there is no law that
sets 15 or any other number as the level
of the carrier force. They are not au
thorized in that way. The President can
order them cut in half tonight. He would
not be violating any law if he did so.
This matter is passed on every time a
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bill on the subject comes before the
Senate, or on an appropriation bill. The
Appropriations Committee could recom
mend cutting down on the number of
carriers by cutting down on the money.
That would be the issue. So there is no
single, fixed law about it.

This afternoon, I have already ex
plained that this is purely a replacement.
We have four types of planes, four of the
major ones of aL the planes that fly from
carriers, that cannot even use the old
carriers. In the course of time, something
must be done about them. The only thing
to do, anyway, is to have the modern
weapons and phase out the older ones as
fast as can be done with prudence. How
much is taken out because of this one
going in will be determined by condi
tions that exist in 1974.

That will be a judgment matter for the
President of the United States, the Sec
retary of Defense, and the Congress.

We start with the fact here that 3
years ago Mr. McNamara-he has been
quoted on both sides of this matter, but
he is a very knowledgeable man-decided
that this country should have three
modern Nimitz-class carriers. The plan
was to get them over a period of 6 years,
one every 2 years. We have already
slipped on that 1 year in time; $140 mil
lion, in round numbers, has already been
appropriated for the carrier we are talk
ing about, and a great deal of that has
been spent under authorizations of the
Congress. Virtually all of it has been
authorized under the authority of the
Congress. Now this is for the final pay
ment on it.

But someone comes along and says,
"Wait. We ought to have the General
Accounting Office look into this. We
ought to cut back and overrule these
people until we can get certain informa
tion from them."

I understand an amendment has been
offered to change the provision from the
General Accounting Office to the Con
gress, but, anyway, that is the motiva
tion, or part of it, involved in the
amendment.

There are no overruns involved, be
cause there has not been time for over
runs with respect to this particular car
rier. However, I have the figures for the
overruns for the last two we built of this
kind. One had an authorized total cost
of $280 million, with an actual cost of
$298 million. The second one had an
authorized cost of $293 million. The
actual cost was $247 million, so that cost
was almost $50 million less than the
estimate.

So we are talking here in a category of
something that is fairly definite and
:fixed. The matter has already been
started. The money has been spent. The
only issue here, after all, is the moderni
zation of weapons.

There is another item that has been
spoken against already, the A-14, which
is to be an ultramodern Navy plane to
take the place of the one that did not
pan out, the Navy version of the TFX.
Those two go together to show the need
for modernization. We must be up front
with the best weapons that science and
money can afford.

In my humble opinion, Mr. President,
this carrier fteet is the best possible in
vestment we could make, warld condi-

tlons being what they are and our leader
ship being what it is. There has been talk
about Soviet Russia having no carriers.
Of course Soviet Russia does not have
carriers as compared with us. She does
not have any commitments, either, in the
Pacific to protect Japan. She does not
have any commitments to protect the
Philippines or the Stat~ of Hawaii in
the middle of the Pacific Ocean. She does
not have any commitments with refer
ence to Formosa. She has no commit
ments with respect to protecting Korea
over all those water miles, even if she
has commitments with respect to North
Kbrea. It is a land-based nation, living
off the land, where the life of the people
is, and the country has few commit
ments.

This carrier force, after all, which is
able to exert a deterrence, and which has
a stabilizing inftuence, has been the sin
gle most powerful inftuence in world af
fairs since World War II.

I have a list of the incidents which
have happened when our carrier force
was directly involved. In the Korean war,
10 carriers engaged in combat operations
during the period of that unfortunate
confiict. We remember that our air bases
were knocked out earlier. If it had not
been for our carrier fieet, where would
we have been or where would the United
Nations Forces have been?

I will skip down the list to the Kinmen
Island, 1957, Communist shelling, in
which the naval units were dispatched
to defend Taiwan. Four carriers were on
the scene. Taiwan was once the symbol
of our efforts to protect those parts of
Asia from encroachment.

The Lebanon civil war in 1958. Three
carriers provided air cover for the Ma
rine landing.

Does anyone belittle the Mediterran
ean Sea? When the conftict came, what
was it there that did the work and car
ried the protection?

Quemoy and Matsu crisis in 1958;
Many Of us remember that. Three car
riers were sent to cover evacuation and
two additional carriers alerted.

The Cuban civil war in 1956 and 1958.
One carrier was on the scene to cover
evacuation and provide a presence.

The Quemoy and Matsupresence again
in 1962.

The Cuban missile crisis in October
and November 1962. Naval forces pro
vided protection and intervention. Eight
caniers were on the scene.

The Arab-Israel war, June 1967. Two
carriers were on the scene to cover
evacuation.

We saw the headlines in the morning
newspapers. Shooting is going on over
there now.

In my humble opinion, if it were not
for the American fteet in the Mediter
ranean area-and I am not trying to
stir up anything-within 6 months' time
Greece and Turkey could be invaded and
more serious troubles and clashes could,
and probably in time would, occur in the
Near East.

Those are the practicalities. We are
talking about hardware. We are talking
about modernization. We are talking
about some of the most effective and
some of the most immediately available
weapons we could possibly use.

n is all right to challenge this matter.

Debate is always wholesome. But no one
need think this subject has been a quiet
subject all these years. This matter has
been heard in the Appropriations Com
mittee year after year after year, and
we on the Appropriatiolli" Committee are
all familiar with the confiict of interest
between the Air Force and the Navy. I
speak with proper respect for both
branches, but I do not have any patience
with their eternal argument about which
is the best and which is the worst, which
is the most effective and which is the
least effective. It is just "trade talk,"
mostly, and very few members of the Ap
propriations Committee who have fol
lowed the matter all the way through
have any doubt about the need for this
weapon to be there at the right time at
the right place.

I will help take the lead in reducing
the amount of the cost of the operations
of the Navy as to carriers or anything
else. I will help anyone who goes at it in
the right way. But I will not come in
here and attack from the side or from
the rear in any way on the foremost and
the keenest possible naval weapon we
could have, except for our modern sub
marines, which serve in another field.

Let us get down to someone who knows
something about the subject, another
man who wears his uniform. I will take
his word anywhere. any time, any place,
in a statement for himself or against
himself.

That is Admiral Rickover. I wrote Ad
miral Rickover a letter; I did not call
him up and ask him what he thought,
what he would say, or anything else. I
just wrote him a letter and told him I
wanted to know what he tho"Jght about
carriers. I knew one thing: He would put
submarines first, which he did. He knows
the subject, and he knows why, and we
can thank God there has been a Rick
over, and that Congress would not let
them put him out of the Navy 10 years
ago. We can be thankful for that.

But that very :fine man and very gra
cious officer said:

There are, however, some Important Navy
missions, which cannot, In any known prac
tical way, be carried out by submarines.

Then, after he complimented the sub
marines, he said:

One of these Is the provision of sea-based
tactical air power to protect our sea lanes
and our air lanes over the seas, as well as to
support amphibious operations and overseas
military land operations beyon" the range of
the land-based tactical air power available
to us.

Then he goes on, and I shall read more
from this letter, but briefiy now I shall
read, as he gives them, the reasons for his
conclusions about this Nimitz-class car
rier and the need for it.

He said:
Three-fourths of the earth's surface Is cov

ered by water; 95 percent of the world's pop
ulation live within range of carrier aircraft.

The United States Is essentlally an Island
between two oceans-an Island dependent on
free use of the seas for transport of material
and fuels necessary for our survival-

I mentioned our commitments a while
ago. He continues:

No valid plan exists for overseas military
operations by the Army-

This is Rickover speaking-



September 10, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 25071
by the Air force, Dr by amphibious forces,
which does not depend on our abiUty to
guarantee free use of the seas. Virtually all
supplies to Vietnam, for example, have been
carried by ships.

That will be true a long, long time, in
spite of the C-5A's, to Vietnam or some
other Vietnam. A lot of it will have to go
by ship, the followup part particularly.
He continued:

Without a modern attack carrier force, the
United States is not assured free use of the
seas In those areas of the world that are im
portant to us. It is simply not practicable to
establish enough land air bases adequately
prepared, provisioned, defended, and within
range of potential areas of conflict.

This is still Rickover speaking:
Seven of the sixteen carriers currently op

erating in the attack carrier role were
launched during or shortly after World War
II. Five of these cannot operate several of the
modern aircraft types now in the fleet. They
will not be able to operate air wings which
can survive against Soviet weapons tech
nology of the 1970's.

That is the admiral still speaking, Mr.
President.

Each Nimitz-class carrier-

And that is what we are arguing
about--
will carry 50 percent more aircraft ammuni
tion and twice as much aircraft fuel as the
latest conventional powered attack carrier.

This, combined with the unllmited high
speed endurance provided by nuclear power
will greatly increase their capability for sus
tained combat operations.

• • • * •
The Nimitz-class will be the best protected

and least vulnerable carriers ever des1gned-

That is the Nimitz class, which is what
is in this bill-
The added protection is provided by extensive
use of armor against bombs and guided mis
siles, as well as by improVed anti-torpedo
hull demgn. The unlimited endurance at high
speed and freedom from the need to slow
down to refuel PrQvided by nuclear propul
sion further reduces the carriers' vulnera
bllity.

Our friends here say all the carriers
are vulnerable. Is there any weapon that
is not vulnerable? Is there any invulner
able weapon? Not even the igloo in the
frozen north can be made invulnerable.
Certainly those of us down home in the
path of that hurricane know that man
devises or plans, but a superior power
acts. And a superior power decides in the
military. Nothing is invulnerable. But he
says they are the best protected and least
vulnerable of all carriers ever designed.

The second ship of this ClaSs, the CVAN-

That is the one in the bill-
is scheduled for dellvery in 1974.

And he says what it will replace. That,
of course, was already known. He con
tinued:

Were the Navy required to operate a
smaller carrier force, the improved capabili
ties of the Nimitz class would become even
more important.

