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opportunities, to adequate health services,
and to decent and attractive housing.

For the past ten years we have been grop
ing toward the realization that the total
environment is at stake.

We have seen the destructiveness of pov
erty, and declared a war on it.

We have seen the ravages of hunger, and
declared a war on it.

We have seen the costs of crime, and de
clared a war on it.

And now we have awakened to the pollu
tion of our environment, and we have de
clared another war.

We have fought too many losing battles
in those wars to continue this piece-meal ap
proach to creating a whol€ society.

The only strategy that makes sense is a
total strategy to protect the total environ
ment.

The only way to achieve that total strategy
is through an Environmental Revolutlon
a commitment to a whole society.

The Environmental Revolution must be
one of IMVS, not men; one of values, not ide
ology; and one of achievement, not unful
filled promises.

We are not powerless to accomplish this
change, but we are powerless as a people if
we wait for someone else to do it for us.

We can use the power of the people to turn
the nation around-to move toward a whole
society.

The power of the people is in the ballot
box--and we ean elect men who commit
themselves to a whole society and work to
meet that commitment.

The power of the people is In the cash reg
ister-and we can resolve to purchase only
from those companies that clean themselves
"lIp.

The power of the people is in the stock cer
tificate-and we can use our proxies to make
industries socially and environmentally re
sponsible.

The power of the people Is In the courts
and through them we can require polluters
to obey the law.

The power of the people is in publIc hear
ings-where we can decide on the quality of
the all' and the water we want.

And the power of the people is in peace
ful assembly-where we can demand redress
of grievances--as we are doing here today
and all across the land.

Martin Luther King once said that
"Through our scientific and technological
genius we have made of this world a neigh
borhood. Now through our moral and spirit
ual genius we must make of it a brother
hood."

For Martin Luther King, every day was an
Earth Day-a day to work toward his com
mitment to a whole society. It is that com
mitment we must keep.

AIRCRAFT CARRIER FLEET
Mr. CASE. Mr, President, during last

year's debate on the military procure
ment authorization bill, the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) and I raised
some basic questions about the use of
attack aircraft carriers and the proper
size of the carrier fleet. As a result of this
debate, an amendment was adopted re
quiring the creation of a joint House
Senate Armed Services subcommittee to
make a complete ana comprehensive
study of the Navy's carrier program.

On April 23, 1970, this subcommittee
issued a report recommending the fund
ing of a new attack carrier-the eVAN
70-in fiscal year 1971. This recom
mendation was made despite the fact
that the subcommittee concluded that
there is "as yet no acceptable formula"
for determining the relative cost-effec-

tiveness of sea-based versus land-based
tactical air power; and the recommenda
tion was made despite the subcommittee's
admission that it was unable "to resolve
the question of the number of carriers"
needed by the end of the decade.

Senator MONDALE and I have already
stated our objections to the subcommit
tee's recommenation. We both believe
that such a recommendation is unjusti
fied in light of the subcommittee's in
ability to answer the most fundamental
questions concerning the carrier fleet.

On April 8, 1970, Senator MONDALE
testified before this joint subcommittee,
In his testimony. he raised some basic
questions about the Navy's insistence on
maintaining a 15-carrler fleet and about
the need to fund an additional carrier
prior to fiscal year 1975.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing items be printed in the RECORD:

First, Senator MONIJALE'S testimony of
April 8, 1970, before the Joint House
Senate Subcommittee on eVAN-70;

Second, the subcommittee's report;
Third, Senator MONDALE'S statement on

that report.
There being no objection, the items

were ordered to be printe{i in the RECORD,
as follows:
TESTIMONY OF SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE

BEFORE ARMED SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE ON
CVAN-70-ApaIL 8, 1970
1\11'. Chairman: I appreciate the opportu

nity to testify before this Subcommittee.
Your stUdy of the Navy's attack carrier

program is of vital importance. Literally bil
lions of dollars are at stake in determining
the proper carrier force level needed to meet
various defense contingencies.

At the outset, I want to make it clear that
I do not advocate the elimination of the at
tack carrier from our fleet. Nor have I ever
advocated such a position.

Rather, it has been my contention that
there is little justification for a fleet of
fifteen attack carriers. While carriers have
played an important military role in the past,
and can continue to do s:> in the future, the
available evidence clearly indicates that
fewer than 15 carriers are needed to carry out
this role. .

The issue, then, which Senator Case and
I raised last year-and which I assume you
will consider-involves the determination of
the number of carriers required In the fore
seeable future and the timing of the build
ing and replacement program to maintain
the carrier fieet.

The specific question facing Congress this
year is whether to begin funding for the
CVAN-70, which would be our fourth nuclear
attack carrier. I belleve that a thorough
analysis of the present carrier force level
will lead to the conclusion that Congress
should authorize no funds for the CVAN-70
until FY 1975, at the earliest.

Before dealing with the more specific issue
of funding the CVAN-70, I would first like
to discuss my reasons for questioning the
continued reliance on a fleet of fifteen attack
carriers.
THE LACK OF RATIONALE FOR A IS-CARRIER FLEET

Origin Of current force level and carrier's
present role

It is generally thought that the force level
of 15 carriers originated with the Washing
ton Naval Disarmament Treaty of 1921. This
treaty allotted 15 "capital ships" to the
United StatesNavy. When the battleship be
came virtually obsolete in World War II, the
carrier became the capital ship. ahd the Navy
switched from a fleet of 15 battleships to one
of 15 carriers.

Since the end of, the Second World War,

the Navy haS maintained, with few excep
tions, a fleet of at least 15 attack carriers.
This number has been exceeded in only 5 of
these years.

During last year's Senate debate on this
issue, it was argued that the 15-carrier fieet
is a myth and that the actual number of
carriers has greatly fiuctuated in the past
25 years. But at that time, I pointed to the
results of n study by Dr. Desmond Wilson
a Naval Historian employed by the Center
for Naval Analysis-showing that the modal
number of attack carriers since 1946 has
been 15. I am submitting a copy of this
study for the record. (See attachment 1.)

It is evident, then, that this number "15"
is a legacy of the past, maintained without
reference to the changing role of the carrier,
the changing international situation, or the
changing weapons against which the carrier
must defend itself. The advocates of 15 at
tack carriers-like their predecessors who de
fended the battleship-are following a path
of tradition ra ther than reason.

After World War II, the attack carrier be
came a force in search of a mission. There
were no other· surface fieets to engage, and
the very existence of the Navy was threat
ened by the competition of new long range
aircraft capable of delivering nuclear pay
loads. The Navy responded to these events by
seeking justification for the attack carrier in
strategic nuclear warfare. It appeared to the
Navy planners that if the carrier task force
was to survive as a major offensive weapon,
it would have to get into the business of
strategic bombing.

With the advent of land and sea-based
missiles such as the Minuteman and the
Polaris in the early 1960's, the carrier no
longe:- had any role as part of our nuclear
retaliation forces. The Defense Department's
posture statement of February 4, 1964, con
cluded that by 1966, the U.S. would "have
a large enough number of strategic missiles
in place" to relIeve the carrier forces of their
strategic retaliatory mission.

Faced with the loss of the strategic retalia
tory role, the Navy began to emphasize the
carrier's potential tactical role in providing
air support for ground troops, maintaining
air superiority, and destroying supply lines.
However, the argument that 15 attack carrier
task forces is needed to provide sea-based
tactical air power throughout the world is
not a persuasive one in view of these chang
ing circumstances.

Land versus carrier-based air power
It is true that where land based all' power

is not immediately available or where polit
ical constraints limit the use of land bases,
the carrier may well serve as a complement to
our overseas bases, But where the carrier
clearly competes with, rather than comple
ments, land based air power, the role of the
carrier must be justified on the basis of Its
effectiveness and its efficiency.

On these criteria, the maintenance of 15
carrier task forces for the provision of tac
tical air support around the world appears to
be both wasteful and Ineffective.

(a) Ot'erlap and Duplication.-Ill the first
place, the sustained use of carrier sorties du
plicates and overlaps existing and potential
U.S. capability for prOViding land-based tac
tical air power.

Carrier task forces are assigned to the two
major "trouble areas" of the world-9 are
available for the Western Pacific and 6 for
the Mediterranean. But It,ls quite clear that
our capacity to deploy land-based tactical air
power is more than adequate in these areas,
as well as in most other parts of the globe
where peace or U.S. interests may be threat
ened.

The United States Air Force maintains 23
Wings of tactical fighters and bombers in
active forces at home and abroad.

The geographic spread of overseas bases
either operated by, or aYallable to, the United
States gives us an impressive land-based
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tactical capability, especialIy In the Mediter
ranean and the Western Pacific. In Europe,
the U.S. aione-not including NATO forces-
has bases in 6 countries, with over 400 tac
tical aircraft, at least 4 of those bases are
within striking distance of the Mediter
ranean. In the Pacific, we have bases In 7
countries, with over 800 tactical aircraft.

Furthermore, our capacity for creating
new land bases as needs arise is almost
limitless. There are at least 1000 overseas
civilian air fields which the All' Force, within
three days time, claims it can convert to a
fully equipped tactical air base using the
"pre-positioned kits" of the Bare Base Sup
port Program.

These existing and potential bases do not
telI the full story of the effectiveness of our
land-based tactical air forces. Another im
portant factor is that the range of modern
tactical airoraft is between 2 and 3 times
greater than that of the older jets.

Secretary McNamara, In calling for a re
duced carrier fleet, pointed out in the De
fense Department's February 1964 posture
statement that "the inoreaslng range of
land-based tactical aircraft has reduced our
requirement for forward based air power."
This increased range is expanded even fur
ther by the use of mid-air refueling. Conse
quently, our overseas land-based planes are
capable of reaching many more targets than
they were even 10 years ago; and U.S. based
tactical aircraft can be operational anywhere
in the world in a sllOrt period of time.

