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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE April 10, 1970
CHAMBElt OJ' COM:MEllCE

01' THE UNn'ED STATES,
Washington, D.C.. April 8, 1970.

:Mr. Roy L. ASH,
Chairman, President's Advisory Council 011

Executive organization, Executive office
Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ASH: At its February 26 meeting,
the Board of Directors of the National Cham
ber adopted a policy position urging the im
plementation of a major recommendation
made by the President's commission on Ma
rine Science, Engineering and Resources.

The National Chamber urges creation of a
new civilian agency (National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Agency-NOAA) to administer
the nation's civil marine and atmospheric
programs. <To complement this agency, the
National Chamber recommends the creation
of a National Advisory Committee for the
Oceans (NACO) to advise the head of NOAA
concerning his functions and coordinating
responsibUlties, and to report to the Presi
dent and the Congress on the progress of
government and private industry in achiev
ing the objectiVes of a national ocean pro
gram.

Within the next few days the National
Chamber will advise Senator Hollings of the
Subcommittee on Oceanography of the sen
ate Commerce Committee that we support S.
2841 to create the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Agency. The creation of this
agency is a necessary first step toward im
proving our national marine capabll1ty.

Sincerely,
JOHN J. COFFEY, Jr.,

Senior Associate for Natural Resources
and Environmental Quality.

THE HILL-BURTON ACT
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am most

pleased that the Senate this week passed
H.I':. 11102, to revise and extend the Hill
Burton Act.

The members and staff of the Health
Subcommittee and the full Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare are to be
commended for the great effort that ob
viously went into the preparation of this
bill. I was particularly pleased with the
provisions that permitted the use of Hill
Burton money for the construction and
modernization of freestanding out
patient facilities. I have long felt that
the neighborhood health centers that
can be built with these funds will be
fundamental in insuring the delivery of
adequate health services to all our cit
izens.

I wish to thank the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. SAXBE) for offering two amend
ments for me in my absence and the Sen
ator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) and
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMI
NICK) for graciously accepting them on
behalf of the committee.

THE ATTACK CARRIER FORCE
LEVEL

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
Joint Subcommittee of House and Senate
Committees on Armed Services is now
holding hearings on the study of the at
tack carrier force level. This stUdy, which
was required under the 1970 military pro
curement authorization legislation, is
focusing on the need for a fourth nu
clear carrier, the CVAN-70.

On April 8, 1970, Congressman WIL
LIAM S. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania and
I testified before this joint subcommit
tee. Congressman MOORHEAD, one of the

outstanding leaders of the congressional
effort to reduce unnecessary military
spending and to eliminate Pentagon
waste, questioned the Navy's carrier pal
icy during last year's debate on the mil
itary authorization bill.

In his testimony of April 8, Congress
man MOORHEAD pointed out that--

Since none of the Communist nations have
any attack carriers, nor apparently have any
intention of building any attack carriers,
the question is whether our present supe
riority of 15 to 0 in aircraft carriers should
be maintained or increased, or whether that
absolute superiority of 15 to 0 might be re
duced to say 12 to O.

He then argued, as I had done in my
testimony, that if only 12 attack car
riers are sufficient for defense between
now and 1980, then the Congress can
afford to postpone any decision to build
the CVAN-70-the third of three
planned nuclear carriers-until fiscal
year 1975.

Congressman MOORHEAD'S statement
also summarized the results of a most
significant paper comparing land and
sea-based air power prepared by Herbert
Rosensweig-formerly of the Defense
Department's Office of Systems Analysis.
The Rosensweig study concludes that the
optimum number of attack carriers for
a balanced force should be 12 or less
a conclusion with which both Congress
man MOORHEAD and myself agree.

I hope that every Member of Congress
will find time to read this excellent
statement. I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed at this point in the RECORD.

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

TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN Wn.LIAM S.
MOORHEAD

Mr. Chairman, as a former officer in an
attack carrier task force in the Pacific dur
ing World War II, I appreciate this opportu
nity to appear before this Special Joint Com
mittee to raise some questions about the
future role of attack carriers.

The issue·to be d.etermined by this Com
mittee. it would seem to me, is not whether
we need any carriers now for I know of few
people who would challenge that need for
some carriers. Instead, it would appear that
what needS to be brought out, discussed and,
hopefUlly, answered is:

1. How many attack carriers dO we need
now, in five years or in ten years to supply
the defensive needs of the country?

2. Can p·art of the tae-tlcal air support mis
sion of the attack. carriers be prOVided more
economically by land based aircraft?