I hope we do operate a smaller num
ber of carriers, and I believe we will. The
best way to get the number reduced is to
have this modern type, with its addi
tional capabilities. He continued:

The 3 Nimitz-class attack carriers are might have anywhere with their ground
the only ones authorized or planned from bases.
FY 1964 through 1972, a period of 9 years; Fine as they are, our land bases over
this will average out to but one new attack seas have shrunk from 105 to 35 in the
carrier every 3 years. last 10 years, in round numbers. I re-

He says further: member being in France, as I have stated
If we do not continuously modernize our before so many times, where so many of

attack carrier force, its ability to protect our air bases were dedicated-I know
our naval and overseas mllitary forces and of nearly a billion dollars that we spent
the logistic lifeline for our military and in- there on those bases-and now we can
dustrial needs against the increasing capa- not even land there without a permit. We
bllities of potential enemies will be degraded. cannot even fly over the airspace above

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the France, the heart of Europe, without get-
Senator yield at that point? ting a permit. Of course, this is a diplo-

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator matic thing, but you have to fly. Thirty
from Rhode Island. days in advance, you have to get that.

Mr. PASTORE. Speaking on this It shows that we are skating on the
question of modernization and improve- thinnest possible ice and are talking
ment, I think the one thing that we have about an imaginary thing when we talk
to bear in mind is that we cannot rest about having airbases wherever we might
on the accomplishments of the past to need them.
guarantee the security of the future. I yield the floor.

Take the Enterprise. The Enterprise Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
was the first nuclear propelled aircraft an effort to clear up what I think was a
carrier. The Enterprise has eight reac- misunderstanding this morning, before
tors, and its maneuverability, was proved today's debate ends on this issue, I should
in the Mediterranean and in the Cuban like to clarify remarks made this morn
crises. It has been further proved in ing by the Senator from Maryland con
Vietnam. cerning Mr. George Wilson's article pub-

But now, the Nimitz, instead of the lished in the Washington Post entitled
eight reactors, will have two reactors. "Air Force May Spur Navy Carrier De
Mind you what improvement has been bate." The article was printed in the
made in such a short time~ The Nimitz RECORD as evidence of Air Force efforts to
will hit the water, I understand, in 1971. discredit the capability of the naval air

Mr. STENNIS. The first one, that is force.
right. Part of the information was taken

Mr. PASTORE. Those two reactors from a letter from the Air Force to a
have the same power of the eight reactors U.S. Senator in response to these three
in the Enterprise. And do you know what questions:
those two reactors are the equivalent of, (1) What is the number of overseas-air
in power? They tell me the power of bases that the Air Force has relinquished
those two reactors is equivalent to that since the Korean war? Why were these bases
of the line of oil freight cars stretching given up? And has the release of these bases
a distance of 500 miles. That is the power, jeopardized the USAF tactical air capabll1ty?
and that shows the progress that we I stress and underline the words "the
have made. If we stop at this point, what U.S. Air Force tactical air capability." It
we are going to do is rely on the past to does not say anything about the level of
protect us in the future. That is the mis- the Naval Air Force tactical capability.
take of stopping now. The other questions were:

Furthermore, we have already in- (2) What is meant by the "KIT" methOd
vested, in this new aircraft carrier, al- of quick construction of land bases as briefly
most $130 million, that will go right described in the August 25 edition of the
down the drain. The question here is, Washington Post?
How far can we go in flirting with dis- (3) What is the capablllty of the Air
aster when it comes to the security of Force's new air superiority fighter, the F-15?
this country? The Air Force capability refers only to

I thank the Senator. Air Force tactical capability. In fact, the
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator words "Navy carrier" are not even con

from Rhode Island very much for his tained in the letter. Consequently, to
splendid contribution. No one is more quote from the letter and then refer to
knowledgeable as a legislator-I make no it as an "Air Force paper likely to have
exceptions-in this field and related short- and long-range impact on the de
fields than is the Senator from Rhode bate on the American Military Estab
Island, who has contributed so very lishment" is an incredible exaggeration.
much indeed as chairman, for a while, More specifically, I feel that in his
and then as a member of our Joint Atom- statement made his morning. the dis
ic Energy Committee. tinguished Senator from Maryland clear-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 20 ly implied that the Air Force ,,'as
minutes of the Senator from Mississippi attempting to discredit and replace the
have expired. • Air Force carrier. Such implication is

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask for erroneous.
1 additional minute. We are not WIder Air power, land-based and sea-based,
controlled time, but I shall take 1 ad- each has its separate and distinct role to
ditional minute. play.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- The Air Force clearly recognizes the
ator from Mississippi is recognized for 1 c::>mplementary nature of the mission in
additional minute. support of the aircraft canier and the

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the ar- mission of the U.S. Tactical Air Force.
gument made by the Air Force-I have I have some confidential information
heard it over and over-is that they are with me which, if I eliminate enclosure
able to take care of all situations that we No. I, is no longer classified. Enclosure
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No. 1 has to do with major base dis
elosures, going into it item by item.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the RECORD the
letter addressed, "Dear senator HAT
FIELD," from the Air Force.

There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

JOHN R. MURPHY,
Major General, U.S. Air Force, Director,

Legislative Liaison.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
will eliminate enclosure NO.1 which will
downgrade the classification from con
fidential to normal. I then ask unani
mous consent that attachment No.2 and
attachment No.3 be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIRFIELDS BY COUNTRY AND BY
LENGTH RUNWAY (FEET)

20
6

11
11
33

149

231

All air·
fields

11
3
3
8

20
98

143

Number of active
national airfields

1
1
o
o
2
o
4

28 235

10 154 680

Longer
Active than
USAF 8,000 feet

o

o
o
4
1
o
o

Inacti
vated

SUMMARY

Number of major
hases I

Country

PacifiC:
Bonin Is_____ 1 0 0 1
Japan__ 9 4 14 59
Korea_______ 1 2 6 22
Others.______ 0 18 132 476

---'---------
Subtotal. __ 11 24 152 558

Others:
Canada __
Miscellan-

eous ~

Europe:
France__ 22 0 17 81
Germany_____ 11 8 34 119
Italy________ 3 1 21 43
Netherlands__ 0 1 12 16
Spain.______ 0 2 17 30
United

Kingdom___ 14 9 34 171
OtherL___ __ 0 0 73 216

----------
Subtotal. __==,;50~=o=:2;,1==~20;;8==~68;,6

Mediterranean:
Greece _
Libya _
Morocco __ .• _
Saudi Arabia••
Turkey _
Others. _

-----------
Subtotal. __

0- 3, 000- 5, 000- 8, 000
3, 000 5, 000 8,000 or over

Subtotal ==~==~12~=,,;;;,18:;2==~91~5

. TotaL_____ 67 61 685 2,3911

TOTAL NUMBER OF AIRFIELDS BY COUNTRY AND BY
LENGTH RUNWAY (FEET}-Continued

I Bases in U.S.-owned territory excluded.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
did not mention the "KIT" construction
matter that the Washington Post
brought up. The Air Force does not

Turkey • .______________ 4 9 20

~~~~sia~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ -- -- ---j
Taiwan .__ I 2 3 10
Union South Africa________ 1 7 23 8
United Kingdom__________ 4 41 88 33UpperVolla .____ 1 1
Uruguay .____ 2 4 2 .. __
Venezuela_______________________ 4 7 5
Soulh Vietnam.__________ 7 22 6 8

~[~~~1~~_~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ ::::::::
Western Samoa___________________ 1 3 . _
Yemen .___________ 1 1 2
Yugoslavia.______________ 2 7 7 15ZanzibaL • .. __ __ 1 _
Lebanon • • •• __• .,. • • 3

~:~~~:rf~t;::::::~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: !
Netherlands Antilles • _. • _. _ 2
French Somaliland • .. _ 1
SI. Helena . __ 1
Sierra Leone . __ 1
American Samoa_.... _. . __ ' • 1
Trinidad ._ ••. " __ _ 1
Uganda .. • ._ ___ 2
Rwanda •• 1 1
SI. Pierre .... ..._ 1 1
Port Timor.. ._______________ 1 __ ._____ 1
Surinam • _. __ • . .__ 1
Qatar. .. . _. ._ __ ________ __ ____ __ ___ 1
Cape Verde . . . 1
Andaman Island. . . . 1
Barbados~ • __ ___ __ __ ____ __ __ __ ______ _ 1
Bermuda • • _ 1
Burundi • . • . 1
Cambodia__.. • _ 2
Nawpo Shoto Island__ • ._ __ 1
Faeroe Islands___________________ 1 _
French Guiana. .______ _ 1
liberiL_________________________ 1 __ ._____ 1
Mascarene Islands________________ 1 2
New Caledonia ._____ 1 ..__ 1

TotaL____________ 128 541 1,036 685

I 31 _

2 1
8 8

10 3
1 21 ....
1 8
1 ._._
5 11 _. __ • _
2 3
6 29
3 1
4 21 • _

2 4
12 6
51 17
3 1
1 1
1
1 I
1 II .
1 71 • _

2 11
2 1
1 2

27 34
1 12 _. _

16 71 _

2 1
36 38
3 6
8 13
1 5

16 21
1 1

13 14
1 2
.( --------
3 2
5 66 _
1 _
2 _
4 2
2 32 _

4 2
1 2 ._.

1 _

7 37 _
1 _

33 7
8 3
3 122 _

8 1
5 1
9 111 • _
2 18 _
1 __

10 2
2 1
1 1
3 101 . _
6 6
9 8
2 2
2 3
3 8
1 ...
1 I
1 1
3 3
3 1
3 2
3 13 _

2 11 _

3 2
4 1
2 1
1 2
1 2
9 17
3 82 _
1 ..
5 _

47 6
2 9

10 6
3 _. •
1 2
4 9

TOTAL NUM-BER OF AIRFIELDS BY COUNTRY AND BY
LENGTH RUNWAY (FEET)-Continued
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!~~;:[[~~::[[:::::::[~:.j:
Denmark .__ 3 .(
Dodecanese .__________ _ .(
Dominican Republic .__ 1
E~ter_'_'" __ . __ • • _.. _
Ecuador .. • • _

fr&J~~({_~ ~:::: ::::::::::::::::::: l
~i ~:rv~~~~::: ::::::::::::::::::: ~_
~l~I~~~a~ ~::::::::::::::::::::::: -----.2'

~~F~~;i j~~i~;~~:::::::::::::: ~:. ~~.
Gambia.. .. _
Gabon Republic ._____________ 2

I~;~~:~::::::~:~:~~:~:':::::::i:
FederalRepublicofGermany 35 23

South Korea .. 5 6
Laos . __ •• .__ 1 5
Line Island Group •• .---------

tr~r~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Ma agasy Republic.. 7
Madiera . •• _