The Navy contends that the reduction in
the number of our bases justifies the need
for a 15-carrier fleet. While these bases have
decreased from 119 in 1957 to 47 at the pres
ent time, the number of tactical air wings
has increased from 16 to 23 during the same
period. More important, the greatly increased
range of these planes-both in the U.S. and
overseas--means that far fewer land bases
can prOVide ample tactical air support in any
areas of potential conflict. And the Bare Base
Support Program enables the U.S. to supple
ment existing land bases to the extent that
it is necessary to do so. Even with fewer
overseas land bases, then, carriers still over
lap and duplicate our land-based capability.

This point about overlap and duplication
was dramatically illustrated in a September
1969 letter and memorandum from the De
partment of the Air Force to Senator Hat
field. Senator Hatfield asked whether the loss
of overseas land bases had Jeopardized the
All' Force's tactical air capability. The Air
Force responded that "the capability of USAF
tactical air has in no sense been diminished
by land base activations." The memorandum
to senator Hatfield also contained an ex
tremely significant statement abou t the over
all capability of land-based tactical air power,
which reads as follows:

"There are enougl11and all' bases in South
east Asia and Europe to base all the tactical
fighter aircraft which the Joint Chiefs of
Staff estimate are reqUired to meet a major
contingency in those areas."

I am submitting for the record a copy of
tMs letter and the accompanying memoran
dum. (see attachment II.)

The Navy, of course, rejects this evaluation
by the Air Force of its tactical air capability.
It continually relies on the loss of overseas
land bases as a primary justification for a
15-cal'rier 11eet.

Thus, tile Navy argues that a carrier can
always be counted upon for tactical air sup
port in a limited engagement where land
bases may not be available because of polit
ical constraints. To be sure, there may be
times, as in the early days of the Korean
War, where land bases are actually held by
enemy forces, and carrier-based air support
may be a. Valuable temporary complement to
nearly all land bases.

But how much of our over-all defense
capability should be devoted to that unlikely
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 sup
port? And. if the commitment arises out of
a multi-nation treaty, such as SEATO, should
there not be land bases aVallable to us In at
least some of these nations in the treaty
organization? If we need carrier-based air
power to allow us to meet foreign commit
ments in areas Where the U.S. is denied the
use of land base, or it may well be that there
is something amiss about the nature of these
conllnitments.

In 1969 Congressional testimony, the Chief
of Naval Operations stated that "the carrier
will be necessary in the future If the U.S. Is
to have the fiexibility and the selectivity of
operations in areas u:ithout first having to
make some political arrangement to do so"
(emphasis added). While Senator Case wlll
discuss the foreign policy questions arising
from the use of carriers, it should be noted
that the carrier's capacity for unilateral ac
tion can cause serious problems for the
United States.

But leaVing aside these foreign policy im
plications, the Navy's contention that the
potential loss of overseas land bases justifies
the present carrier force level is a "red
herring". Such an argument is only respon
sive to those critics of the carrier program
who favor the elimination of all attack car
riers from the fleet.

However, this argument is not a relevant
response to those of us who have called for a
reduced carrier fleet and a delay in the fund
ing of CVAN-70. For in taking such a posi
tion, we are acknowledging that some car
riers are needed (perhaps 10 or 12, or perhaps
less) to ensure flexibility in our over-all tac
tical all' capability. And since a delay in the
funding of CVAN-7Q-or a reduction of the
present force level-w1ll not impair this !lexi
bility, it makes no sense to use the loss of a
base in Lybia as a justification for maintain
ing 15 carriers. We wUl st111 have more than
enough carriers to meet this type of con
tingency.

(b) Oost.-More Important than overlap
alone, however, is the vastly greater cost of
carrier-based air power. The Navy itself con
cedes that the carrier fleet accounts for 40%
of its total budget.

The cost of bUilding an attack carrier rose
from about $83 million in World War II to
$171 million during the Korean War. The
original end cost estimate for the first
Nimitz-class carrier, the CVAN-68, was $427.5
mUlion; that figure has now risen to $536
million.

But even this flgure is not the flnal chapter
on the cost of this carrier. The Navy acknowl
edges that "if improvements in shipbuilder
efficiency do not compensate for the higher
than bUdgeted escalation of labor and na
tional costs which has been occurring, the
end cost will increase." A Defense Depart
ment official and others have estimated that
the cost of this carrier ar,d the CVAN-69 (ap
proved last year) could each run as high as
$700 mUlion. That amounts to a cost escala
tion of 600% since World War II, Which is
quite high even considering the decreased
value of the dollar.

Since the precise cost of a modern nuclear
carrier is so difficult to pin down, I strongly
recommend that this Subcommittee under
take a study to determine the true cost of
these Ships. Sueh a study should also inclUde
an analysis of the cost comparisons between
land and sea-based air power.

We do know that the cost of the carrier
itself Is just the beginning of the story. The
Navy only operates the carrier with a task
force, consisting of various escort and logis
tical ships. And every carrier is equipped with
an all' wing.

The Navy estimates a $1.4 billion procure
nlent cost for a nuclear carrier task force-
consisting of the carrier and 4 destroyer
escorts. The all' wing costs an additional
$409.5 mUlion-bringing the total procure-

ment cost for the task force-which does not
include operating costs. basing costs, and
other logistical ships--to $1.8 billion. Need
less to say, these costs will often run a. great
deal higher.

But even this is not a complete picture.
For the Navy normally deploys two task
forces "on station" in the Mediterranean and
three in the Western Pacific on a continual
basis. For every carrier task force "on sta
tion", two must be held In reserve as back
ups, since the normal rotation time of a
carrier is 4 months. Since each task force
contains an air wing, the Navy must pay
for 3 wings to keep one "on station." The
investment cost of maintaining one nuclear
task force on continued deployment, there
fore, amounts to a mUltiple of 3 times the
cost of one carrier task force-or $5.4 billion.

These of course, are capital costs, and do
not include the operating cost of each car
rier. During last year's debate, Senator Ellen
der supplied valuable data showing that the
annual operating cost for 16 attack carriers
is over $1.5 billion. I am submitting for the
record a copy of the chart detaillng those
costs. (see attachment III.)

The question of the proper attack carrier
force level is therefore extremely important.
For it is determined that a smaller force
level is needed, we will not only save the
investment and operating costs of additional
carriers, but the cost as well, of numerous
escorts, support Ships, and air Wings.

A land base is a far cheaper operation.
According to the Air F'orce, a base in the
Pacific can be built for $53 million; the Bare
Base Support Program can convert an exist
ing civilian runway for about $36 mUlion.

The high cost of carrier based air power
must be viewed In relation to its effective
ness. The Navy has failed to demonstrate
the cost-effectiveness of carrier air power.

For example, we know that the two car
rier task forces "on station" in the Medi
terranean are capable of providing a maxi
mum of 150 offensive sorties per day. But
what Is the military slgniflcance of this num
ber of sorties? Since we are flying almost
1000 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 Mediterranean. 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.

(c) Vltlnerability.-The reliance ~lpon car
rier rather than land-based air power is made
even more questionable by the high degree
of vulnerability of the carrier in llght of
modern weaponry. Carriers are vulnerable to
attacks by submarines, aircraft, ship-to-ship
and alr-to-ship missiles.

Submarines pose a particularly ominous
threat to carriers. Because of the very rudi
mentary nature of anti-submarine warfare,
there is very 11ttle a carrier can do to defend
itself adequately from submarine attacks.
The Navy has acknowledged in Co:ngressional
testimony that one of the primary missions
of the large Soviet submarine fleet is anti
carrier warfare.

Rapid technological innovations in mis
sile development have made the carrier un
usable in all but the most limited conflicts.
The lethal nature of even the older missiles,
such as the Soviet STYX, was recently dem
onstrated when an Egyptian PT boat sunk an
Israeli destroyer with a single STYX. Both
the Soviet and the American arsenals con
tain far more advanced anti-Ship missiles,
With greater range and higher speed.

Unique to the SOViet inventory, according
to the Chief of Naval Operations, Is the
guided cruise missiles. The Navy estimates
that 16% of the SoViet fleet carry 400 nau
tical mile cruise missiles designed primarily
for use against land or sea targets.

In his testimony last year before the Sen
ate Armed Forces Committee, Secretary of
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the Navy John H. Chafee 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 mlsslle
which may be launched from aircraft, surface
units, surfaced submarines, or land sites, at
short or long ranges .•. our capab111ty to de
fend against a cruise missile attack continues
to concern us, but we are moving forward
with programs directed toward significant
long-term Improvements.

During secret briefings by the Navy last
year, I was told of the rapid advances in mis
sile technology which have led to the devel
opment of hlghly sophisticated anti-ship
misslles capable of extremely high speeds.
ThUS, a vessel designed for combat in World
War II wlll be increasingly threatened by a
wide variety of dangerous anti-ship misslles.
The impllcations of this threat should be
carefully reviewed, both as to the current and
projected state of the art in anti-ship warfare
and as to the carrier's capacity to respond to
the threat.

The carrier is not completely defenseless
against existing threats. Rather, the ever
present fear of enemy attack causes the car
rier task force to concentrate its resources
on defense, thereby sUbstantially reducing
its offensive capablllty. This idea was best
expressed in a 1966 dissertation on attack
carriers by Desmond Wilson of the Center
for Naval Analysis. In Dr. Wllson's words:

"Most of the carriers' usefulness when
functioning in support of a land campaign
during a limited war appears to be signifi
cant only under conditions of llttle or no
submarine 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 llmited war is closely
related to the problem of vulnerablllty,
which in turn is conditioned by the "rules"
of "Umits" by which the war wlll be fought.
Threats of escalation, such as the introduc
tion of submarines or aircraft, can diminish
carrier effectiveness:

By forcing carriers to stay far at sea, thus
diminishing the fuel available to the aircraft
for combat purposes; ann

By requiring continual movement of the
carriers from area to area, thereby prevent
ing it from staying in one locale to provide
continual air support.

James Field, a Naval Historian, noted that
a carrier task force, in fear of enemy attacks.
cannot successfUlly participate in a cam
paign of Interdiction. He wrote that in Korea,
for example, "logistic considerations and the
dangers of air and submarine attack made
it undesirable for carriers to operate for
more than two days in the same location."