3. And finally, is the mission of the carrier
in the long term being eroded by increasing
technology causing increased vUlnerabllity
to the point where the Navy ought to give
serious consideration to placing its primary
emphasis on up-grading its capability in
areas other than attack carriers?

As you are aware, an answer to the first
question is imperative if we in Congress are
to fulfill our consti tutional role of providing
for the common defense. Since none of the
Communist nations have any attack aircraft
carriers, nor apparently have any intention
of building any attack carriers the question
is whether the present superiority of 15 to 0
in aircraft carriers should be maintained or
increased, or whether that absolute superior
ity of 15 to 0 might be reduced to say 12 to O.

Although we should not necessarily size
our carrier forces to correspond to Soviet
forces, it may be useful to look at what
the Soviet Union is doing-especially since

so many of our military plans in other
categoriea of defense are based on parity with
the Russians. The Soviets are building mis
sile cruisers, missile destroyers, high-speed
missile boats, nuclear subs and attack subs-
but no attack carrier. However, the Nayy
has estimated that 40 per cent of its budget
goes to maintaining the carrier fleet. In
terms of national priorities it is instructive
to point out that we spend more than twice
as much (over $400 mlllion) on operating
costs of the 15th carrier task force for one
year than we spent for water pollution con
troi programs last year.
THE STATE OF OUR PRESENT CARRIER FORCE

The answer to the question of whether we
should build additional aircraft carriers at
this time depends on:

1. The number of CVAs we want to oper
atei:1 the late 1970's; and

2. The number of CVAs we currently have
which will be both seaworthy and capable
of operating the modern tacticai aircraft
in the late 1970's.

At present we have nine modern aircraft
carriers; eight Forrestal class ships which
have been commissioned since 1955 and the
nuclear-powered Enterprise which was com
missioned in 1961. In addition, two new nu
clear-powered carriers have been funded by
the Congress. The Nimitz, which was funded
in FY 67, wlll enter the fieet in 1972 and the
Eisenhower, which was ~unded in FY 68-,70,
will enter the fleet in 1974.

In addition to these 11 ships, there are 3
Midway class carriers. These ships, which
were commissioned in 1945-1947, have re
ceived extensive modernization since that
time. The Midway, which is currently under
going a $200 million modernization program,
will be recommissioned this year. After
modernization it will be able to operate all
of the modern aircraft envisioned for the
Navy for at least the next decade. Thus it
should be serviceable for at least 10 more
year. The Coral Sea received an extensive
modernization from 1956-1960 and the
Roosevelt was modernized from 1953-1956.
These ships can operate all of the current
aircraft except the RA-5C. They will be able
to operate all of the Navy aircraft currently
under development; inclUding the F-14
fighter.

Finally, there are 5 modified Essex class
carriers. These are smaller ships which, with
the exception of the Oriskany, were com
missioned during World War II. They cannot
operate the modern F-4 fighters or the RA-5
reconnaissance aircraft.

It is difficult to determine the age at which
we should replace CVAs. The answer depends
on the cost to keep the ships seaworthy and
the extent to which they can operate the
modern aircraft. While the Navy has indi
cated that the carriers have a nominal life
of 30 years, there are many ships now in
service which are substantially older than
this. Without going into this issue any fur
ther, however, we can draw the following
conclusions regarding the need for additional
CVA construction:

1. There are 11 ships that will be service
able well into the 1980's and at least one
other (the Midway) that wlll be satisfactory
until at least 1980. Since it takes about 5
years to build a CVA, we do not have to
fund additional carriers until at least 1975
unless we want to operate more than 12
CVAs in the late 1970's.

2. If we want to opemte more than 12
CVAs in the late 1970's, we must decide now
on a replacement schedule for the Midway
and Essex class carriers.