~~~~h~iC-:-.·------·-.-.------ 2

~~t;~j!!!!~::••::::;~~:~::;.

t~J;]I;;);;·;;::::I::j
New Zealand.____________ 2 28
Muscat-Oman_ __ _ 1
Paraguay ._ 3 3

~~~nix __~~::::::: :::::::_ .. ~ ~.
Philippines .__ 10
West Pakistan_. .. ._____ 1
Panama .. 1 2
Puerto Rico______________________ 4

~~~uJ~:iiea:::::::::::::::::::::: ~_
Panama Canal Zone •• .. _
Ric Muni. __ .. . . • __
Ryukyu Islands ._____________ 1
MaIL______ 2
N. Rhodesia . __ .________ 1
S. Rhodesia .... __ 1
Solomon . 2
Sardinia_. ... .. ._ .. _•. __
Sarawak. __ .. __ 3
Sicily .. _ 1
Society__ . __ • _.__________________ 1
SenegaL .. .. 1
SomalI. ... .. _
Singapore____ ____ 1
Spain ___ __ ____ __ ____ __ ___ __ _____ 4
Saudi Arabia . . . •
Sp. Sahara . ._. __
Sao Tome_ . __ .. ._. _
Sudan .. • __ •
Sweden__________________ 2 4
Syria . __ .. _
Switzerland • 5 5
Tanganyika __ • __ __ __ _______ __ 1
Trucial Oman . .
Thailand. __ ___ 7

I 1
4 5

12 15
8 4

31 11
54 14
6 1
3 3
1 2
I 1
1 9
4 31 _
1 __

1 2
2 _. ._
5 2
7 31 ...
2 __ ._. _

37 7
3 _.... _
2 _
1 2
3 1
3 1
5 1

16 2
1 11 _

3 1
101 28

9 3
3 1

Aden_. •___ __ __ ____ __ _ I
Afghanistan ' ______ _ 2
Algeria . . __ . _. _.. __ . _ 1
Angola_._ .. __ ___ ___ 6
Argentina________________ 4 11
Australia_ __ __ __ __ __ _ 11
Austria .______ I 4
Antarctica _
Azores ._
Bahrein • __ •. _
Belgium_. _. 4
Bahamas __ . ... . . 1
Br. Guiana ...... • _
Bornholm • .. __ ...... •
Balearic • .. __ • ' _.
Bechuanaland. ._. ._ 1
Bolivia__________________ 1 9
Burma. .. __ 6
British Honduras.________ 1 _
N. Borneo ._.... I
Brazil. .__ __ _ 23
West Berlin__ • . . _
Brunei. • • . _. _
Canary . __ . ... _
Central African Republic .. __ ._. _
Ceylon • • __ _ I
Chad _. _. _._ ..... • _
Chile____________________ 1 9
Cocos Island • _
Caroline • _
Cameroon ._ •••••• _
Canada_____ 24 82
Columbia . _ 2
Congo, Republic 01.. . _

Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Sena.te.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: A few da.ys ago,
Mr. Michaelson of your Stall' asked the Air
Force to provide you with information re
garding air bases overseas, quick construc
tion of bases and the performance capabl11ty
of the F-15. More specifically, I understand
your questions were:

1. What is the number of overseas air
bases the Air Force has rellnquished since
the Korean War; why were these bases given
up; and has the loss of these bases Jeopard
ized the USAF tactical air capab1llty?

2. Wha.t is meant by the "Kit" method of
qUick construction of land bases as brlefiy
described In the August 25 edition of the
Washington Post?

3. What is the capab1llty of the Air Force's
new air superiority fighter, the F-15?

Although an attempt was made to keep the
answers to these questions unclassified, to
be completely responsive, an additional clas
sified answer was required for the F-15 be
cause some of the performance parameters
of the aircraft are classified and simllarly, a
portion of the information relating to base
closures Is classified.

If we can be of any further assistance,
please call.

Sincerely,
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know what the Post is talking about. I am
not surprised. That is customary.

I should like to comment on the mat
ter because the distinguished Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) was
present earlier and called for overseas
base reduction.

I would point out that since the Ko
rean war, we have inactivated 67 over
seas bases, and there remain 61 active
overseas Air Force bases. There are 685
overseas national air fields, with longer
than 8,000-foot runways. There are 2,
390 airfields in all.

Mr. President, I will eliminate any ref
erence to the F-15 question, because that
remains, as it should remain from the
nature of the information, a highly clas
sified one. However, I did want to get
this matter disposed of today, because I
felt distinctly that it was an effort to
generate a feud between the Air Force
and the Navy. And I have sat through
too many hearings to think for one mo
ment that the Navy is out to get the Air
Force, or that the Air Force is out to
get the Navy. They work in a comple
mentary way. There are differences, of
course; there always will be argument
about weapons.

I did not want the debate to proceed
further with Senators thinking that the
Navy was out to get the Air Force, or
that the Air Force was out to get the
Navy. Such is not the case.

There is a distinct difference in the
basic need for sea-air power as brought
out very distinctly by the chairman of
the committee.

When I note that the basic require
ment of sea-air power is to provide air
superiority for the fleet and for the con
veyance of merchandise and troops and
heavy cargo overseas, their distinct use
for tactical operation is largely for at
tacking tactical targets that we cannot
attack from land because of the long
distance involved.

I cite the part played by the Navy in
basing the carriers in the Tonkin Gulf
and eliminating the need for the U.S.
tactical aircraft to make long missions
which require refueling.

Mr. President, I appreciate the oppor
tUnity to clear up this matter.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I would
like to commend the proponents of
amendment No. 136 for drastically
changing their original proposal. The
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
and the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey have demonstrated wisdom
and foresight by rewriting their amend-
ment. '.

As originally proposed, Mr. President,
there were two items out of 14 that the
Comptroller General could properly
perform.

The amendment as rewritten now
seeks to have the Comptroller General
investigate and report on only those two
of the original 14 tasks.

The amendment as originally pre
pared, after striking $377 million from
the bill, sought to impose the Comptrol
ler General as a new form of con
gressional systems analysts reminiscent
of that office that has caused such fear
ful headaches during the McNamara
regime.

CXV--158o-Part 18

I am particularly delighted that the
original amendment has been withdrawn
because the Congress never intended
that the General Accounting Office
should second guess the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. This is what that amendment
sought to accomplish.

The rewriting of amendment No. 136
also demonstrates that the debate on the
C-5A aircraft has provided a warning
signal that the meat-ax approach is an
exercise in futility.

Mr. President, I would like also to
say that I am pleased that the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota has
now returned to his earlier thinking
about the proper functions of the Comp
troller General and the General Ac
counting Office.

During hearings on Economic Oppor
tunity Amendments of 1969 in May of
this year before the Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower, and' Poverty,
Senator MONDALE addressed the Honor
able Elmer B. Staats, Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States as follows, from
page 367 of the printed hearings:

I don't wish to be unduly critical. I think
tt.at it was the Congress that insinuated
the General Accounting OlIice in this whole
arena. But I have grave doubts that this is
the role that tt,e General Accounting OlIice
should perform because these are political
judgments. These are judgments in addition
that reqUire the sophistication of profes
sIonals in education, in health, in legal serv
ices, that involve a lifetime of the most
rigorous sophisticated academic and prac
tical background coupled with experience.

I agree wholeheartedly with the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota.

Thank you, Mr. President. During the
debate I will further comment on the
subject of this amendment.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the

pending matter is the amendment of the
Senator from Minnesota and the Senator
from New Jersey, and I ask unanimous
consent that when the Senate convenes
on Friday the time on the amendment be
controlled, commencing at 10:30 a.m. I
understand that an order already has
been entered that the Senate convene at
10 a.m. on Friday.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE) be
recognized first to speak on the amend
ment; that the time, beginning at 10:30,
be controlled by and be equally diVided
between the proponents of the amend
ment and the Senator acting as fioor
manager of the bill on behalf of the com
mittee; and that we vote at 3 p.m., not
before, on Friday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRANSTON in the chair). Without objec
tion, it is so ordered.

The unanimous consent agreement,
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:

Ordered, That effective at 10:30 o'clock
a.m., Friday, september 12, 1969, further de
bate on pending amendment No. 146, offered
by the Senator from Minnesota (fo.Ir. MON
DALE), to S. 2546, the military procurement
proponents (Mr. MONDALE) and the oppon
authorization bUl, be 11rn1ted to 4~~ hours
to be equally divided and controlled by the
entB (Mr. STENNIS), and that the Senate

proceed to vote on said amendment No. 146
at 3 o'clock pm. on that day.

Ordered further, That at 10:30 o'clock am.,
Friday next, the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. CASE) be recognized by the Chair.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I speak
in opposition to the pending amendment
which would strike from the fiscal year
1970 Department of Defense authoriza
tion bill the funds necessary to build our
third nuclear-powered attack aircraft
carrier, CVAN-69.

My opposition to this amendment de
rives from three main considerations:

First, there are only two practical ways
to project modern tactical airPower in
to those parts of the world where we have
vital interests-tactical aircraft flying
from Air Force land airbases and tactical
aircraft flying from the Navy's attack
carriers. The United States could not
build the number of land airbases around
the world that would be required to meet
all of our tactical air requirements. In
fact, we are experiencing continuous ero
sion in the number of overseas bases
available to us. For example, at the end
of the Korean war we had 551 overseas
bases. Today we have less than 173. Op
erational U.S. Air Force overseas bases
have declined in number from 105 in
1957 to 35.