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

Fears and uncertainties concerning an en
emy's antlcarrier warfare potential also af
fects the "rapid responsiveness" of the attack
carrier, which Is its strongest attribute. Wll
son noted that uncertainties as to weapons,
be11lgerents, and the "llmits" of the war did
in fact Impede carrier deployment early In
the Korean conflict. 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 because of
the recognition of the vulnerability of the
carrier under certain conditions, the Navy Is
naturally hesitant to commit the carrier to

a conflict or potential conflict. Once com
mitted. the ever present fear of enemy attack
may prevent the carrier from serving as an
effective sea-base for tactlcai air strikes.

It should be emphasized that the threats
which have limited a carrier's responsiveness
and elfectiveness 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 elfective in
future conflicts with a sophisticated enemy.

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

The Navy assumes that the carrier will be
a vital participant in the full range of con
ventionai conllicts-the relatively minor Do
minican Republican type, the "mid-range"
Vietnam type, and the full-scale conven
tional war-whatever that would be in this
nuclear era.

By allocating to itself sucil a major role
in such a range of possible conflicts, the
Navy is refusing to acknowiedge that events
have changed the proper role of ·the carrier
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 l\ complete range
of anti-carrier weapons. While the Soviet
Union represents the greatest military threat
to the carrier, other counttles possess various
weapons designed for anti-carrier warfare.
Many of these weapons have been supplied to
other nations by the So'(iet Union, including
such Items as long-range bombers, MIG 21's,
the STYX and other anti-ship missiles, and
long-range. conventional submarines.

There are therefore relatively few "sce
narios" 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 anti-carrier capability. But
as the capability increases, so does the
threat. and carriers simply do not operate
elfectively in such an environment.

The Navy is quick to remind us that land
bas~s' for tactlcai aircraft are also vulnerable
to enemy attack. This Is of course true. Land
bases are stlbject to attack by aircraft and
missiles; in addition, they are uniquely sub
ject to ground attack and artillery, partic
Ularly in a guerrilla war as in Vietnam.

But in examining the relative vulnerability
of land and sea-based tactical all' power, we
must look at their relative effectiveness. The
hlstorlcal 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 ~as been estimated that at least one
half of the cost of a carrier task force is al
located for carrier defense. This high alloca
tion of resources to defense sharply raises
the cost of each carrier-based offensive sortie.
In return for this large investment in car
rier defense, we have carrier task forces
which. in all probability, would be of little
value against hlgh-Ievel threats ... and
are overly-oriented toward defense against
low level threats.

In response to these arguments about the
carrier's vulnerablllty. Admirai Moorer. the
Chlef of Naval OperatiOns, told a VFW Con
vention that "in some 50 wars or near wars
since 1946, we have not lost a carrier or had
one damaged owing to hostile action." At
my request, the Navy sent me a classified
list of these "wars or near wars", and I am
submitting a copy for the record. (See at
tachment IV for declassified version.)

The list inciudes 6 "wars or near wars" in
which a carrier was merely "alerted" and was
not actually present. In at least half of the

total incidents, the carrier was only remotely
invoived, and the alleged enemy had abso
lutely no capacity-and usually no desire
to damage an attack carrier. Thus, the list
included such "wars or near wars" as the
"Haiti disorders" and the "Zanzibar riots."
The original classified list submitted by tile
Navy included other incidents of this type.
but the Navy refused to declassify several
of them.

The fact that the Navy would resort to this
type of argument in response to questions
concerning the carrler's vulnerability may
be indicative of their uneasiness about this
problem. In any event, these questions still
remain.

This list is interesting for another purpose.
With the exception of Korea, Vietnam, and
a few other events, the list demonstrates the
relatively minor nature of the carrier's use
since World War II. Based on this record of
the ca.rrier's rather limited role, a serious
question can be raised as to whether 15 at
tack carriers are really necessary to perform
this role.
Failure of Ot/l er nations to build carriers

It may well be that all of these considera
tions 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 mllltary power with
an attack carrier in Its fleet. Neither the
Soviet Union or China has built a single
attack carrier, and neither plans to do so.

According to a 1969 Report by the Sea
power Subcommittee of House Committee
Armed Services, the SOViet Union in recent
years has built over 500 surface ships in 20
classes. The Report states that the Soviet
Union "is developing a massive, well-bal
anced program in virtually all phases of
seapower."

The U.S. Navy not oniy agrees with this
assessment-it constantly stresses the grow
ing menace of the Soviet's surface fleet. Only
the absence of attack carriers prevents the
Soviet fleet from surpassing ours, accord
ing to the Navy. The Chief of Naval Opera
tions recently stated that these carriers
"are the key to our present superiority", and
that "with too few, or none" in the U.S.
fieet. "the Soviets would probably be the
leading Naval power."

Even assuming that carriers are the key
to our Navai superiority, it Is obvious that
we do not need as many as 15 carriers to
maintain this superiority.

If the carrier is really such a vital ship,
the Soviets must not be aware of this fact.
They have not constructed a single attack
carrier and they have no plans to do so.
Since the Soviets are currently in the midst
of a massive shipbuilding program and since
they obviously have the technological capa
bility to build carriers. their decision to rely
on other surface ships cannot be due to
limited resources.

The U.S. Chief of Naval Operations offered
the follOWing explanation for the Soviet
failure to build attack carriers: "Geography,
more than any other reason has kept the
Soviets out of the aircraft carrier business.
The routes of egress from Soviet Naval bases
to the open oceans. are by wa~ of choke
points, controlled by other powers. For an
aircraft carrier such a situation 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 de
terred the Soviets from building a large
number of almost every other type of sur
face war ship. If the Soviets can move their
carriers and destroyers through those "choke
points", then why would a carrier pose a
different problem? It would seem that Soviet
Naval planners have decided that attack
carriers simply are not worth their enor
mous cost.
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The Navy Implies on occasion that the

SOviets are developing a carrier lleet. But
the fact is that the SOviet Navy has only
two helicopter carriers, and the SOviets ap
parently have no intention of building the
larger attack carriers.

Regardless of the reasons for the Soviet
decision not to build attack carriers, our
Navy cannot have It both ways. Either car
riers are not that vital to a surface fieet and
the SOviet Navy is a threat without them or
else the Soviet's surface fleet is not a signifi
cant Naval threat.
Failure Of Navy to recogni"e complementary

role
All of these arguments are not intended

to prove that there is no need for attack car
riers. Indeed. carriers can serve as a comple
ment to land-based air power-but pri
marlly in limited conllicts where land bases
are not immediately available.

Despite the Navy's recognition that car
riers should be complementary to land-based
air power, it has been unwllling to accept the
fact that the need for carriers is reduced
where there is ample land-based air
capablllty.

Carriers, for example, were useful in the
beginning of the Vietnam conflict when land
bases were still limited. But a serious ques
tion can be raised whether the Navy's con
tinuing level of Involvement In the Vietnam
confiict---once sufficient land bases were con
structed there-reflects as much the need to
give the Navy a "piece of the action" as a
reasoned mllitary jUdgment.

The designation of 6 carrier task forces to
the Atlantic and 9 to the Pacific also attests
to the Navy'S unwlllingness to recognize the
complementary nature of carrier-based air
power. Commenting on the Mediterranean
task forces, Desmond Wilson wrote:

"With the subsequent development of
land-based air covering NATO's southern
llank, and with the later introduction into
the region and coverage of the region by the
sea and land-based miss11e systems, the Sixth
Fleet may have become increasingly redun
dant. It almost ,:,ertalnly became Increasingly
vulnerable with the marked growth of the
SOviet nuclear capability, along with sub
marine, aviation, and missile delivery sys
tems."

But even this type of fleet development can
be carried out with less than 15 attack car
riers. To begin with, the Navy claims that
15 attack carrier task forces are required to
keep 5 continually "on station"-2 In the
Mediterranean and 3 In the Western Pacific.
Whlle the Navy points out that the rate e;,f
"on station" deployment has actually been
htgher in the past, they continue to Insist
that 3 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 neces
sary repairs, and take care of other logistical
prOblems.

The Navy does concede that, but for the
need to relieve the crew, a carrier task force
could remain "on station" for a longer pe
riod of time. However, they have never sat
isfactorilY explained why the relief of the
crew should force the carrier to be Witll
drawn from forward deployment.

The Navy itself has successfUlly dealt with
this problem In the operation of Polaris Sub
marines by using what is called a "blue and
gold" crew concept-the submarine stays en
active duty and the crew is simply rotated.
By this method, a Polaris sub Is able to
stay on active duty for a signiflcantly 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 5 task forces "on
station" with a reduced attack carrier fleet.

Furthermore, it should be pointed out
that the Navy's carrier fleet Is not limited
to attack carriers. There are, in addition, 4

smaller carriers, used primarily for anti
submarine warfare. These carriers are capable
of handling several types of tactical jet flght
ers, and one of them Is being currently used
in Vietnam in an "attack capacity."

Surely, such carriers could be used to sup
plement the existing attack fleet in many
cases where limited tactical air power is
called for. And if carriers are going to be
used for evacuating citizens and for the
other relatively minor missions depicted in
the Navy's list of "wars or near wars" then
these smaller carriers are more suited for
this purpose than the modern attack carrier,
It becomes all the more diffiCUlt, therefore,
to justify the beginning of a brand new
attack carrier in light of the overwhelm
ing cost of a fleet which actually numbers 19.

The "one for one" replacement policy
The Navy not only opposes any delay in

the funding of CVAN-70; it also maintains
tha.t as each new carrier enters the fleet, only
one of the oldest carriers should be retired.

But the attack carriers which have joined
the fleet since the mid-1950's are almost
double the size of the older carriers, are
equipped With the most modern aircraft,
and, therefore, have far greater capability
for tactical air than the oldest carriers which
they replace. The Navy has stated that the
nuclear carrier air wing Is tactically more
than twice as effective as that of the World
War II carriers.

For the record, I am submitting copies of
two charts prepared by the Navy. The first
lists all active attack carriers. The second
lllustrates the tactical air capacity of each
class of attack carrier. This chart clearly
demonstrates that the newest classes have
far more tactical air capablllty than the
World War II carriers. (See attachement V
for 2nd chart.)