Carriers take five years to construct. Hence,
we must know how many total attack car
riers will be required in five years if we are
to take proper action now. I have repeatedly
questioned the Navy with regard to the total
number of carriers they plan at any given
time. Their answers have not been entirely
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satisfactory In shedding a proper Insight on
the matter. For example, in response to ques
tions I put to Rear Admiral Sonensheln after
Joint Economic Committee hearings In De
cember, Rear Admiral Johnston on March 9th
indicated that only three Nimitz class nu
clear attack carriers are currently planned
within the aPl'roved Five Year Defense
Plan. These would be the CVAN's 68 and 69
and the proposed CVAN 70. Since the Five
Year Defense Plan extends for approximately
the same lead time as carrier construction
and since this appears to be the only officially
sanctioned planning docun'.cnt. we in Con
gress have no way of determining what the
Navy'S plans are without knowing the overall
size of the attack carrier fleet they plan to
maintain.

For example, if the Navy in the years be
tween 1975 and 1980 plans to maintain a fleet
of 18 carriers and, further, adheres to the
30 year life gUideline, then between now and
1975 we must approve the construction of
six additional carriers. If the fleet force
should be 15 as Is Widely mentioned, then
we wlll have to approve the construction of
thl'ee additional carriers. If, however, only
twelve attack carriers are sufficient for de
fense between now and 1980, then the Con
gress can afford to postpone any decision to
build additional carriers until 1975.

With this basic equation involving total
size of the fleet and age as background, I
would like to explore certain factors which
ought to be considered in determining the
size of the carrier fleet.

The role 01 attack carriers
The role of the carrier can be roughly sep

arated Into three parts which I present In
order of ease of justification: 1) providing
"presence" in time of crisis but when no
overt hostile action has occurred; 2) pro
viding tactical air supportin major but lim
ited engagements such as Vietnam and Ko
rea; and 3) some potential role In the event
of an all-out conflict With the Soviet Union.
Additionally, the Navy has Indicated that at
tack carriers are necessary to ensure con
tinuing freedom of the seas In the face of a
growing Soviet naval threat. Each of these
roles or missions Is somewhat different and
ought to be explored separately.

To provide a presence
The flrst mission, that Is, providing pres

ence in time of crisis but when no hostile ac
tion takes place, is perhaps the most difficult
to assess. In this situation the carrier is pre
sumed to act as a deterrent. Yet as In any
case where hostile action is prevented by
presence, no one-probably even the poten
tial enemy-can say what factor tips the. bal
ance in favor of deterring aggression. Carri
ers undoubtedly assist. But so do our strate
gic bombers and our potential for rapidly
deploying land forces and land based air
craft. Last year during the Congressional de
bate it was cited that since 1945 our carrier
fOrces ha.1 been engaged in more than 50
of these ineidents throughout the world. As
suming an average level of 15 carrier task
forces during this period, this averages out
to a cost of about $2 billion per incident. 1
think that even the Navy woud agree that
$2 b11110n per incident Is a pretty steep price
tag. The fact of the matter is that "pro
viding presence" is an imponderable. It Is
doubtful if so many of our carriers could be
justified if all they did was to prOVide pres
ence. Furthermore, "presence" could have
been provided with a reduced total carrier
force.

COST OF LAND BASED VERSUS SEA BASED
TAcrIcAL AIR

The main mission of the carrier fleet in
the past 25 years has been to provide tactical
air support first during the Korean conflict
and of late in the Southeast Asian war. The
carrier has augmented our land-based air
craft. The questions raised in this regard deal

with the relative cost of land based tactical
air support vis-a-vis carrier based tactical air
support.

Much of what follows is gleaned from a
well documented paper entitled "Aircraft
Carriers-8hould We BuUd More?" prepared
by Mr. Herbert Rosenzweig formerly of the
OSD office of Systems Analysis and from
notes taken in a seminar conducted by 1\-Ir.
Rosenzweig at the Brookings Institution and
attended by a member of my staff.

From these and other sources I would
conclude:

1. A land based air wing costs $165 mlllion
less per year to operate than a carrier based
wing provided no alr-llft support is reqUired.
In such a case the land based wings can be
deployed almost as qUickly as carrier based
wings.

2. If airlift is provided to support the land
based Wing and bare base kits arc pre-posi
tioned in Europe, Southeast Asia and Korea,
the land based wing is st!ll $120 million per
year less than the carrier equivalent. In such
a case the land b<.sed wing could be de
ployed as fast as the fastest possible carrier
deployment.

3. In short term conflicts, carrier based and
land based aircraft experience approximately
equal sortie rates. As the term of the opera
tion lengthens, the overall sortie rate and
hence the effectiveness'of land based air
craft is from 30 % to 100 % greater than car
rier based aircraft.