The difficulties involved in keeping
foreign bases are becoming increasingly
evident as the United States tries to ne
gotiate or renegotiate foreign base agree
ments. Also, land bases on foreign soil
are vulnerable to political action. Re
gardless of treaties or agreements, a na
tion can unilaterally cancel a treaty and
our bases in that nation are no longer
available. This happened to us, for ex
ample, in Morocco and France. Further
more, the use of land bases can be tem
porarily denied to us for political rea
sons-and without warning.

Naval attack carriers, by contrast, are
mobile airbases which can be kept in
home waters or deployed to meet con
tingencies, without political involvement.
Operating from international waters, the
carriers are normally unencumbered by
overflight clearances and base restric
tions so frequently encountered by land
based air.

Second, if any reduction in our car
rier force level is decided upon in the next
several years, I beli~ve it should be made
by retiring our World War II carriers,
not by canceling or delaying the con·
struction of our new nuclear-powered
attack carriers.

The Navy has built nine modern at
tack carriers since 1952, including the
nuclear-pOwered Enterprise. The re
maining six attack carriers operating to
day were launched during or shortly
after World War II; four of these are
of the Essex class.

It is not practical to further modern
ize the Essex-class attack carriers. They
cannot operationally support several of
the new aircraft: F-4 Phantom II, RA
5C Vigilante, A-6 Intruder, E-2 Hawkeye,
F-14. The problem is that aircraft size
and speed have become too much for the
smaller size decks of the World War II
carriers.

There are three carriers in the Mid
way class which were laid down at the
peak of World War II. These shiDS are
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larger than the Essex class, but much
smaller than the Forrestal, Enterprise,
and Nimitz classes. The Department of
Defense had planned to modernize all
three of these carriers over the next sev
eral years. However, the modernization
of the Midway which is nearing comple
tion has turned out to be so expensive
that plans to modernize her sister ships,
the Franklin D. Roosevelt and Coral Sea,
have been abandoned.

The Nimitz-class carriers incorporate
the most modern technological advances
including nuclear propulsion and the
capability to handle and support the
newest tactical aircraft. In designing the
CVAN-69 the Navy has drawn on many
lessons learned in carrier operations in
the Vietnam war, particularly in the
areas of command and control, intelli
gence processing, ordnance handling,
firefighting, and damage control.

Also, since the nuclear carrier does not
have to carry propulsion fuel oil, it can
carry much larger amounts of aircraft
fuel and other combat consumables
which greatly increases its combat ca
pability. The nuclear cores being built at
the present time for the Nimitz and the
CVAN-69 will fuel the ships for at least
13 years of normal operations.

If it proves necessary for us to operate
a smaller carrier force in the future, it
will become even more important that
each ship in the operating forces be as
up to date and capable as possible. In
this regard, it should be noted that pro
ceeding with the CVAN-69 will not in
crease the number of carriers in the
Navy's active inventory. When this car
rier joins the fleet in 1974 it will replace
the Bon Homme Richard-which will
then be 30 years old-a veteran of World
War II, Korea, and Vietnam.

Third, this ship-CVAN-69-has been
in the 5-year defense plan for 4 years.
Each year the need for the ship has been
thoroughly reviewed and reconfirmed by
the Department of Defense and Con
gress.

Congress has already appropriated a
total of $132.9 million for this ship over
a 2-year period. The propulsion machin
ery for the CVAN-69 is well along in
fabrication. The procurement of the re
maining components and the ship con
struction are carefully sequenced with
the Nimitz for maximum economy-this
economy can be achieved only if the
funds required for this ship are retained
in the fiscal year 1970 budget.

To delay this ship now by further
study-as would be done if the proposed
amendment were adopted-would waste
tens of millions of dollars due to the dis
ruption and inefficiency that would be
forced into the ship construction by the
holdup.

Mr. President, I cannot see that it
makes any sense to delay or otherwise
interfere with the construction of this
Nimitz-class carrier. I shall vote against
the proposed amendment.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I wish to commend the distinguished
Senator from Washington for his very
excellent presentation as to the reasons
the pending amendment should be
defeated.

Mr. President, I support the author
ization of $377 million for the CVAN-69

nuclear aircraft carrier. It is a vitally
important part of the military procure
ment program and will provide an
equally important element of our sea
power. Our Nation must remain mili
tarily strong if it is to remain free.

The aircraft carrier is the primary
striking force of our Navy. Our aircraft
carriers must be modern if our Navy is
to be modern.

The carrier proposed for fiscal year
1970 originally was scheduled to be
funded in fiscal year 1969. Congress al
ready has appropriated nearly $133 mil
lion for this carrier, making a total cost
of $510 million.

The cost of a modern, nuclear aircraft
carrier is great. But the stakes involved
in control of the seas are even greater.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) recently used
these words in discussing nuclear sub
marines:

Whoever controls the seas Will control the
overriding question of peace or war.

Because of sea power, I strongly urge
authorization of the new nuclear car
rier, which will be our third such ship.

I speak as one who does not believe
in blank checks for Pentagon projects: I
already have voted for a reduction of $2
billion in the current military procure
ment authorization.

Mr. President, it is important to put
in perspective the money involved in the
total procurement program. The budget
submitted by the administration of Pres
ident Johnson in January called for a $23
billion outlay for military hardware, re
search, and development. When Presi
dent Nixon came into office, this was re
viewed and the Nixon administration
brought in a bUdget of $22 billion.

The Armed Services Committee, under
the leadership of the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS),
went very carefUlly into the military pro
curement program, and the committee
recommends to the Senate that $2 bil
lion be taken out of the request from
the administration, leaving a military
procurement authorization bill of $20
billion. ThUS, the committee favors a
reduction, and the Senator from Virginia
favors a reduction. We favor cutting the
fat out of the military budget, but we do
not favor cutting out the muscle.

The carrier now being considered is
the second in the Nimitz class. The name
ship of the class, the Nimitz, now is un
der construction. The Nimitiz will be
our second nuclear-powered carrier-the
Enterprise, of course, already is in ac
tion-and the ship requested in the cur
rent authorization will be Navy's third.

This program is essential if we are to
maintain mobile bases for our tactical
aircraft.

Tactical aircraft are vital to the de
fense of our national interests. Tactical
aircraft, like any other, need a place to
land and a place from which to take off.
Since 1954, the United States has lost
two-thirds of its overseas bases, and
there is nothing in the world political
scene that indicates a future reversal
of this trend.

The aircraft carrier, therefore, is the
only assured overseas "base" for tactical
aircraft that can be bought today. The
carrier does not come cheap, but the cost

Is not prohibitive, considering the stakes
that are involved.

It has been proposed that a review be
made of the role of carriers in contin
gencies, the vulnerability of carriers, the
policy of replacing carriers on a one-for
one basis and the foreign policy implica
tions of the carrier force.

This kind of review is being carried on
continually. I believe that the whole
spectrum of American foreign policy and
military posture should be under con
tinuous review by the Congress and the
administration.

However, even though such .a review
is carried out, it would not el1mmate the
need for this carrier.

For one thing, no review of the inter
national situation and our military pos
ture can result in an accurate prediction
as to When, or where, or under what
conditions wars may be fought in the
years to come. The only way to insure
that a war will be fought in a particular
place is to start it yourself, and that is
not the policy of the United States.

On the contrary, our policy is to deter
war-either limited or general-to the
very best of our ability.

I do not favor extension of U.S. mili
tary commitments overseas. As a mat
ter of fact, I feel that this country al
ready is overextended in its commit
ments.

But this does not mean that the United
States can stage an instant withdrawal
from the world at large, nor does it mean
that we can let our guard down.

I do not favor a "world policeman"
role for this country.

I have felt from the beginning that
the involvement of the United States in
a ground war in Southeast Asia was a
grave error of jUdgment. But in this un
certain and imperfect world, I want our
Nation to remain militarily strong.

There is a critical difference between
declining to police the world because we
do not choose to do so, and declining
because we are unable to do so.

Choosing not to do so is an act of judg
ment, which implies the existence of an
American deterrent that discourages ad
venturism on the part of potential
enemies.

Being unable to do so implies a posture
of impotence that can only encourage
aggressors.

We must be in a position of choice, not
a position of impotence.

We cannot escape our position of re
sponsibility In this imperfect world. I do
not favor a policy of intervention-cer
tainIy not a policy of unilateral interven
tion-but I believe in looking at the
,vorId as it is, not as we might wish it
to be.

In the world as it is, the aircraft car
rier is an important instrument of na
tional policy.

Before the Senate now is an amend
ment proposed by the Senators from
Minnesota and New Jersey which would
eliminate the nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier from this year's military procure
ment authorization.

I do not believe that the course rec
ommended in this amendment is either
wise or safe.

The sponsors of the amendment main
tain that the status and mission of our
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carrier force should be reviewed. I do not
disagree.

As a matter of fact, all weapons sys
tems should be under continuous review.
The Navy, the Defense Department, the
President, and the Congress have the ob
ligation to see that our defense dollars
are wisely spent.

But this should be a continuing proc
ess. Such questions as the mission of
carriers, their overall effectiveness, their
relative vulnerability, and the compara
tive effectiveness of alternate weapons
systems should be reviewed regularly.

However, this is being done. The De
fense Department constantly weighs the
effectiveness of weapons systems against
their cost.

So far, experience has taught us that
the aircraft carrier is a valuable and ver
satile member of our weapons family, and
that nuclear power has great advantages
over conventional power. That is why the
Department of Defense now supports this
third nuclear aircraft carrier.

Mr. President, at this point, I might
mention that the Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. MONDALE), in making his pres
entation today, pointed out that the
then Secretary of Defense, Robert S.
McNamara, recommended in 1964 that
the number of aircraft carriers be re
duced. That is an accurate statement by
the Senator from Minnesota.

What I think should be emphasized is
that while he recommended that the
number of carriers be reduced, he equally
strongly recommended that three new
nuclear carriers be built, because he rec
ognized, as I think most officials in the
Department of Defense recognize, that
if we are going to have a Navy, we had
better have a modern Navy.

In addition to Defense Department
stUdies, there is the annual review of
military spending proposals by the au
thorizing and appropriating Committees
of Congress, and debates like the ones
that have occurred on the floors of the
House and the Senate .over the past
6 to 9 weeks.