But since the Navy has followed a "one
for one" replacement policy in the past, the
act~~al capacity of the carrier fleet in terms
of providing tactical alrpower is far greater
than the 15 carrier force level would imply.
The Navy's carrier replacement pollcy WOUld,
therefore, more accurately be described as
a "two for one" policy-an escalation in
fact, of the carrier force level. Even if the
Navy can support a case for replacing 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.

This increased capabillty of the carrier
!leet means that today's 15 attack carriers
can dellver 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 reducing the size of the
carrier !leet. Unless It is assumed ';hat the
need for tactical air power has SUbstantially
increased in the past fifteen years, a decision
to defer the building of an additional nu
clear carrier wlll not endanger national se
curity.

The emerging criticism at present
carrier policy

These questions about our present carrier
policy have been expressed in the past by
Defense and other government officials, as
well as by mllltary historians.

Tllere has been serious criticism within the
Pentagon of the attack carrier force level.
Much of this debate has been kept from
public view. For example, the Defense De
partment's Office of Systems Analysis has
often recommended cuts In the attack car
rier fleet, but the studies underlying these
recommendations have not been made
pUblic.

One such stUdy conducted by the Office of
Systems Analysis was orally summarized for
me last year. This study showed that over a
10 year period, the carrier based wing costs

almost $1 billion more than a land-based
wing. I urge this Subcommittee to obtain
this study, as well as others which may be
aVailable.

Criticism of present polley did come to
light in the Defense Department's posture
statement for tiscal 1965--presented by Sec
retary McNamara on February 4, 1964-C-whlch
called for "some reduction in the number of
attack carriers by the early 1970's." The fac
tors underlying this decision were the in
creased tactical air capabl1lty of modern car
riers and modern carrier-based aircraft, the
end of the carrier's role as part of our stra
tegic nuclear forces, and the reduced need
for forward based airpower due to the in
creased range of land based tactical aircraft.

Criticism of the carrier force level from
within the Defense Department has persisted.
Dr. Arthur Herrington, a Department official,
questioned the size of the carrier fleet in a
recent speech at the Naval War College (pub
lished in the September 1969 issue of The
Naval War College Review.) He said:

"Today we still plan a 15-(attack carrier)
force for the future. Yet over this 25-year
period we have seen: a polarization of the
world into Communist and non-Communist
camps, and latelY an Increasing fragmenta
tion of both; the development of the Mar
shall Plan, NATO, the conversion Of our en
emy in the Paciflc, Japan, to an ally, and the
conversion of our old ally, China, to an
enemy; a doubllng of the size of the attack
carrier; nuclear propulsion; jet aircraft and
nuclear weapons. In truth, 15 attack carriers
(or 15 capital ships in the U.S. Navy if you
wlll) appears to be close to an 'eternal verity'
in U.S. mllltary planning."

The most revealing admission of the Pen
tagon's own doubts about the justification
for 15 attack carriers can be found In a De
partmental Statement filed last year With
the Joint Economic Committee. Representa
tive Moorhead of that Committee asked the
Defense Department to explain the neces
sity for a force of 15 attack carriers. "It is
very diffiCUlt," a Department spokesman
wrote in reply:

"To determine the precise division of effort
between land-based and sea-based forces
Which wlll meet our worldwide commitments
at the least cost. The program supported by
the previous administration included 15 at
tack carriers. In response to a directive by
the National Security Council to examine
alternative General Purpose Force strategies,
we are currently reassessing both the total
requirement for tactical aircraft to meet
each alternative strategy and the relative
costs and effectiveness of different mixes of
land-based and sea-based aircraft. Pending
completion of this study, we are not recom
mending any major changes in the previous
program."

When asked to justify a I5-carrler force
level, the Defense Department tells a Con
gressional Committee that the matter is
under study. In the meantime, we are asked
to spend mlllions of dollars to maintain this
force level, until Defense officials find the
time to determine the proper size of the
attack carrier fleet.

Other high level government officials di
rectly responsible for defense planning have
also expressed doubts about our carrier pol
Icy. Charles Schultze, a former Director of the
Bureau of the Budget, testified before the
Joint Economic Committee that the request
for an additional attack carrier was the first
item to be examined in e~iminating unnec
essary military expenditures.

Similar reservations have also been ex
pressed by military strategists and milltary
historians. In a lengthy case study on the
evolution of the attack carrier, Dr. Desmond
Wllson raised serious questions about the
justification for 15 attack carriers. Dr. Wilson
is presently at the Center for Naval Analysis
and I recommend that he be called as a wit
ness before this Subcommittee.
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J See app. A for complete li.tine of carrier foM by ship type.

Asia and Europe to meet a major contingency
in effect means that no carriers are needed
in those areas. If we accept the Air Force
e\'aluation, then it is clear that even a 12
carrier fleet is far too large.

It may be argued that this statement by
the Air Force should be disregarded, since it
is merely a reflection of the long-standing
Air Force·Navy controversy over the role of
land- versus sea-based air power. But before
rejecting this evaluation as "anti-Navy prop
aganda," I urge you to consider whether or
not the Navy's Insistence on funding the
CVAN-70 in FY 1971 might also be classified
as the effort by one service to maintain its
position-with little regard for mllltary re
alities.

In short, the Congress is faced with con
flicting claims: on the one hand, the Air
Force asserts that carriers are essentially
redundant in furnishing tactical air power;
on the other hand, the Navy claims that the
CVAN-70 is badly needed within the next
several years and that the fleet must include
more than 12 modern attack carriers. With
out thorough investigation, I do not believe
we can reject as self-serving the claim of
one service, while accepting the claim of an
other service as the complete truth.

My own view is that the truth lies some
where between the two conflicting claims:
While some modern carriers might be re
quired, there is little justification for more
than twelve and even less justification for
the continued maintenance of a 15-carriel'
fleet.

Regardless of whether this Subcommittee
shares my view, you are still faced with
these conflicting claims. And the Depart
ment of Defense has never adequately re
solved this particular conflict. We know the
Air Force position. We know the Navy posi
tion. But we do not know the Defense De
partment's position.

The National Security Councll's study now
underway may define the proper "mix" be
tween carrier and land-based air power. But
that stUdy will not be completed until Sep
tember, 1970, and it may be delayed even
further. The existence of such a study,
however, should not relieve the Defense De
partment of its own duty to present Congress
With a rational and coherent plan for pro
viding tactical air power.

I hope that this Subcommittee, before
recommending the funding of CVAN-70 in
FY 1971, wlll insist on a consistent pOSition
by the Executive Branch and will then at
tempt to strike a balance between these two
claims by determining the proper carrier
force level. If the Navy Is unable to dem::Jn
strate a clear need for more than 12 modern
carriers, the prudent course would be to
delay the funding of CVAN-70.

ATTACHMENT I

TABLE XIV.-ACTIVE CARRIER FORCE (194&-£4) (ATTACK
CARRIERS OR THEIR EARLY EQUIVALENTS)'

RECOMMENDATION FOR DELAYING FUNDING OF
CVAN-70

On the basis of the preceding arguments,
I believe this Subcommittee should recom
mend a delay in the funding of CVAN-70
until FY 1975, at the eal'~iest.

The Navy opposes any delay in the funding
of this carrier for two reasons.

The first reason was presented b1 Secre
tary Laird in the FY 1971 posture statement:

"The Navy considers it important to pro
ceed with advance procurement for CVAN
70 in FY 1971 •.. to avoid having to shut
down the Special Nimitz-class camel' nuclear
component production lines. Such a shut
down," the secretary stated, "would further
increase the cost for CVAN-70, if we decide
later to proceed with it."

Before accepting this assertion by the
Navy, it should first be determined whether
the companies which produce the nuclear
components for the Nimitz class carriers also
produce nuclear components for our sub·
marines. r believe they may. If this is the
case, then it might be possible to keep the
carrier component production lines open in
definitely by using them to produce com
ponents for submarines and other nuclear
vessels-since the need for the latter type of
nuclear components wlll exist for at least
several years. Alternatively, the component
production lines for these other ships might
be adaptable to the carrier components at
some later date.

r do not pretend to be an expert in these
matters. But I think it might be possible to
delay funding tbe CVAN-70 for several years
without increased costs as a result of closing
component production lines.

However, even if such a delay would cause
a rise in the fina,l cost of CVAN-70, it would
be better to accept this increase rather than
to fully fund the carrier in the next two
years. For his carrier will cost at least $600
milllon, and probably will run mucb bigher;
and this does not include the cost of the air
wing, as well as the cost of escort ships com.
prising the carrier task force.

Thus, instead of spending at least $1 bil
lion in the next two years to buy a carrier
which is not needed, the more responsible
action would be to delay in the funding of
this extremely expensive ship. While the
Navy bas not specified the loss which it
claims will result from such a delay, I do
not b'lieve that it can be significant com
pared to the budgetary and economic impact
of a bl11ion dollar plus Federal expenditure
over the next two years.

Aside from these reasons, there is some
thing very troublesome about justifying a
major military program on the basis of the
need to keep production lines open. Such a
justification could be used as an excuse for
continuing almost any type of weapons sys
tem, regardless of mllltary necessity. In the
case of this carrier, it is quite possible that
subsequent events will make it unnecessary
to begin funding even in FY 1975.

The Navy's reason for opposing any delay
in the funding of CVAN-70 does not rest
on this argument of increasing costs. The
Navy contends that "regardless of the attack
carrier force level that may be decided upon
in the future," funding for this ship cannot
be delayed. The assumption underlying this
contention is that a substantial percentage
of the attack carrier fleet will soon become
obsolete if the Navy's current bUlldlng pro
gram is not maintained.

But the truth is that the request for fund
ing CVAN-70 in FY 1971 is based on the
Navy's conception of a proper carrier force
level. And the force level which the Navy
favors calls for mOTe than 12 modern attack
carriers.

Consider these facts about the present car
rier fieet:

(1) Eltcluding the oldest carriers, the at
tack carrier fleet consists of one nuclear car-
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riel' (tbe Entel'Prise): 8 Forrestal carriers;
and 1 Midway which has just completed
modernization,

(2) The two Nimitz-class nuclear carriers
which have already been funded will botll
have joined the fieet by 1976.