4. Carrier based aircraft would be more
vulnerable to enemy action in a Central Euro
pean war than land based aircraft. In South
east Asia, Korea and other areas of the
world, the vulnerabUlty Is significantly lower
than in the ·Mediterranean and North Sea
and, therefore, in these areas vulnerability
shOUld not be as serious a factor in the choice
between land based and sea based aircraft.

5. There are more than enough land bases
in Europe to meet our needs. In the North
Asian theater, we can operate 1,200 flghter/
attack aircraft from bases in Korea, Japan
and Okinawa. Differing assessments of the
needs of another Korean-type conflict range
from 500-1200 aircraft for tactical support. In
southeast Asia, we have more than enough
land bases to meet all of our tactical air
needs. In other areas of the world such as
Africa or South America our needs are llkely
to be quite small-probably no more than
a few wings of tactical aircraft. The Middle
East and the sout.nern flank of Europe pre
sents a difficult problem. In an Arab-Israell
involvement, while land bases are not prev
alent, the use of large numbers of carriers
In the Mediterranean would be qUite risky
especially if the situation were such that
the Soviet Union might become involved.

6. In the past, General Purpose Forces
were planned to support 2Y:, wars. The pres
ent Administration appears to be heading
tuwards a lY:, war pollcy. It was difficult to
justify 15 eVA's under the previous policy.
Under the present pollcy it seems clear that
there ought to be a reduction.

Mr. Chairman, the results of the Rosen
zweig stUdy conclude that the optimum num
ber of CVA's for a balanced force should be
twelve or less. The report further recom
mends that the Congress reconsider the ac
tion taken last year approving the construc
tion of CVAN 69.

The need for analysis
As a complete layman in the field of Sys

tems Analysis, I found the arguments pre
sented in Mr. Rosenzweig's paper very per
suasive. In all of the debates over this issue,
I have never seen any real analysis of the
issues Involved. This paper Is the rare excep
tion and 1 highly recommend that the Com
mittee obtain a copy for stUdy in order to get
a balanced view of the Issue that Will mean
billions of dollars in expenditures over the
next few years.

I understand that the Committee has re
quested the paper from the Brookings Instl.-

tutlon and has been turned down because
Brookings hopes to publish the paper shortly.

However, the Pentagon has a copy of both
Mr. Rosenzweig's Brookings pa.per as well as
the classified OSD Systems Analysis version
of the paper. The Committee should c1.emand
that the paper be made available on both a
classified and non-classified basis. The issue
of the relative cost-effectiveness of land based
versus sea based tactical air is sk1llfully an
alyzed and is crucial to any determination of
the future role of attack carriers.

Questions on the joint study
On this same SUbject I have tile folloWing

questions about this Joint Committee study:
Has the Committee been provided access

to last year's highly touted study by the Na
tional Security Council on the future role of
attack carriers? Has the Committee been
briefed on this study and w1l1 It be made
avaUable to Congress?

Due to the enormous sums involved in the
decision of whether to bUy any more attack
carriers-has the Committee commissioned
any studies on the Issues in the seven months
it has been In existence?

Who is studying the foreign policy impllca
tlons of the carrier issues?-Is there any llai
son with the Foreign Affairs and Foreign Re
lations Committees?

What is the impact of the President'S
Guam statement and the new Nixon low pro
file In foreign policy on the future of attack
carriers?

Have any of the analytical people who are
carrier critics been invited to testify before
the Committee, such as Herbert Rosenzweig,
formerly of OSD Systems AnalySiS; Wil11am
Kaufman of Brookings, M.I.T., and former
Special Assistant to Secretary McNamara;
Alain Enthoven, former Assistant Secretary
of Defense; Arthur Herrington, currently in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense; Arnold
Kuzmack, formerly of Systems Analysis; and
Ivan Selln, former Assistant Secretary of De
fense for Systems Analysis. And I am sure
there are other qualifled people outside of
the Pentagon who could address these issues
and substantially increase the level of
debate.

Now I would llke to make some observa
tions on what I view as a critical Issue-the
vulnerability of the attack carriers.