If it is true that weapons systems once
were automatically approved by the serv
ices, the Secretary of Defense and the
Congress, that certainly is not the case
today. I should say at this point that I
heartily approve of the close scrutiny
now being given military appropriations.

I think it is well that the Senator from
Minnesota presented this amendment. I
think it is well that the Senator from
Wisconsin presented the valious amend
ments he has presented. I think it is well
that the Senate and the Congress debate
fully matters of military il,ppropriations,
because we should want to give the tax
payers a dollar's worth for every dollar
of their funds that is spent; and that can
only be done if there is a careful review
on the part of the Congress. I approve
of this debate. But, while I approve of
this debate as a symbol of alertness to
possible waste in the military, I cannot
approve of the amendment proposed by
my distinguished colleagues from Min
nesota and New Jersey.

One of the announced aims of the
pending amendment is economy. But
even as an economy move, the amend
ment makes no sense.

The fact is that $133 million alreadY
has been spent for a second Nimitz car
rier. If the carrier is eliminated from
the bUdget, this money will be down the
drain.

If the construction of this carrier is
delayed, of course, the cost will go up.

Of course, it might make sense to sacri
fice $133 million if there were real reason
to believe that the new carrier will not be
needed. But this is not the case.

I believe the role of aircraft carriers
and the need for this particular. nuclear
carrier have been sufficiently studied and
is sufficiently established.

However, if the Senate should decide
that additional stUdy is required, with
out delaying the second Nimitz carrier,
I would have no serious objection. I do
not believe the study would be harmful.
There may be some value in a review of
the need for 15 carriers.

Let us indulge in fantasy for a moment.
Let us suppose that the proposed stUdy is
carried out and the verdict is that the
United States will need only three air
craft carriers in the 1970's and beyond.
Personally, I would call into question the
judgment of anyone who would come to
such a conclusion, but for the sake of
argument, let us assume for a moment
that this unbelievable conclusion is
reached and accepted.

How would we go about reducing our
future force to three carriers? By keep
ing the newest, of course, and retiring the
older ones.

But It is axiomatic that the smaller
your force, the more important its qual
ity. Surely we do not have to prove
again, having finally hammered It home
even to Mr. McNamara, that nuclear air
craft carriers are the carriers of the
future.

The United States now has only one ac
tive nuclear-powered carrier, the Enter
prise. A second, the Nimitz, is under con
struction. That is all we have.

So if this Nation were to have only
three modern carriers, carriers with nu
clear power-why, even then, the ship
propOsed in this bill would demand im
mediate authorization.

Proponents of the amendment now be
fore us maintain that land-based tactical
aircraft can do the job of carrier-based
aircraft more cheaply and efficiently.

But tactical aircraft based on land
cannot substitute for carrier-based
forces. As a matter of fact, during World
War II and in the Korean war aircraft
based on carriers often were essential to
provide air superioity in areas. where we
seized bases that later became airfields
for land-based tactical planes.

I may point out that during the
Lebanon crisis. a base was available in
Turkey, but the use of this base was
denied us because Greece, a NATO ally,
refused to allow overflights. Our carrier
fleet provided air cover for the Marine
landing after the order was issued.

The carrier force which we have today
is rapidly aging. Of our 15 attack car
riers, seven were built during World War
IT or shortly thereafter.

I have a list of all of those. Three of
them were built 25 years ago. When these
are replaced under the program which
has been worked out, some of them will

be 33 years old before they are taken
out of service. I submit that those
no longer can be called modenl aircraft
carriers.

Three of these ships, the Essex
class, are unable to operate some of
the Navy's newest aircraft, including the
F-4 Phantom II, A-6 IntrUder, and the
RA-5C Vigilante. The safety record of
these old carriers is unsatisfactory; the
landing accident rate aboard these ships
is about twice that of their more modern
sisters.

It is possible that a review of our
foreign policy and overseas commitments
may conclude that fewer than 15 attack
carriers will be needed in the !teet in the
future.

I do not argue as to whether we should
have 15 carriers. I do reason we must
have some modern, nuclear-powered
carriers, and to date, we have only one.

Another is being built and should be
in service in 1971, and a third one is
the one which is being considered today.

It has seemed to me somewhat sad
that the memory of that fine sailor, for
mer President Kennedy, should be hon
ored with an aircraft carrier powered
with an outdated propulsion system.

The decision to build the Kennedy
with oil-fired engines was an error of
judgmen1r-nearly all military authori
ties agree on this poin1r-and it is an
error that should not be repeated. It was
an error, I might say, not on the part of
the professional military leaders, but
rather on the part of Secretary of De
fense McNamara.

Sooner or later, this new nuclear air
craft carrier proposed in the bill now be
fore the Senate must be built. Delay in
providing the necessary funds will only
increase the cost and lessen our security.

We have only one nuclear carrier to
day-the Enterprise. The Nimitz nears
completion, and a second Nimitz is the
carrier to which the current authoriza
tion would apply. Thus, even with the
currently sought authorization, we will
have only three modem nuclear-powered
aircraft carriers.

Unless we want to get out of the sea
power business entirely, the very least
we can do is have three nuclear-powered
modern aircraft carriers.

In analyzing and studying the excel
lent speech made this morning by the
Senator from Minnesota-excellent from
his point of view; I heard most of it; I
read it twice--what impressed me about
that speech was that his main argument
is built along the line that we should not
have 15 attack carriers.

That is not the point at all, as I see it,
Mr. President. The point is, shall we have
a modern Navy? It is not a question of
how many carriers we should have. That
is not the question at issue today. The
question at issue today is that we have
one modern nuclear-powered carrier
now, we have a second one being bUilt,
and the question is, Shall a tll1rd modern
nuclear-powered carrier be built?

That is the issue. It is not the issue
whether we should have 15 carriers or 12
carriers or 10 carriers, or whatever. This
year, shall we have a modem fleet? Shall
we have at least some modem carriers?

I submit that these fossil fuel caniers
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cannot be considered to be modern car
riers. The only modem carriers are those
which are nuclear powered.

Mr. President, I wish to say again that
I believe very strongly that Congress has
an obligation to cut the fat out of any
military budget submitted to Congress.
I have voted for very considerable cuts
in bUdgets submitted by President John
son, and I have voted for cuts in the
current budget which has been sub
mitted by President Nixon. I believe in
cutting out the fat.

But, Mr. President, we must not cut
the muscle. We must not cut the muscle,
and I say that if you cut out, eliminate.
scuttle the nuclear-powered aircraft car
rier, we are cutting the muscle of the
U.S. Navy.

Mr. President. I was tremendously in
terested in one aspect-I was interested
in many aspects of it, but particularly in
one aspect--of the address of the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota, in
which he said-and I read from page 4
of his manuscript-speaking of his
amendment:

This is not an "anti-carrier" amendment,
as Navy spokesmen would have us believe.
Our amendment in no way suggests that the
attack carrier is obsolete or has no viable
role in the U.S. Navy.

Mr. President, that is a very signifi
cant statement, I believe. And I might
say that the able Senator from Minne
sota repeated several times in his com
ments today that he felt that the Navy
has an important role to play.

If that is the case-and I think it is
then I say we must have a modern Navy.
There are Senators-and many of them
have told me so-who do not believe that
we should have aircraft carriers. They
say there is no need for aircraft carriers,
they are obsolete, and we ought to do
away with them.

I say that Senators who feel that way
certainly should vote for the Mondale
Case amendment. It is the only logical
vote for them to cast. But I point out,
Mr. President, that Senator MONDALE and
Senator CASE do not believe that the
Navy is obsolete, and I have just quoted
a passage from the speech of the Senator
from Minnesota to justify that assertion.
They do not believe that the Navy is
obsolete and should be done away with.
What they do want to do is eliminate
from the present authorization bill the
funds to construct a third nuclear
powered aircraft carrier.

I can see the point of some Senators
who say we should not have aircraft
carriers. I do not agree with their view,
but at least they have something that
they can stand on. They just do not be
lieve in aircraft carriers serving a useful
purpose. If they believe that, they ought
to vote for the amendment. But I am
convinced that the large majority of
Senators do not feel that way. Most
Senators feel we must have aircraft car
riers.

I submit that if we feel we must have
aircraft carriers, then it is only logical
that \ve have modem, nuclear-powered
ones, and not be forced to utilize carriers
which are reaching a high age, and
which, as a consequence, are and will

continue to be much more costly to oper
ate.

Mr. President, I think it would be un
wise if the Senate were to adopt the
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from Minnesota and the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey. I say again, it
is not a question-and the amendment
is built on this premise-<lf how many
carriers the Navy ought to have. I do not
argue whether the Navy should have 15
carriers, 10 carriers, seven carriers, or
whatever it should have; but if you con
cede that the Navy should have carriers,
if you concede that we must have car
riers if we are to maintain a modern
navy, then I SUbmit, Mr. President, that
the least number of modern nuclear
powered carriers we can or should have
is three.

We have to date one, the Enterprise.
We have the Nimitz. which will be in use
in 1971, and the funds for the third nu
clear-powered carrier are included in
this bill, which the Senate has been
debating for the past 8 or 9 weeks.

So, Mr. President, I support the au
thorization of this third nuclear-powered
attack aircraft carrier, and I oppose the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. President, in connection with my
remarks about the value of aircraft car
riers, I ask unanimous consent that a
study of the use of carriers, entitled
"Carrier Employment Since 1950," by
Adm. David L. McDonald, former Chief
of Naval Operations, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the study
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

CARRIER EMPLOYMENT SINCE 1950
(By Adm. David L. McDonald, U.S. Navy,

president, U.S. Naval Institute)
At this time of international tensions that

require large national investments for de
fense, at this time when technology makes
possible a wide selection of complex, costly
weapons, it is well, perhaps, to back off and
look at the practical results recently
achieved by any given major weapon under
consideration. If it is true that the proof of
the pUdding is in the eating, then it is true
that the proof of a weapon is In its employ
ment. Let us examine, then, the employment
in recent years of one of the Navy's major
weapons-the aircraft carrier.