(3) Under the Navy's "rule of thumb" that
an attack carrier is obsolete after 30 years,
the oldest of these carriers-the Midway
will not be obsolete until 1980; the oldest
of the remaining carriers is the first Forres
tal, and it will not become obsolete until
1985.

By 1976, then, the carrier fleet will consist
of 12 fUlly modern attack carri~rs. To main
tain a fleet of this size. we will not need to
replace the oldest of these carriers-the Mid
way-until 1980. Given the 5-year lead time
reqUired to build an attack carrier, It will
therefore not be necessary to fund the Mid
way's replacement untl! FY 1975.

That is why my recommendation to delay
the funding of the CVAN-70 until at least FY
1975 assumes that at the maximum, the force
level should consIst of 12 modern carriers,
It may well be that fewer than 12 carriers
of this type will be required to meet future
defense contingencies. But unless it is as
sumed that more than 12 modern carriers
are needed, there is no valid reason for fund
ing CVAN-70 before FY 1975.

The Navy Is incorrect, in my opinion, In
saying that a determination of the proper
carrier force level Is irrelevant in deciding
whether to fund the CVAN-70 at this time.
We would be ignoring our obligation to the
already hard-pressed American taxpayer if
we approve such a huge expenditure In the
next two years without first making this
determlnation.

If the Navy believes that the CVAN-70
should be funded now, then It must show
why more than 12 modern attack carriers are
required. The burden is, and should be, on
the Navy, and this burden should not be
disregarded because of the Navy's assertion
that force level decisions are irrelevant to
the funding of CVAN-70.

In determining whether the fieet should
consist of more than 12 of these carriers, the
following points should be conSidered,

To begin with, each carrier over 12 should
be evaluated In terms of how it adds to the
tactical all' capability of the carrier fieet.
We know that one carrier can prOVide a max
imum of 150 offensive sorties per day
which has only marginal mllltary Significance
in a conflict such as that In Vietnam, where
we are flying over 1,000 such sorties per day.
The question, then, is whether this limited
increase in tactical air capablllty is worth
the high cost of another carrier task force.

Even if it is considered necessary to In
crease our overall tactical air capabllity, this
can be accomplished without funding an
additional carrier. The fact that a land base
is significantly cheaper than a carrier task
force means that we can acquire more tac
tical air capablllty by In"esting In a land
based operation rather than in a 13th mod
ern carrier task force. In short, If our aim
is to buy the best defense at the least pos
sible cost, we must take into account this
cost-differential between land- and sea-based
air power.

It should also be kept in mind that the
decision to delay the CVAN-70 funding
thereby relying on a fleet of 12 modern car
riers-Wlll not impair our flexibility to pro
vide carrier-based all' power where land
bases are unavailable. A 12-carrier fleet will
more than enable us to meet such contin
gencies, and it is difficult to see how an addi
tional carrier adds \"Cry much to this
capability.

And finally, I again call your attention to
the Air Force letter of september, 1969, ad
dressed to Senator Hatfield. The Air Force
statement that the U.S. has sufficient land
based tactical air capability in Southeast

Atlantic!
Year Mediterranean

1946 ._. 7
1947.. __ • •• 9
1948_ •• .. 7
1949 __ • __..._. 7
1950•.. _. __.._ 9
1951. .___ 9
1952._________ 10
1953__________ 9
1954••• __ •• 9
1955•• ._••_ 7
1956 __ ._______ 6
1957. ••• 6
1958__________ 6
1960__ ._. ., 6
1961._________ 6
1962. .. 6
1963 • 6
1964•••.•__.._ 6

Pacific

11
6
5
5
2
6
7
9
8

10
9
8
9
9
9
9
9
9

Total

18
15
12
12
II
15
17
18
17
17
15
14
15
15
15
15
15
IS
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Tolal. · .

I To become a CYA (ASW carrier) when Ihe "Midway" joins the fleet in fiscal 1970.
'Construclion stopped for about 5 years following World War II.
3 Now undergoing $202,300,000 conversion. To rejoin the fleei during fiscal 1970.

ATTACHMENT III

ATTACK AIRCRAfT CARRIERS

Capabi lity to Capabilily to
Date com· operate aII operate F-14
missioned modern aircrall aircraft

Vietnam Guerr111a War, September 1955
Present: Presence. assistance, combat opera
tions. During the period between February
1965 to date a total of 15 attack carriers have
conducted combat operations.

Red Sea, February 1956: Naval unit patrols
establlshed in view of developing Suez Crisis.

Jordan Tension, May 1956: Provided pres
ence. Two carriers alerted and deplo~'ed to
the eastern Mediterranean.

Pre-Suez Tension July 1956: Two carriers
alerted.

Suez War October-November 1956: Evacua
tion, provided presence. Two carriers on the
scene, two additional carriers alerted and
deployed from East Coast.

Jordan Crisis, April 1957: External conspir
acy charged with intent to·subvert Jordan.
Naval units dispatched. Three carriers on the
scene.

Kinmen Island, July 1957: Communist
shelllng. Naval units dispatched to defend
Taiwan. Four carriers on the scene.

Haiti Disorders, June 1957: Alert, surface
patrols.

Syria Crisis, August-December 1957: Pro
vided presence. Two carriers on the scene.

Lebanon Civil War, May 1958: Support op
erations. Three carriers provided all' cover for
marine landings.

Jordan/Iraq Unrest, August-December
1958: Alert, survelllance, surface patrol.

Cuba Civ!! War, December 1956-December
1958: Evacuation, provided presence. One
carrier on the scene.

Quemoy-Matsu Crisis, September-october
1958: Evacuation, combat operations. Three
carriers on the scene, two additional carriers
alerted.

Panama Invasion, April 1959: Provided
presence.

Berlln Crisis, May 9, 1959: Two carriers
alerted and brought to an advanced state of
readiness.

Nationallst China-Communist China
Crisis, July 1959: Provided presence. Two car
riers on the scene.

Panama Demonstrations, August and No
vember 1959: Alert.

Laos Civil War, December 1960-May 19.61:
Provided presence. Three carriers on the
scene.

Congo Civil War, July 1960--August 1963:
Alert, evacuation.

Caribbean Tension, April 12, 1960: Alert,
air and surface patrols.

Guatemala-Nicaragua. November 1960: Air
and surface patrols. One carrier on the scene,
one additional carrier alerted.

Bay of Pigs Crisis, May 1961: One carrier
alerted.

Zanzibar Riots, June 1961: Alert.
Berlin Crisis, September 1961-May 1962:

Two carriers alerted and brought to a highe'
state of readiness.

DominIcan Republic, November 12, 1961:
Air and surface patrols. One carrier on th'3
scene.

Guantanamo TenSion, January and July
1962: Alert, provided presence.

Guatemala, March 1962: Alert, provided
presence. Two carriers alerted.

Thailand, May 1962: Provided presence.
Two carriers on the scene.

Quemoy-Matsu Crisis, June 1962: Provided
presence. Three carriers on the scene.

Cuban Missile Crisis, October--November
1962: Provided presence and intervention.
Eight carriers on the scene.

Yemen Revolts, February-April 1963:
Alert, provided presence, surface patrOls.

Laos Tension, April 1963: Provided pres
ence. Two carriers on tile scene.

Jordan Crisis, April 1963: Provided pres
ence, surface patrols. Two carriers on the
scene.

Caribbean Tension, 1963: Alert, air and
surface patrols. One carrier alerted.

Vietnam Civil Disorders, August, Septem
ber and October 1963: Air and surface pa
trols. Two carriers on the scene.

$62.7
62.7
62.7
62.7
85.4

95.4
102.3
106.9
106.9
106.9
106.9
108.4
108.4
115.0
108.4
108.4

1,510.1

3,625
3,625
3,625
3,625
3,417

3.417
4,474
4,948
4,948
4,948
4,948
4,952
5,022
5,499
4,952
4,952

70,977

Estimated
annual opera·

tion cost
Toia1 crew (millions)

Greece, September 1946: Political crisis.
Naval Units visit requested by U.S. Ambas
sador. One carrier was on the scene.

Indochina War, November 1946-July,
1954: Naval units employed in evacuation,
assistance, alert status. Three carriers on the
scene during latter stages of the conflict.

Israel, June 194B-ApriI 1949: Naval units
assigned UN mediator for the Palestine
Truce Evacuated UN team eventually in JUly.

Greek Civ11 War, 1946-49: Presence and
alert. Carriers deployed in the Mediterranean
during period of crisis.

Korea, 1950-53: Ten carriers engaged in
combat operations during the periOd of the
conflict.

Tachens Crisis. July 1954--February 1955:
Evacuation of civ!llans/mllltary personnel.
Five carriers on the scene.

classified as Involuntary or political closures.
All others and some in France were closed
because they either were no longer needed or
were closed for economic reasons. Dhahran,
Saudi Arabia retains a USAF presence. Many
of the bases were used by the Strategic Air
Command and as am,lllary bases for tactical
air units. Although listed as major installa
tions, those designated "AFB" and "ASN"
were not used to base tactical flying units on
a permanent basis.

None of the other base changes to date
have jeopardized contingency plans nor pre
vented the formulation of contingency plans
to meet current commitments. There are
enough land air bases in Southeast Asia and
Europe to base all the tactical fighter aircraft
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff estimate are
required to meet a major contingency in
those areas.

In addition, as demonstrated in Attach
ment 2, there are airfields all over the world
that are adequate to support tactical air
combat operations. There are more than 1,700
Free World airfields with runways 5,000 feet
or longer and there are 685 airfields with run
ways 8,000 feet or longer. Any nation which
requests the assistance of U.S. mllitary forces
can be expected to permit use of its airfields.
The All' Force is developing bare base equip
ment which will provide the capablllty to
deploy to any base Which has a runway, taxi
ways, ramp space and potable water source.

In summary, the majority of the land air
bases that have been inactivated were not
needed or were closed to decrease expenses,
although some were closed for political rea
sons. The capability of USAF tactical air has
in no sense been diminished by land base
inactivations. Attachment 3 summarizes the
number of inactivated and operational USAF
bases and the Free World airfields.