CARRIER VULNERABILITY

The question of carrier vUlnerabUlty has
been debated for some time. There are a
number of scenarios that must be consid
ered--some of them reasonable and some
that are really far less than reasonable. The
first is an all-out war with the Soviet Union.
In SUCh. a situation, the war would most
llkely be fought with both tactical and stra
tegic nuclear weapons. In this case, 1 am
qUite sure that even the Navy would admit
that carriers would be extremely vulnerable.
Only through a qUirk of fate would any
survive.

The remaining potential enemies do not
constitute a Significant threat to our car
riers. The Chinese do have about 30 con
ventional submarines of medium ;ndurance.
However, their tactical missilery could not
be considered a major threat, although in
any engagement we probably would not get
off scott free. The North Vietnamese present
no real threat to the carriers. The Egyptians
do present a modicum of trouble for carriers
In a first strike since they do possess the
Soviet-built Styx missiles. However, it is un
likely that any sustained attack could be
mounted since the Egyptian patrol boats
would be qUickly destroyed. The remainder
of the nations of the world present no sig
nlflcantthreat to our carriers.

Conventional war at sea -with the SOViets?
These then are the reasonable scenarios.

Let us consider an unreasonable one, but
one which many people continue to dwell
upon with analytical fascination: a conven-
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I. M. Korotkin, "Bailie Damage to Surface Ships During World War II." Translation 310, David Taylor Model Basin, Feb. 1964.
2 Essex Class or laler.
3 Vol. 14, pp. 389-392.

Saratoga {CW-3) Feb. 21,1945 4 Serious damage, went out of commission.
Ticonderoga {CV-14)' Jan. 21,1945 2 Relurned 10 base.
Bunker Hill (CV-17) , May 11,1945 2 Relurned 10 base, wenl out of commission.
Intrepid (CV-ll) , Nov. 25,1944 2 Returned to base.
Enlerprise (CV-6) May 13,1945 +1 Relurned to base, went out of commission.
Olhers listed as badly damaged by Morison':

fn~f!;~j~}!;~I;~~~~~~~ ~~ ~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~g :!~ ilil ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~~~ ~

CARRIERS BADLY DAMAGED BY KAMIKAZE ATTACKS

tiona! war with the Soviet Union. Carriers
do not fare too weIl when considering their
vuInerablllty in this situation.

The vulnerablllty of aircraft carriers in a
conventional United States/Soviet War is an
issue that has not been sufficienty studied;
or if it has, the results have not been made
availabie to the Congressional membership.
The Navy has not stated in a clear-cut man
ner what the survivability of aircraft carriers
would be against a potent enemy such as
the Soviet Union under conventional war
time conditions. Rear Admiral Johnston has
stated that carriers are not completely vul
nerabie and they are not compietely invul
nerable. This is less than marginai heip.
Last year during Congressional debate, Ad
miral Moorer made the statement, purport
ing to Ciemonstrate the invulnerabillty of
carriers, that during World War II not 8
single carrier had been sunk by Kamikaze
attack. This statement is technically cor-

Dale
comrnis...

sionedNameClassNumber

g~A-14 Essex Ticonderoga 1__________ 1944
CV~-19 - - ------- _.do Hancock ._________ 1944
CVA-3~-----------dO----- Bon Homme Rlchard____ 1944-3 do Onskany______________ 1950
CVA-4L Midway Midway'____________ 01945
CVA-42 do Roosevelt.. -= 1J945
CVA-43 do Coral Sea __ : __ : __=_==. '1947
CVA-59 ForrestaL __ ForrestaL____________ 1955
CVA-60 do Saratoga______ _ 1956
CVA-6L. do Ranger : =_ 1957
CVA-62_ • __ • do Independence_ 1959
CVA-63 do Kitty Hawk____________ 1961
CVA-64 do Constellalion_.________ 1961
CVAN-65 Enlerprise __ Enterprise_____________ 1961
CVA-66 ForrestaL __ Amerlca_______________ 1965
CVA-67 do Kennedy._____________ 1968
CVAN..jj8. Nimitz. Nimitz .__ (0)
CVAN-69 do Eisenhower (O)

1 To become a CVN (ASW carrier) when Midway rejoins the
fleet in 1970.

'To rejoin the fleet in 1970.
3 Undergoing modernization.
• Modernized 1953-56.
, Modernized 1956-60.
oUnder construclion.
Nole: Tolal, 18. In addilion. there are presently 8 ASW

carriers.