The imd of World War II found the Navy
with an inventory of 24 Essex-class attack
carriers commissioned or bulldlng, eight
light carriers, 74 escort carriers, and three
obsolete prewar carriers. Of the III carriers
of ali types used In the War, 11 were lost in
combat, none of which were Essex-class. If
the performance of carriers in World War II
can be summarized in one sentence, it is
this~rrlerstrike forces, Japanese as well as
American, always defeated land-based air
forces. The issue was in doubt only when
they were carriers on both sides of the battle.

At the outbreak of the Korean War in the
summer of 1950, the Navy had seven attack
carriers, four light carriers and four escort
carriers In commission. Three of the attack
carriers were of the 45,OOO-ton Midway
class-the Midway, Franklin D. Roosevelt,
and Coral Sea, CVBs 41--43, respective1y
Which had joined the Fleet between 1945 and
1947. The bulk of the force was In the
Atlantc or Mediterranean; the Pacific Fleet
Included only three attack carriers and two

escort carriers. The one Pacific Fleet attack
carrier west of Pearl Harbor, USS Valley Forge
(CV--45), was In the South China sea on 26
June; on the 27th she was ordered to Korean
waters. En route, she was diverted to make
a show of force In the Taiwan Straits because
of possible Chinese Communist invasion
preparations. Operating in the Yellow Sea a
few days later, she launched the first carrier
strikes of the War on 3 and 4 July against
Pyongyang, capital of North Korea and focal
point of its western railroads. The Valley
Forge was then ordered south to stand by
to counter possibleh05t1l1ties in the Taiwan
Straits. Back in the Sea of Japan on 18 July,
she supported the lancUngs at Pohang. Re
maining In the area for several days, she
operated to the south and west of the penin
sula with offensive missions against enemy
troops and .supply lines in support of the
holding actions of Americans and South
Korean ground forces.

The Valley Forge remained the only en
gaged carrier until the beginning of August
when another Pacific Fleet attack carrier
arrived. The build-up continued with two
escort carriers whose ASW aircraft had been
replaced by Marine squadrons and by the
third Pacific Fleet attack carrier-the USS
Philippine Sea (CV-47)-which arrived in
mid-September. The first Atlantic Fleet at
tack carrier-the USB Leyte (CV-32) arrived
in early October. At this point, four of the
seven attack carriers in operation at the be
ginning of the War were committed to
Korean operations; the fifth and sixth were
in the Mediterranean, and the seventh was
operating in the Caribbean.

In the meantime, reinforcements were ar
riving from the United States, and an am
phibious force was organized to land at
Inchon. behind the front and halfway up the
west coast. After delivering a capacity load of
ammuntlon, 145 F-51s for the U.S. Air Force,
and a number of radar vans, jeeps, and other
material, from Alameda, California, to Yok()
suka, Japan, the USS Boxer (CV-21) returned
to Alameda for reloading and rejoined the
forces in the Western Pacific Just in time to
participate in the landing. Under cover of
naval gunfire and sea-based aircraft from
three attack carriers and two escort carriers,
the landing force went ashore at Inchon on
15 September and pressed Inland toward
Seoul.

The fighting during this period, ranging
as it did from the retreat to Pusan to the
Inchon invasion, comprehended a number of
interesting characteristics. The final North
Korean drive to the Pusan perimeter resulted
In the withdrawal of all Air Force fighter
bombers to Japanese bases, and this reduced
the payloads and loiter time available for
close support. Carrier-based alrcraft there
after provided a. SUbstantial advantage In
sortie rates, weapons, and time on station,
but it proved difficult to exploit this. Even
relatively modest numbers of aircraft tended
to saturate the existing air control system
(al though targets were not lacking). Action
reports of the pertod contain frequent com
plaints of the inabll1ty of the control system
to absorb profitably naval close support
missions.

Following the Inchon landings our forces
moved rapidly toward the Yalu River. Victory
appeared imminent, so the Boxer was per
mitted to return to the United States for
her delayed overhaul. The Valley Forge was
also ordered home on 21 November.

CWnese Communist forces from Manchu
ria attacked en masse on 26 November. In
addition to throwing back the Eighth Army
In the west, they succeeded in cutting off
the Tenth Corps near the Chosin Reservoir.
At this point, with land-based tractlcal air
being pushed off advanced bases, the situa
tion was critical; with only the Leyte and
the Philippine Sea on the line, reinforce
ment was urgently required. The USS Prince-
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ton (CV-37), freshly out of mothballs and
already on the way, arrived on 2 December.
A fourth attack carrier haVing just arrived
in San Diego on 1 December. embarked the
Boxer Air Group and returned to action on
22 December in time to cover the last days
of the evacuation, Marine Corps squadrons
ashore, now without airfields. were used to
fill empty deck spaces on three carriers off
shore (two escort carriers and one light car
rier) and continued their support missions.
For 16 successive days, the surrounded Tenth
Corps received on the order of 220 close sup
port sorties a day with a record peak of 315
on one day at the height of the breakout.
Each carrier-based sortie remained on sta
tion from one to 1.5 hours and made between
five and nine attack passes. Over three-quar
ters of these sorties were provided by car
riers, and it Is unllkely that the Tenth Corps
would have broken out to the coast without
them. As a result of the severe losses in
filcted on the Chinese by the Tenth Corps
and tactical air, the SUbsequent evacuation
of over 100,000 troops and their full equip
ment was accomplished With negligible loss.

Carrier operations in the remaining years
of the Korean War emphasized sustained in
terdiction of the logistic net In the eastern
half of Korea. When the Chinese undertook
offensive ground action there were diversions
to close air support and to airfield neutrall
zatlon during the periodic Chinese efforts to
regain air superiority. The fact that the front
line was perpendicular to the coast line gave
carrier aircraft shorter radU and therefore
higher payloads and sortie rates for many
Interdiction and airfield targets. Throughout
1952 and 1953, about half of the Pacific Fleet
carriers were maintained In Korean waters.

Of the 11 attack carriers which ultimately
saw action In Korea, only four were In active
status at the start of the War. The carrier
force level rose during the three years of
war from seven at the beginning to 18 at the
end by reactivating ships from the Reserve
Fleet Inventory which had been created 1I8

a result of World War II.
The Korean Armistice went Into effect In

July 1953. Soon thereafter, the Communist
effort was stepped up in Southeast Asia. In
response, the Navy shifted the bulk of Its
Western Pacific carrier forces to the south.
During the desperate battle of Dien Bien
Phu in May 1954, two attack carriers were
standing by to intervene on behalf of the
entrapped French and Vietnamese forces had
a decision been made to do so.

The next major employment of attack car
riers occurred In 1955, north of the Taiwan
Straits. The Chinese Communists assaulted
and seized one of the Tachen Islands. Of the
nine attack carriers In the PacUic Fleet, five
were quickly assembled off the Tachens to
cover another amphibious evacuation. The
commitment of this major naval force un
mistakably indicated U.S. willlngness to in
tervene, and the 1,800 sorties fiown in a week
also clearly demonstrated. a capablllty to
Intervene effectively Without recourse to nu
clear weapons. The over-all.posture of the
carrier force at this time was as follows:
In commisslon 16
Overseas 7

Coastal waters_________________________ 7Overhaul 2

Active Intervention In the Taiwan area was
again necessary In 1958. The Incident also in
volved coastal islands and was accompanied
by renewed activity in the Straits, a build-up
of forces on the Chinese mainland, and re
peated announcements that Formosa would
be "liberated." The timing may have been
Influenced by the simultaneous involvement
of U.S. naval forces In the Lebanon crisis In
the Mediterranean. If this was an attempt by
the Communists to catch U.S. naval forces
olf guard, it failed. In fact, an immediate
move was made to improve the readiness
posture In the Western Pacific by sa1l1ng the
USS Lexington (CVA-16) (When, in October

1952, OVs and CVBs were officially desig
nated as CVs, they became in name what
they had been In fact--attack aircraft car
riers) from san Diego on 17 July for that
purpose.

On 15 JUly with the situation In Lebanon
rapidly approaching the crisis state, Presi
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower responded affirm
atively to President Camllle Chamoun's ap
peal for intervention. At this time we had
two attack carriers deployed in the Mediter
ranean out of a total of six in the Atlantic
Fleet. Twelve hours after the President's or
der was issued, these two carriers supported
U.S. Marine corps landings to seize the Beirut
airport. U.S. Army troops were air-lifted into
the Marine-held airport four days later, on
19 July. Clearances on over-flights and land
ing rights were required by several European,
African, and Middle Eastern nations. Since
these did not affect carrier operations, the
Navy retained air support responsibility until
5 September.

Turning back to the Pacific, the Commu
nists began shelllng the islands of Quemoy
and Matsu, off the Chinese mainland, on 23
August 1958, thus preventing the logistic
support of Nationalist garrisons there. When
the Seventh Fleet Intervened, all the Ingre
dients of all-out war were present.

The pattern of Fleet operations that de
veloped concentrated the attack carrier task
groups on an arc around Formosa With their
activity designed to make the enemy fully
aware of both their presence and their
strength. Carrier aircraft covered surface
units escorting Chinese Natlonallst logistic
forces in international waters en route to
and from the island groups under fire. U.S.
support helped to keep the islands from
falling to the Communists.

On the day the shelllng of Quemoy and
Matsu began, we had 15 attack carriers on
active duty and they were located as follows:

Eastern Mediterranean (Lebanon area) _ '2
Eastern Atlantic_______________________ 1
East coast_____________________________ 22
Overhaul east coast___________________ 1

Total___________________________ 6

Western Pacific (Quemoy-Matsu) 3
En route western Pacific_______________ 2
\Vest coast____________________________ 24

Total___________________________ 9

'One CVA sailed five days later for WestPac
via Suez, as her rellef arrived In the Medi
terranean.

• One CVA on each coast was conducting
refresher training subsequent to major over
haul.

The situation again stabilized and the Im
mediate threat of an over-water invasion
subsided. Communist forces kept the issue
allve, however. Unable to achieve control of
Formosa Strait and the coastal water of the
East China Sea, they turned with renewed
effort to expand southward on the mainland.
Without challenging the naval forces present,
they waged war In Vietnam, In Laos, and on
the borders of India. None of the countries
in Southeast Asia escaped their persistent
aggresslveness.