1944 No No .
1944 No No....•......
1944 No No .

21950 No No ..•........
1945 All hut RA- yes .

5C.
1945 do YeL .
1947 do Yes .
1955 Yes Yes._ .
1956 yes Yes._ ..•.....
1957 Yes Yes .
1959 Yes , .. yes .
1961 Yes.. __ yes.•........
1961 Yes Yes.. __ .....•
1961 Yes yes .
1965 Yes... __ .. yes .
1968 Yes.. .. yes .

Number and name

ATTACHMENT IV
SUMMARY OF WARS/NEAR WARS SINCE 1946

(The following llst represents only maJor/
minor conflicts or crises where U.S. Naval
units were involved as prime factors, alerted
or redeployed.)

Place, date, and event
Turkey, April 1946: USSR-Iran hostilities

and USSR-Turkey diplomatic tensions; Naval
unit deployed as affirmation of U.S. inten
tions to shore up Turks against SOviet im
perialism.

Trieste, July 1946: Trieste ownership dis
pute; U.S. and British Naval units dispatched
to scene with open warfare imminent. Com
menced Adriatic Patrol which lasted until
I'rieste issue resolved In 1954.

CYA-l4, Ticonderoga '•.........................
CYA-19, Hancock. ••...........................
CYA-3I, Bon Homme Richard .
CYA-34, Oriskany .
CYA-41, Midway' .

CYA-42, RoosevelL. .
CYA-43, Coral Sea.•............................
CYA-59, Forrestal. .
CYA-60, Saratoga•.............................
CYA-6i, RangeL .
CYA-62, Independence .
CYA-63, Kilty Hawk .
CYA-64, Constellaiion..•.......................
CYAN-65, Enterprise .
CYA-66, America .
CYA-67, Kennedy .

MAJOR BASE CLOSINGS
Of the major air bases closed since the

Korean War (attachment 1), only those in
Morocco, France and Saudi Arabia could be

ATTACHMENT U
DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE,

Washington, D.C.

JOHN MURPHY,
Major, USAF.

Hon. MARK HATFIELD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: A few days ago,
Mr. Michaelson of your Staff asked the Air
Force to provide you with information re
garding air bases overseas, quick construc
tion of bases and the performance capabillty
of the F-16. More specifically, I understand
your questions were:

1. What is the number of overseas air
bases the Air Force has relinquished since
the Korean \Var; why were these bases given
up; and has the loss of these bases Jeopard
Ized the USAF tactical air capability?

2. What~is meant by the "Kit" method of
qUick construction of land bases as briefly
described in the August 25 edition of the
Washington Post?

3. What is the capability 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 classified
answer was required for the F-15 because
some of the performance parameters of the
aircraft was classified and similarly, a por
tion of the information relating to base
closures is classified.

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

Sincerely,
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Dominican Republic, September 1963:
Alert.

South Vietnam Crisis, November 1963:
Following death of President Diem. Provided
three carriers on the scene.

Indonesia-Malaysia, December 1963: Alert,
provided presence. Two carriers alerted.

Panama, January 4, 1964: Alert, provided
presence and evacuation.

Guantanamo Tensions, April 7, 1964; Pro
vided presence, surface patrols.

Panama, May 1964: PrOVided presence.
Dominican Republic, Jtme and July 1964;

Air and surface patrols.
Tonkin GUlf, August 1964: See Item 9.
DomInican Republic, April 1965: Interven

tion and combat operations. Two carriers
alerted. "

Arab-Israeli War, June 1967: Provided pres
ence. Covered evacuation of U.S. citizens. Two
carriers on the scene.

Pueblo Capture, January-April 1968: Re
deployment of force; maintained presence In
area to take actions as directed. Three car
rIers on the scene (five carriers participated).

EC-121 Loss, April 1969: Redeployment of
forces: maintained presence to take actions
as directed. Four carriers on the scene.

ATTACHMENT V
NOMINAL AIR WING COMPLEMENTS

Enterprise/Kitty Hawk/Forestal classes
2 Fighter Squadrons (F-4).
2 Light Attack Squadrons (A-7).
1 Attack Squadron (A-6)
1 Electronics Warfare/Tanker Squadron

(EKA-3).
1 Airborne Early Warning Squadron (E-2).
1 Reconnaissance Squadrom (RA-5C) •
1 Rescue Squadron Detachment (UH-2).
Total A-4 equiValents, 132.

Midway class
2 Fighter Squadrons (F--8) F-4s assigned

when available.
2 Light Attack Squadrons (A-7).
1 Attack Squadron (A-G).
1 Electronics Warfare/Tanker Squadron

(EKA-3).
1 Airborne Early Warning Squadron (E-2).
1 Reconnaissance Squadron (RF-8G).
1 Rescue Squadron Detachment (UH-2).
Total A-4 equivalents, 108.

Hancock class
2 Fighter Squadrons (F--8).
3 Light Attack Squadrons (A-4).
1 Electronics WarfarejTanker Squadron

(EKA-3).
1 Airborne Early Warning Squadron De

tachment (E-1B).
1 Reconnaissance Squadron Detachment

(RF--8G) .
1 Rescue Squadron Detachment (UH-2).
Total A-4 equivalents, 83.

Nimitz class (the air wing listed below is
planned for the Nimitz in fiscal year 1973)
2 Fighter Squadrons (F-14).
2 Light Attack Squadrons (A-7).
1 Attack Squadron (A-6).
1 Tanker Squadron (KA-6).
1 Electronics Warfare Squadron (EA-6).
1 Airborne Early Warning Squadron (E-2).
1 Reconnaissance Squadron (RA-5C).
1 Rescue Squadron Detachment (UH-2).
Total A-4 equivalents, 152.
(NoTE.-The types of aircraft which can be

operated by a carrier depend prlmarlly upon
the flight deck and its Installations such as
the catapults, arresting gear and elevators.
Ship-Installed support facll1ties also limit
aircraft types Which can be operated. The
number of aircraft which can be carried de
pends upon deck area and the mix of types.
Some types of aircraft are considerably larger
than others, and a smaller" total of generally
larger aircraft can be physically accom
modated. The smallest tll.ctlcal aircraft in
the U.S. Navy'S ca.rr:ler In?entory Is the A-4
Skyhawlc. Therefore, for standardization pur-

poses, the Navy expresses carrier aircraft
capacity In terms of A-4 equivalents.)

REPORT OF THE JOINT SUBcoMMrrrEE OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND SENATE
COMMrrrEES ON ARMED SERVICES ON THE
STUDY FOR THE CVAN-70

STATUTATORY REQUIREMENT
This report responds to the requirement

set forth In the Military Procurement Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1970 (Sec. 402
of Public Law 91-121). The provision is as
follows:

"SEC. 402. (a) Prior to April 30, 1970, the
Committee on Armed Services of the House of
Representatives and the Senate shall Jointly
conduct and complete a comprehensive stUdy
and Investigation of the past and projected
costs and effectiveness of attack aircraft car
riers and their task forces and a thorough
review of the considerations which went Into
the decision to maintain the present num
ber of attack carriers. The result of this com
prehensive stUdy shall be considered prior to
any authorization or appropriation for the
production or procurement of the nuclear
aircraft carrier designated as CVAN-70.

"(b) In carrying out such study and In
vestigation the Committees on Armed Serv
ices of the House of Representatives and the
Senate are authorized to call on all Govern
ment agencies and such outside consultants
as such committees may deem necessary,"

BACKGROVND
The cited statutory stUdy requirement re

sulted from a House-Senate conference agree
ment to delete, from the fiscal year 1970 pro
curement program recommended by the De
partment of the Navy, an item proposing the
procurement of the long leadtlme Items re
qUired for the construction of a new nuclear
powered attack aircraft carrier, the CVAN-70.

SUBCOMMrITEE ACTION
Pursuant to the statutory requirement, the

follOWing members were apPOinted by the
respective chairmen of the Armed Services
Committees to serve on this special sub
committee;

From the Senate Committee on Armed
Services: Senators John C. Stennis, Stuart
Symington, Henry M. Jackson, Strom Thur
mond, John G. Tower, and George Murphy.

The House members designated were
Charles E. Bennett, Samuel S. Stratton, and
Robert T. Stafford.

By unanimous consent of the group, Sen
ator Stennis and Congressman Bennett served
as co-chairmen.

The SUbcommittee In Its desire to fuliy
discharge Its statutory responsibilities agreed
to solicit the expert testimony of those Indi
viduals who by their previous Identifications
with this complex subject matter, could make
a meaningful contribution to the subcom
mlttee 's effort.

These Individuals, except In a few in
stances, accepted the Invitation of the sub
committee to participate In this stUdy and
apI eared as witnesses in the fOllowing order.

April 7, 197Q--Hon. John H. Chafee, Secre
tary of the Navy; Adm. Thomas H. Moorer,
Chief of Naval Opera.tions; Rear Adm. James
L. Holloway III, CVAN program coordinator.

April 8, 197O-Senator Walter F. Mondale
and Congressman WUllam S. Moorehead, Sen
ator Case submitted a statement for the
record.

AprU 10, 1970-Adm. Thomas H. Moorer,
Chief of Naval Operations, and Rear Adm.
James L. Holloway III, CVAN program co
ordinator.

April 13, 197Q--Dr. Desmond P. Wilson,
professional staff member, Center for Naval
Analyses.

April 15, 197Q--Gen. Earle G. Wheeler,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Stalf, and
Vice Adm. H. G. Rlckover, Deputy Com
mander for Nuclear Propulsion, Naval Ship
Systems Command.

April 16, 197Q--Dr. Wllllam W. Kaufmann,
senior fellow, Brookings Institution, on leave
as professor at Massachusetts Institute ot
Technology.

The testlmony received by the subcom
mittee during Its proceedings will be printed,
and except for deletions made necessary by
national security considerations, will be pub
lished In Its entirety as a pUblic document.
The subcommittee, In fulfillment of its sta
tutory obligation, has completed its hear
ings and study of the past and projected
costs and effectiveness of attack aircraft car
riers and their task forces, and the considera
tions which went Into the decision to main
tain the present number of attack carriers.
THE CARRIER STUDY AND ITS RELATION TO THE

CVAN-70
The statute provides for a comprehensive

review of the entire concept of naval attack
carrier forces. The subcommittee recognizes
that implicit in the stUdy requirement is the
necessity for determining whether to pro
vide congressional approval for the ultimate
construction of a. nuclear aircraft carrier
identified as the CVAN-70.

THE PRESIDENT'S RECOMMENDATIONS
The President, in his bUdget message to

Congress for fiscal year 1971, specfically rec
ommended that he be provided authority
to procure long leadtime construction Items
for the CVAN-70 in the amount of $152 mil
lion.

The presidential budget message contains
the following statement with respect to the
requested funds for long lead Items:

"The Budget also provides for additional
large assault ships for our amphibious forces,
together with funds for advanced procure
ment related to construction of the third
nuclear-powered Nimitz class attack carrier.
However, the advance procurement funds for
the third carrier will not be obllgated until
completion of studies In progress to assess
future requirements for attack carriers."

THE SEC'RETARY OF DEFENSE'S
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Secretary of Defense, In presenting to
the Congress the fiscal year 1971 procure
ment program for the Department of De
fense, strongly urged congressional approval
of the President's request on the CVAN-70.

Subsequently, the Secretary of Defense,
while recognizing the necessity for com
pletion of the National Security Council re
view, has reallirmed his support of the
CVAN-70 In a letter to the chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee on April
3, 1970, when he said:

"The requirements and commitments of
the current strategy make it necessary, In
my judgment, for this Nation to proceed
with the construction of this final ship of a
three-ship construction program first laid
out In fiscal year 1967:'

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
RECOMMENDATIONS

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have unanimous
ly endorsed construction of the CVAN-70
despite the fact that there exists a differ
ence of opinion among the seI'vlce chiefs as
to the number of carriers we should have In
our carrier force In future years.
CONCLUSION AND RECOMl\1ENDATION OF THE

Sl-TJlCOMMITTEE
As B consequence of the extensive hear

ings conducted by the special Senate-House
subcommittee as directed by section 402 of
Public Law 91-121, a majority of the senate
Members and all of the House Members
strongly recommend that the Congress ap
prove the request of the President for the
funding of long leadtlme construction items
on the CVAN-70 for fiscal year 1971.

Findings on 'W;hlch the subcommittee's
recommendations a.re based include the fol
lowing:
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ON ROLES AND MISSIONS OF CHARTER

The attack aircraft carrier has In the past
and Will into the foreseeable future, continue
to perform a vital and indispensable role in
insuring the control of our sealanes essen
tial to our commerce. Our industrial opera
tions could not last more than a very short
time if our strategic materials were to be cut
off from overseas.

In addition, carrier air forces are able to
provide tactical air in support of land forces
operating far beyond existing American air
bases or where such bases have been ren
dered inoperative. In partiCUlar, with the
current emphasis on reducing American
commitments abroad in both Europe and the
Pacific, the highly mobile carrier provides a
unique means of providing American air
power in distant locations without estab
lishing bases and installations ashore.

MODERNITY OF CARRIER

The attack aircraft carrier, like every other
major weapon system of our national de
fense, is sUbject to obsolescence induced by
age and advancing technOlogy. Therefore,
like all other weapons systems, the attack
carrier system must be modernized on a
timely basis despite the significant costs in
volved.

The foHoWing table is an 1lJustrative ex
ample of the relative capabllities of old and
modern attack carriers, by class, reflecting
single strike capablJlties and air ordnance,
jet fuel, and steaming endurances Without
replenishment:

COMPARATIVE COSTS OF CARRIER AND

LAND BASED TACTICAL AIR

The subcommittee attempted to satisfy
the statutory requirement for the study of
past and projected costs of the attack air
craft carriers and their task forces. Several
different analyses were presented to the sub
cPUUflittee on this matter comparing sea
based tactical aviation witll land-based tac
tical aviation.

It is significant that the Department of
Defense advised the subcommittee that even
though tile comparative costs of the various
alternatives have been under stUdy for some
time by the Department of Defense, there
is no agreed-upon position within the De
partment on this matter.

To iHustrate the difficulties encountered
by the subcommittee in attempting to ad
dress this question, General Wheeler, Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, stated:

"Now this is an extremely complex prob
lem, and the reason it is complex Is that you
have to figure out what you are going to
charge off against the cost of land-based
tactical air versus what you charge off
against sea-based tactical air, and depending
upon what you charge olf, you come up with
these varying figures.

"I must say that I don't regard any of
these studies myself as being definitive, and
they certainly are not convincing to me as a
basis for making a judgment as to the need
for sea-based tactical air."

In view of these circumstances, it Is evi
dent to the subcommittee that there Is as
yet no acceptable formula for accurately
quantifying and measuring the precise cost
effectiveness of land-based versus sea-based
tactical ail'power.

ON THE NUMBER OF CARRIERS

The Defense budget for fiscal year 1971
supports a force of 15 attack carriers plUS

Hancock Midway Forrestal

Commissioning periods 1944--50
Single strike capability I. 0
Ordnance endurance.. I. 0
Jet fuel endurance.... I. 0
Steaming endurance. • I. 0

I Virtually unlimited.

1945-47
J.3
1.4
1.8
1.0

1957-68
1.6
2.5
2.6
1.0

Nimitz

1972
2.0
3.8
5.2
<I>

the one additional CVS (antisubmarine war
fare) carrier authorized for use as an attack
carrier during the Vietnam war. Unless there
is a substantial change in our international
commitments and the Vietnam war, the sub
committee supports the num!Jer of carriers
proVided for In the President's budget for
fiscal year 1971.

The subcommittee was unable to resolve
the question of the number of carriers that
should be prOVided to our Armed Forces in
the 1975-80 time frame, an issue which will
be influenced by the degree of mocJernity
of the carriers in being. This question also
involves future foreign policy decisions
which remains to be determined.

The SUbcommittee, In conSideration of the
full range of carrier capabilities including
modernity and the exceptional advantages
of nuclear power, Is of the opinion that the
long lead funds for the CVAN-70 should be
approved.

Senators: Jol)n C. Stennis, Co-chairman;
Henry M. Jackson; Strom Thurmond; John
G. Tower; and George Murphy.

Representatives: Charles E. Bennett, Co
chairman; Samuel S. Stratton; and Robert
T. Stafford.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF SENATOR

JOHN C. STENNIS

I fully support the concept of adding the
CVAN-70 to our attack carrier fleet and
personally think the leadtime Items should
be provided for in the fiscal year 1971 au
thorization bill. As stated before I will not
be in a position to make a firm recommen
dation for including this additional carrier
in the fiscal year 1971 authorization bill
until there Is a firm request therefor by the
executive brancli.

MINORITY VIEWS

One of the primary reasons for the estab
lishment of this Joint Senate-House Armed
Services Subcommittee on the CVAN-70 Air
craft Carrier (appointed pursuant to sec. 402
of Public Law 91-121) was the desire of the
Congress to have a joint committee conduct
a stUdy and review of the entire matter of
force levels and costs with respect to attack
carriers. It was presumed that in connection
with any new carrier the Congress would
have a firm position from the administration.
The budget message, however, states that
"the advance procurement funds for the
third carrier will not be obligated until com
pletion of studies in progress to assess future
requirements for attack carriers."

Without any clear direction from the exec
utive branch, and because of (1) the high
cost of this proposed additional nuclear air
craft carrier; (2) the possiblllty that a review
by the National Secul'ity Council of strategic
and tactical force levels will result in the
recommendation of a future carriei' force
level which _would not necessitate the con
struction of the CVAN-70 at this time for the
1975·-80 time frame; (3) increasing evidence
that we must give more recognition to such
growing domestic needs as education, hous
ing, control of various forms of pollution, and
so forth; and (4) the growing financial crisis
incident to further depreciation In the pur
chasing power of the dollar, I wish to with
hold my decision witll respect to recommend
ing the authorization of long Icadtime Items
for the CVAN-70 until we have the oppor
tunity to review the results of this report
from the National Security Council with re
spect to overall national strategy for the
1975-80 period, Including the proper attack
carrier force level.

Senator STUART SYIVIINGTON.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WALTER F. MONDALE,

DEMOCRAT OF MINNESOTA

A Senate-House Armed Services Subcom
mittee has recommended funding for a
fourth nuclear attaek carrier, the CVAN-70,

This recommendation was made despite the
fact that the Executive Branch has stated
that funds for this carrier will not be obli
gated until the National Security Council
completes its present review of strategic and
tactical force levels. Their study will not be
completed until September, 1970, at the
earliest.

I want to commend Chairml\n Stennis for
his position on this Important issue. While
the Chairman supports the concept of add
ing CVAN-70 to our carrier fieet, he has
stated that he will not make a firm recom
mendation for funding this additional car
rier in FY 1971 until there Is a firm request
to do so from the Executive.

I also commend Senator Symington, who
feels that the results of the National Secu
rity Council stUdy should be considered be
fore deciding the question of funding tIle
CVAN-70.

But tile Subcommittee itself wants to fund
this carrier now. It bases this recommenda
tion on a report released on April 23, 1970,
which was reqUired by last year's Military
Procurement Authorization Bill. It is my
belief that this report fails to fulfill the Con
gressional requirement for a complete and
comprehensive study of the Navy's attack
carrier program.

The law called for a study of the carrier's
cost-effectiveness. The SUbcommittee con
cluded that there Is "as yet no acceptable
formula" for determining the cost-effective
ness of land-based versus sea-based tactical
air power.

The law caJled for a review of the present
carrier force level. The Subcommittee con
cluded that it was "unable to resolve the
question of the number of carriers" needed
by the end of the decade.

Yet, the Suboommittee's Inability to re
solve these basic and 'crucia1 questions did
not prevent it from "strongly recommend
ing" the funding of CVAN-70 In FY 1971.
According to the report, "the attack carrier
system must be modernized on a timely
basis despite the significant costs involved."

This is a conclusion based more on in
stinct than analysis. It is completely un
justifiable to recommend funding for a
fourth nuclear carrier without first deter
mining the proper carrier force level.

For the decision to build this carrier can
only mean one thing-that we favor a fieet
or ?nore than 12 modern attack carriers.