During this general period. the carrie!'
forces had been undergoing a gradual change
in character and capabilities. Four Forrestal
class attack carriers-the Forrestal, Sara
toga, Ranger, and Independence, CVAs 59--62,
respectively-joined the Fleet between Octo
ber 1955 and January 1959. Two Improved
Forrestal-class carriers-the Kitty Hau'k
and the Constellation, CVAs 63 and 64 were
commissioned in 1961, as was the nuclear
powered USS Enterprise (CVAN-651. In
response to announced national polley, the
emphasis on nuclear delivery capab111ties
grew steadily. Aircraft primarily designed for
nuclear strikes, such as the A-3, were in
troduced In quantity. Efforts were made to

develop Improved weapons llke Bullpup
despite increasing pressure to economize on
conventional capabilities.

In 1960, a major short-term build-up of
U.S. retaliatory capability was undertaken
in response to Soviet pressure on Berlin.
Among other emergency measures taken was
a major Increase In the degree to which the
carrier force was committed to a nuclear
retaliatory role. Most noticeable was the
deployment of an additional carrier to the
Mediterranean bringing the total there to
three. This carrier and one of the three
carriers in the Far East were loaded with air
wings which consisted almost entirely of at
tack aircraft. This emergency posture was
maintained from mid-1960 to mid-1961, and
provided for overseas deployment of six of
the 15 available carriers during most of the
period. The protracted commitment placed
a severe strain on Fleet resources.

During the spring of 1961, carriers were
involved In readiness operations in the Carib
bean and Western Atlantic, which did not
receiver pUblic notice. This is an illustra
tion of the discreet manner In which air
craft carriers can be employed.

A more recent crisis in which carriers par
ticipated involved Cuba. In October 1962,
the late President John F. Kennedy de
manded the removal of Soviet missiles clan
destinely Introduced Into the island and
took firm measures to back up his demand.
The USS Enterprise (CVAN-65) and the USS
Independence (CVA-62) played major roles
in the Quarantine action and they, along
with the Lexington, would have stlpported
the landings in Cuba had the President made
a decision to invade. The adaptability and
fiexiblllty of the sea-air team was demon
strated by reassigning the Lexington, on
dUty as the Naval Air Training carrier, tem
porarily to attack carrier duty with an Air
Wing embarked from a carrier In overhaUl.
During the Quarantine, the Enterprise and
the Independence were at sea for 49 and 41
consecutive days respectively without reUef
or in-port replenishment, and their air wings
averaged 120 filghts per day. Because of the
possibility of Soviet moves elsewhere. for ex
ample against Turkey, the two attack car
riers in the Mediterranean were maintained
on station. Similar contingencies In the Pa
cific motivated the movement of a carrier to
the Hawaiian area to reduce the time re
quired to reinforce the three carriers already
in the Western Pacific. The resulting posture
Is summarized below:
Active carriers 16
Committed to Cuban operatlon_________ 3
Deployed overseas 6
Coastal waters and overhaul.___________ 7

There were other crises and Incidents In
which attack carriers played Important roles.

For almost three years following the 1948
break between Moscow and Belgrade there
was a steady military bUlld up In the East
European Satellltes. This was coupled With
economic, ideological, and implied military
pressure. In the politically critical spring of
1951, the United States suddenly doubled Its
Mediterranean Fleet by having the forces
scheduled to relieve arrive about six weeks
ahead of time and by retaining the forces
due to be relieVed for several weeks beyond
their normal tour. In November, the United
States formally committed Itself to provide
military assistance to Yugoslavia. A month
later, a cruise by Marshal Tlto in the USS
Coral Sea (CVA-43) further underscored this
commitment and advertised the immediate
avallablllty of U.S. mllltary power in the
Mediterranean even thought we were at the
same time fighting a war In Korea.

During the Suez crisis In late OCtober 1956,
the USS Frankltn D. Roosevelt (CVA-42) CQV
vered the evacuation by. ship of 1,700 U.S.
citizens from Israel and Egypt. Both Medi
terranean carriers were kept at a high degree
of readiness during this crisis.



Inventory includes those CVAs capable of
operating all models of CVA aircraft existing
In significant numbers in the aircraft inven
tory. VVhere force level exceeds inventory,
In the table above, obsolete carriers with
second Une aircraft were included.

It is instructive to review the actual ways
In which carriers have been used since 1950
with a view to comparing doctrine With prac
tice. Since the demise of the Japanese Fleet
and the appearance of nuclear weapons, car
rier force doctrine (In common with many
other force doctrines) had emphasized nu
clear deterrence, with reduced emphasis on
supporting amphibious operations, control of
the sea, and showing the flag. All of these
missions have continued to engage the Fleet,
however. It Is striking that amphibious
evacuation has been encountered about as
often and as importantly as amphibious
hb~l\ult. Perhaps It is natural that this role
has been commonly overlooked. Few planners
plan on. (H~a3~er, and the recurrent occur
rence of military and political reverses has
been submerged by the generally successful
results of the series of confrontations during
the past decade.

The classic World War II role of the car
rier-the gaining and exploiting of air su
periority in a local area until forward land
based air could assume the function-has
not been exercised In the recent past prl-

•In April 1957, Sixth Fleet units, including
the USS Forrestal (CVA-59), were in the
Eastern Mediterranean to support President
Eisenhower's warning against a threa.tened
take-over of the government of Jordan by
the Communists. This show of force was
maintained for a week to emphasize U.S. de
termination that Jordan should remain in
dependent.

In .the summer of 1960, the usa Wasp
(CV~18) arrived off the Congo to help in the
mass evacuation of Americans should that
become necessary. She also delivered aviation
gasoline to support the UnIted Nation's air
lift of Congo forces.

In November 1961, at the request of Guate
mala and Nicaragua, President Kennedy or
dered a naval patrol of Central American
waters to intercept and prevent any Commu-'
nlst-led invasion of those two countries from
the.sea. The USS Shangri-La (CVA-3B) im
mediately Initiated the patrol.

Pacific Fleet carriers covered the deploy
ment of the Marines in Thalland In May 1962.
This action, In response to the violation of
the cease-fire In Laos, followed by major
Pathet Lao successes, was designed to give a
clear Indication of U.S. intentions to defend
Thailand, to place a precautionary impact on
the situation In Laos, and to maintain posi
tions for qUick reaction In the event of a
decision call1ng for further aetlon.

A table of crises showing carrier force
levels and Inventory is given below:

CRISES INVOlV ING CARRIERS

June 1950 . • _ Korea (start) __
March-December 1951. _ Yugoslavia _
July 1953.. Korea (end)..
February 1955. Tachen

evacuation.
October 1956__ .. Suez. _
April-May 1957...... Jordan.. _
July-August 1958_ .. __.. lebanon __..._
August-December 1958__ Quemoy·

Matsu.
July 1960.. .. Congo.. __
September 1960 •__ Berlin. • __
November 1960 .. _ Guatemala

and Nica·
ragua.

February-April 1961. Laos.. _
June 1961... Dominican

Republic.
May 1962 Thailand...._
October-December 1962. Cuba _
Present strength.. .. ..

Force
CVA CVA

level inventory

September 10, 1969
overflight clearances, sometimes a time-con
suming requirement.

The aircraft carrier is sovereign U.S. terri
tory. The carriers have proven themselves to
be initially self-sustaining and readily re
plenishable at sea during ail of the crises in
which they have played a role. In these crises
they have not had to depend on preposi
tioned base facilities, supplies, etc., since
overseas replenishment has been made at sea
from an underway replenishment group.
Carrier's launch and recovery areas have
proven as extensive as international waters;
for example, a show of force over the Tai
wan Straits and a few days later a strike
from the Yellow Sea against Pyongyang.
Tactically, carriers have been able, as in the
Tachens evacuation and the Quemoy-Matsu
crises, to concentrate as a single force to
obtain desirable odds.

The records show that attack carrier force
levels rose from a low of seven at the begin
ning of Korea to 18 at the end by recommis
sioning from the inventory created by World
War II; force-levels subsequently ranged from
19 in 1956, to 14 in 1960, to 15 at the present
time. The average number of active carriers
has been slightly more than 15.

Secondly, in the Far East, a maximum de
ployment of five carriers has been recurrent;
in the Mediterranean, three have been used
with additional carriers pushed forward in
the Eastern Atlantic; and in the Caribbean,
three have been called out.

This history, covering a decade and a half,
suggests the following conclusions about at
tack carriers:

They have typically been on the scene
when needed.

They have been directly involved in the
majority of post-World Wa.r II crises.

They have been ideally suited for the pro
jection overseas of U.S. military power either
discreetly or ostentatiously.

They have been adaptable to a wide range
of missions.

Carriers have always been used advantage
ously by the United States; it is diffiCUlt for
me to conceive of accomplishing the same
results with fewer.

SUMMARY 01' USES OF eVA's SINCE 1950
CRISIS AND MISSION

Inchon: Provided air cover for amphibious
landings.

Inchon, Lebanon, Thailand: Provided air
cover for deployment of land-based air and
troopS-in Lebanon from time of landing of
troops until relieved of air support responsi
bility six weeks later.

Korea: Provided close air support for
ground forces.

Yugoslavia, Tachens, Jordan, Lebanon,
Congo, Quemoy-Matsu, Dominican Republic:
Provided U.S. military presence.

Cuba, Guatemala, and Nicaragua: Prepared
to conduct blockade, search, and attack.

Hungnam, Tachens: Provided air cover for
amphibious evacuation.

Korea: Interdicted logistic net and neu
tralized airfields.

Berlin: Contributed to nuclear strategic
deterrent.

Suez, Cuba: Provided air cover for evacua
tion of U.S. civilians In crisis area.

Korea: Transported Army and Air Force
equipment InclUding planes, jeeps, vans, am
munition, etc.