An examination of the present carrier fieet
demonstrates this fact:

1. Exe!uding the oldest carriers, the attack
carrier fieet consists of one nuclear carrier
(the Enterprise); 8 Forrestal carriers; and 1
Midway which has just completed model'll
ization.

2. The two Nimitz-class nuclear carriers
which have already been funded will both
have joined the fleet by 1976.

3. Under the Navy's "rule of thumb" that
an attack carrier is obsolete after 30 years,
the oldest of these carriers-the Midway
will not be obsolete until 1980; the oldest
of the remaining carriers Is that first For
restal, and It will not become obsolete until
1985.

By 1976, then, the carrier fleet will con
sist of 12 fuJly modern attack carriers. To
maintain a fleet of this size, we will not need
to replace the oldest of these carriers-the
rvIidway-until 1980. Given the 5-year lead
time required to build an attack carrier, it
will therefore not be necessary to fund the
Midway's replacement until FY 1975.

If this subcommittee believes thu' the
CVAN-70 should be funded now Instead of
later, It must show why more than 12 mod
ern attack· carriers are reqUired. There is no
such showing in this report.

I will not be a party to this fund now,
justify later philosophy. If neither the Sub
committee or the Executive is able to de
termine whether we need more than 12 mod
ern attack carriers, Congress abdicates its
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constitutional duty by Issuing a signed check
for one more nuclear carrier.

I want to make It clear that I do not advo
cate the elimination of all attack carriers.
Nor have I ever advocated such a position.

But I do believe that the Congress must
have clear justification for funding a. 13th
modern carrier task force before approving
a potential expenditure of more than $2
billion. Without this justification, it is un
conscionable to lISk the already hard-pressed
American taxpayer to bear the burden of
such an expenditure.

HITCHINQ POST INN,
CHEYENNE, WYO.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the Hitch
ing Post Inn, in Cheyenne, Wyo., is one
of the excellent examples of first-rate,
full-service travel facilities in my State.
It is an old but ever-progressive insti
tution, under the management of Mr.
and Mrs. Harry Smith and their son
Paul.

Recently, the Tourist Court Journal
carried a significant article which tells
something about the philosophy of the
Smiths and how it has led to success in
a demanding business. I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
WHY "LADY LUCK" SEEMS To SMILE ON THE

HITCHING POST INN

(By Ray Sawyer)
At first appraisal, it would appear that

"Lady Luck" hllS smiled generously upon the
165-unit Hitching Post Inn, Cheyenne, Wyo.,
and its operators, Harry and Mrs. Smith, and
their son, PaUl. This full-service, resort-type
operation features luxurious rooms; lavish
restaurant, meeting lounge and entertain
ment facilities; indoor and outdoor swim
ming poOls; a health club; and other guest
conveniences.

And the Smiths bring to It an enormous
amount of talent and experience. Smith, who
might be labeled general manager, has been
at the helm guiding its course for some 33
years. His Wife, Mildred, who oversees the
motel facet of the operation, has been with
it since their marriage 29 years ago, and con
tributes, among other things, a remarkable
knack for Interior decorating. And Paul
Smith, who serves as manager of the restau
rant and lounge, grew up with the business
and holds a Hotel & Restaurant Admin. de
gree from Michigan state Univ.

Pretty lucky setup, wouldn't you say? But
when you zoom in for a close look at this
operation and its operators, it doesn't take
very long to discover the brand of luck it, and
they, have been blessed With. It is probably
best described by one successful old sage Who,
when told by an observer how lucky he was
to be amllSsing such an estate, replied, "I
find that the harder I work, the luckier I
get." And as a result of applying the same
formula, with careful attention to the de
mands of the traveling public, the Smiths
find themselves entering their fifth decade
at their original site with "excellent" ratings
in both the AAA Tour Book and the Mobil
Travel Guide.

Smith's father began the operation in 1930
with 24 units, aservice station and a grocery
store. At that time, motel rooms were quite
bare, displaying only a bed and mattress.
Guests brought along their own linens and
towels, and used outside shower and toilet
facili ties.

In 1937, the elder Smith passed away, and
young Harry was faced with the monumental
decision of Whether to continue in his chosen

profession of civil engineering-he was em
ployed with the Bureau of Reclamation-or
to enter the motel business. His first impulse
was to sell the property. But after a great
deal of soul-searching, he decided to "change
horses at midstream" and become a motel
operator. "You could see the industry begin
to pick up at that time," he says.

And enter it in earnest, he did. From the
outset, he was continually adding to and up
dating the property, leading it ahead of its
competition through every phase of automo
bile travel. "He's just a frustrated engineer
always building and adding something,"
laughs Mrs. Smith.

Looking back at the Thirties, Smith recalls
that hot-and-cold running water was what
made a motel modern for a time. "Then,
guests began to demand inside showers and
toilets," he says. "For a While, this was what
set you off from the competition. Next, it
was cooking facilities, and then tubs and
showers."

With World War II came OPA restrictions
and the scarcity of building materials, and
the operation came to a near standstill. How
ever, during this dormant period, the Smiths
formulated plans for food service, feeling the
coming need for an on-premises facility.
They felt that a first-class operation could
no longer afford to send its guests out looking
for food.

They began with a small dining facility,
which proved an instant success both with
motel guests and local residents. It was so
successful, in fact, that two weeks after it
was opened, all the equipment-stoves, dish
washers, everything-had to be replaced with
larger models.

Next came a larger dining room and a cock
tail lounge. Then, two more public rooms
were added. "We began to see the future of
renting public rooms for meetings and con
ventions," says Smith. "And we wanted to be
ready. Everything was carefully planned in
advance."

Today, as has been the case since their in
ceptions, both the motel and food service
segments of the operation are pacesetters.
And the Smiths attribute this success to sev
eral factors.

Perhaps the most important is their at
titude toward criticism. "We love it," says
Mrs. Smith. "Paying attention to it and do
Ing something about It Is what has kept the
business going, rather than falling behind
and deteriorating. And it has kept new places
from coming in and setting us back."

For example, adds Smith, "A lot of motel
people say AAA is too critical. Our feeling is
this. We know we are pretty good. But the
AA."'- Inspectors see all of the rooms In the
country, and they can tell us how we can im
prove and get better with their comments on
our shortcomings. People don't come here be
cause we are Harry and Mildred Smith. They
come because of what we offer them."

Comments from guests, both oral ones at
the desk and those written on the large,
attractive comment slips placed in the rooms,
are also welcomed and used to advantage.
"These often clue us In on things we
wouldn't learn from any other source," says
Mrs. Smith. "We compile a statistical report
from them each year, In an effort to find ad
ditional ways to make improvements."

Visiting other properties and looking at
them from a guest's viewpoint has also been
another important contributor to their suc
cess. "The things we like-that make it
easier or more comfortable for us as guests-
we try to Incorporate," she says. "Most of our
extras are not original. For example, we saw
the bedside TV switches and bathroom tele
phones--or the 'hot lines'-at a place In
San Francisco."

Still another key factor In their success
is their continuing efforts to give their guests
the best service they can provide. "I've
learned that anything that is good for the
guest is a pain in the neck for the operator,"

says Smith. "A lot of owners fight this. But
we believe-whether or not It Is actually
true-that the customer is always right. He
pays the bills. We don't have any money
without him.

"So we try to look at this thing from his
point of view rather than ours. And since
it's the conveniences that matter to him,
we try to think of ways that will make it
easier for him while he is here. Some of
these services are quite expensive-courtesy
buses taking guests to and from the airport,
or downtown, or wherever they want to go;
hiring several high school boys to show them
their rooms and carry their bags for them;
night maid service for studio rooms. But
you have to look at your place as part of a
total operation.

"A lot of people think you can retire into
this busIness," says Smith. "Well, It's a hell
of a thing to retire into. If you really want
to keep your business up-and everything
revolves around service-It requires a lot of
hard work."

Taking an active part in trade associations
has also been very important in the Smiths'
success. "Just go to the facilities of a man
who gets out to meetings and is active in
motel organizations, and you can see the im
provements he makes from year to year," he
says.

The Smiths, and their business, have also
profited greatly from the trade pUblications,
he adds. "Tourist Court Journal and the
others keep you alert. Many operators don't
subscribe to them. They live out there In a
world of their own. Before you know it,
they're outdated or out of business, unless
they have an unusual situation."

How has this constant striving to improve
and this never-ceasing sensitivity to guest
needs paid off for the Smiths and their busi
ness? For their part, it has resulted in an
83.3% annual occupancy-including a torrid
4-month average rate for the summer season
of 97.1 %-as well as a continually growing
revenue picture. And from the guest's stand
point, they have long since come to know
that they can always expect to find the very
latest in accommodations and facilities at the
Hitching Post Im\.

Decor is very important, Mrs. Smith points
out, and you have to keep changing with the
trends or you become dated. For one period
six to seven years-knotty pine WllS the vogue
in the area. Then, everything went to stark
modernism. As these changes occur, she adds,
you have to tear out the old and replace it
with the new.

Women, she says, read the house and gar
den magazines and are more color conscious
than ever before. Rather than the "home
away-from-home" concept, they remember a
motel and want to come back when it "has
given them a lift" with its color and decor;
when it has given them Ideas for their homes.
So, she pores over these magazines to keep in
constant touch with the trends, incorporat
ing their ideas where possible into her
interiors.

In her new guest room color schemes, for
example, she is adding the new olive greens
and burnt oranges, with gold carpets, which
are so popular now. "Also, darker colors are
coming back for the walls," she,adds. "We
may go into this a little. However, we can
use dark colors on spreads, drapes, carpets,
lamps, etc.. and get the same overall effect,
while retaining the advantages of lighter
walls."

Furniture stylings at the Hitching Post
are the currently very popular Mediterran
ean and the ever-POPular French Provencial.
Carpets, bedspreads, pictures and drapery
colors are varied from room to room to give
each indiViduality.

"Decor can be changed somewhat merely
by varying the style of hardware on the
furnishings," she says. "And finish-wise, you
are safe if you use a pretty graln of walnut.
This gives you a rich feeling of elegance,
and you can't go too far wrong."