Congo: Transported gasoline to U.N. forces.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, today we
begin the debate on the amendment to
defer the construction of a second at
tack carrier already funded in part; and
once again, as is so well pointed out in
an editorial published in the Virginian
Pilot of September 8, 1969, the effective
ness of the attack carrier is being chal
lenged.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD.

marily because such a challenge was declined
by the opponents. However, the potential
vulnerability of airlifted forces which was
Inferentially demonstrated in the 1961
Laotian crisis implies that the air superiority
mission Of the carrier may recur with in
creasing Importance. A new but related role
has emerged since 1950 which provides cover
for the arrival of airlifted troops and deploy
ing land-based aircraft. In Lebanon, this
mission was only an extension of the basic
purpose of amphibious operations. But in
the 1961 Laotian crisis, the potentially
chaotic ground situation at the terminal air
fields made troop commanders conscious of
the Importance of having close air support
available immediately upon landing. Simi
larly. the proximity of the airlift route to
Chinese airfields Indicated the desirability
of carrier-based fighter escort.

A final characteristic of the past decade
and a half can also be noted. This was the
tendency of crises to occur In the Taiwan
Straits coincidentally with the commitment
of U.S. forces elsewhere. This happened sev
eral times during the Korean War, perhaps
for diversionary purposes, and the Quemoy
Matsu crisis appears to have been a test of
U.S. ability to respond while major forces
were committed In the Middle East.

It is Interesting to note that although the
carrier force Is relatively slow moving In com
parison with modern aircraft, carriers have
been on tl1e scene early in the development of
most major crises. This appears to result from
one of the salient characteristics of the force.
Although It moves in an assault configura
tion, essentially ready for maximum effort air
operations, it can be moved as ostentatiously
or as discreetly as desired. One thing In com
mon about most of these crises is the manner
in which carrier forces have been moved to
ward the trouble spots. Is they were In
Lebanon, Quemoy-Matsu, and Cuba, on the
most tenuous strategic warning and prior to
national political decisions. They have also
moved in the face of SUbstantial enemy
threats as was the case both In Korea and
during the Taiwan crises.

Looking back over the last 15 years, what
have the attack carriers' missions been and
what have their particularly useful character
Istics been? The missions can be summarized
as follows:

Provide air cover for amphibious landings,
as In Inchon, Lebanon, and potentially in
Cuba.

Provide close air support for wound forces
as In Korea.

Provide U.S. m1l1tary presence, as during
the Dominican Republic crisis, the Tachens
evacuation, the Quemoy-Matsu and Lebanon
crises.

Provide air cover and ground support for
amphibious evacuations as at Hungnam.

Provide air cover for deployment of troops
and land-based air as in Korea, Lebanon, and,
more recently, Thailand.

Prepare to conduct blockade, search and
attack, as was done off Cuba, Guatemala,
and Nicaragua.

Contribute to the alert strategic forces for
general war.

The particularly useful characteristics of
attack carriers have been that they move In
an assault configuration prepared, as they
were In the Inchon and Lebanon landings,
the Tachens and Hungnam evacuations, and
the Quemoy-Matsu crisis, to take control of
the air against air opposition. As pointed out
previously, they move easily to trouble spots
on the basis of even tenuous strategic warn
Ings.Lebanon, Quemoy-Matsu, Cuba, and
the Dominican Republic are examples. Top
level decisions to move naval forces prior to
commitment have not been required because
they were operating In international waters.
Because they operate In international waters,
permission from a foreign country has never
been necessary to proceed to the scene of a
crisis, whereas U.S. land-based planes en
route to Lebanon and the Congo required
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There being no objection, the editorial

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
NAVY CHALLENGED AGAIN: THE CASE FOR THE

CARRIER

The Navy has had, heaven knows, experI
ence enough at defending the aircraft car
rier-In concept, propulsion, numbers. Its
current campaign against the Mondale-Case
amendment in the Senate to cut the pro
jected third nuclear-powered carrier from
the 1970 military authorization bill Is a
reminder that one decade ago senator Wil
liam Proxmire was arguing against the con
struction of a second nuclear carrier on the
grounds that the first, which was a year from
launching, would be obsolete In this "age of
Intercontinental and intermediate-range bal
listic missiles."

In those days the Navy was insisting that
the big attack carrier had a nuclear-deterrent
role, just like the Polaris-missile submarines
and the land-based ICBM. "In a nuclear war,"
Admiral George Anderson said when Chief
of Naval Operations In the Kennedy years,
"any carrier that could launch Its air group
equipped with nuclear weapons would have
performed Its mission. Even If ten of our
fifteen carriers were caught before they could
launch, planes from the five other attack car
riers could destroy any country in the world."

That argument soon was shifted; the Navy
began to Justify the attack carrier for Its
guarantee to the Nation of "strategic air
mObility" in distant corners of the world.
ShOUld United States air bases abroad be
come untenable-as surely they would In
many circumstances-the carrier's useful
ness as a moblle airfield would become highly
important. And even If land bases remained
intact and avallable, carrier readiness and
speed would be advantageous. "The best ex
ample of comparative reaction time between
carrier-based and other air power was the
Lebanon crisis," said Vice Admiral P. D.
Stroop, then Chief of the Bureau of Weap
ons, In 1963. "Strike aircraft from the Sixth
Fleet were flying 120 sorties a day on the first
day-wlt.hln twelve hours of President Cham
oun's request for ald--coverIng the landing
of 5,500 Marines. The carrier planes con
tinued tWs sortie rate for three weeks until
the first land-based alrcraft--a TAC strike
group fiown In to the big NATO jet base at
Anda, Turkey-were avallable for sustained
operations."

The Lebanese affair of 1958 remains an ar
gument for the aircraft carrier. It also Is an
antl-carrler argument. For U.S. people have
become progressively skeptical, largely ln re
action to the Vietnam War stalemate, of the
Government's Involving Itself In the far
place flareups that from time to time become
Inevitable. There Is opinion that the carrier
fleet tempts Washington In!:<> sticking Its
nose where It should not--Into continuing
Its dubious role of world policeman.

Yet theIe Is an overwhelming case for a
powerfUl carrier force. Control of the seas Is
vital to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion and to the system of Western alliances
upon which the security of the United States
has been built. So the Soviet Union's current
drive for maritime dominance threatens to
become the most Important development of
this half of the Twentieth Century. The
principal Western check on that drive Is the
carrier and her family of escorts and aux
llIaries-Is, In brief, the U.S. sUrface fleet. It
Is Indispensable to the Free World.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE TRANS
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS ON FRIDAY
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate convenes on FIiday morning

at 10 o'clock, there be a period for the
transaction of routine morning business
not to extend beyond 10:30 o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR UNFINISHED BUSINESS
TO BE LAID BEFORE SENATE ON
FRIDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
pending business be laid before the Sen
ate as the unfinished business at the
conclusion of the transaction of routine
morning business on FIiday morning,
but not later than 10 :30 o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will caIl the roll. .

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to caIl the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum will be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL FRIDAY, SEP
TEMBER 12, 1969, AT 10 A.M.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if
there be no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the order of September 9, 1969, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 o'clock FIiday morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 50 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until Friday, September 12,
1969, at 10 o'clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 10,1969:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Joseph S. Farland, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
america to Pakistan.

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS

Nancy Hanks, of New York, to be Chairman
of the National Council on the Arts for a
term of 4 years, vice Roger L. Stevens, term
expired.

U.S. ATTORNEY

Edward R. Neaher, of New York, to be U.S.
attorney for the eastern district of New York,
for the term of 4 years, vice Joseph P. Hoey,
resigned.

U.S. MARSHAL

Gaylord L. Campbell, of California, to be
U.S. marshal for the central district of Cali
fornia for the term of 4 years, vIce George E.
O'Brien, retired.

Arthur F. Van Court, of California, to be
U.S. marshal for the eastern district of Cali
fornia for the term of 4 years, vice John C.
Begovlch.

Anthony T. Greskl. of New Jersey, to be
U.S. marshal for the district of New Jersey
for the term of 4 years, vice Leo A. Mault.

IN THE ARMY

I nominate the following-named officer un
der the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 3066, to be assigned to a. posl-

tion of Importance and responsiblllty desig
nated by the President under subsection (a)
of section 3066, In grade as follows:

To be lieutenant general
Maj. Gen. George Gray O'Connor, 021088,

U.S. Army.
The follOWing-named officers for temporary

appointment In the Army of the United States
to the grade Indicated under the provisions
of title 10, United States Code, sections 3442
and 3447:

To be major general
Brig. Gen. Robert Clinton Taber, 245-60

5462, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Charles Carmln Noble, 081-32
6780, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. James Francis H01l1ngsworth,
454-24-0234, Army of the United States
(colonel, U.S. Army) .

Brig. Gen. BurnSide Elijah Huffman, Jr.,
257-07-8732, Army of the United States
(colonel. U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Warren Kennedy Bennett, 493
14-3594, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S.Army).

Brig. Gen. John Reiley Guthrie, 125-07
6675, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Edwin I. Donley, 104-14-7055,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Thomas Matthew Rienzi, 577
52-4237, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Felix John Gerace, 213-38-3649.
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Thomas Harwell Barfield. 420
52-5599, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Edward Michael Flanagan, Jr.,
224-52-3184, Army of the United States
(colO!11el, U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Bernard William Rogers, 514
40-3091, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Allen Mitchell Burdett, Jr., 245
60-8662, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. John Albert Broadus Dillard,
Jr., 289-09-7456, Army of the United States
(colonel, U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Richard Logan Irby, 225-16-2940,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Richard McGowan Lee, 519-44
6126, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. John Daniel McLaughlin, 551
18-9718. Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. George Mayo, Jr., 224-52-3170,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Albert Hamman SInith, Jr., 214
.10-0349. Army of the United States (colonel,
United States Army) .

Brig. Gen. John Stephan Lekson, 283-01
0052, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Franklin Milton Davis. Jr.. 006
10-7683, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brigadier General Leo Edward Benade. 326
05-4359, Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Theodore Antonelli. 045-12-3195.
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. William Bennison Fulton, 567
05-6670. Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. James George Kalergls, 029-10
0210, Army of the United States (colonel.
U.S. Army).
B~. Gen. Erwin Montgomery Graham,