PEACE CORPS ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 1970

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3430) to amend further
the Peace Corps Act (75 Stat. 612), as
amended.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I SUggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. President, it
was my intention earlier to offer an
amendment to the pending bill, S. 3430,
which would restore $4 million of the
10 percent cut made by the committee.
The committee cut the amount from
$98 million to $90 million. However, in
thinking it over, I have come to the con
clusion that we could probably do better
by waiting for the conference, because
the House figure, although they have
not acted as yet, is still at 98 plus mil
lion dollars.

I think the House would prevail. Also, I
do not think it would be fair to act on
an amendment today because so many

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES). Is there further morning busi
ness? If not, morning business is con
cluded.

are very real indications that carriers are
becOmlng increasingly vulnerable to sophis
ticated weaponry such that in the event of
a major conflict with the Soviets, they would
not survive.

For these reasons I belIeve that a balanced
force should not exceed 12 carriers and that
under these circumstances the Congress need
not make a decision on the procurement of
additional attack carriers until 1975.

AnACK AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

Number of
hits Notes

cause of its altitude. A low altitude mlsslle Is
quite difficult to defend against with our own
surface to air missiles.

Torpedoes also constitute a threat to C'llr
riers. There are two types of torpedoes :
straight running and homing. The damage
potential of straight running torpedoes is
lOW. A carrier could probably sustain 20 hits
with low effect. However, according to ex
perts the damage potential of homing tor
pedoes is relatively high despIte the fact that
counter-measures exist. Homing torpedoes
are generally designed to home on the shIp's
screws. A carrier most frequently has 4
screws. If two are hit and rendered inoperable
the carrier wOuld most likely be incapable of
fuifilllng its mission of launching aircraft.
While the carriermlght not be sunk it would
have to withdraw for some period of time.

The torpedoes mentioned thus far are con
ventional in their mission. Experts now be
lieve that there is a possibillty that the
Soviets could develop a new type of torpedo
capable of actually sinking a carrier. Such a
torpedo would be designed to explode under
the hull, in effect breaking the back of the
carrier..

These conventional weapons exist and they
can incapacitate or destroy carriers. ThIs
country does possess carrier defenses in the
form of misslles and aircraft. However, no
one, not even the most optimIstIc, could ex
pect these defensive systems to operate in
excess of 90% reliabHlty. Therefore, we must
assume that even under conventional war
time conditions with the SOViet Union, in
the face of determined opposition attack
carriers are quite vulnerable.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, there are any number of
questions that this committee should answer.
Detailed analyses exist that show that car
riers are not cost-elIective when compared to
land based aircraft. The committee should
study this report. It should request the Navy
to provide s1mllar stUdies justifyIng its posi
tion. Unless the Navy can provide additional
insight and information, additional carriers
seem not to be warranted at this time. Be
yond the question of cost·effectiveness there

recto However, it is misleading for two rea
sons. First, the comparison is not good be
cause the Kamikaze is a vintage 1945 weapon.
The weaponry of this country cannot be
predicated upon defending against an en
emy armed with obsolete weapons. For ex
ample, If the Army were to propose an anti
aircraft weapon capable of destroying
Sopwith Camels, I hardly think the Congress
would swallow such a rationale. Modern
defenses must be capable of countering an
enemy equipped with equally modern weap
ons. Another reason the Kamikaze statement
is misleading is that while no carriers were
sunk by these human guided missiles, a
number were seriously damaged and put out
of action for extended periods or perma
nently. I have been Informed that 13 car
riers were seriously damaged by Kamikaze
attacks, but the follOWing list is the most
comprehensive we could put together on
short notice:

DateShip'

So instead of dwelling on an enemy armed
with historical relics, let up dwell for a
moment on modern weapons that carriers
might face if we were at war with the SOViets.

Soviet attacks on our carriers might be ex
pected from one or a combination of three
sources: manned aircraft armed with air to
surface missiles or bombs; surface-to-surface
missiles launched by surface ships; and sub
marines launching eIther torpedoes or under
water launched guided missiles.

Aircraft ana ASM threat
Considering the first source, that is, armed

manned aircraft, we know that the Soviet
Union has a considerable force of Badger,
BUnder, and Bear aircraft. These are capable
of carrying up to 10 missiles per plane. From
6 to 10 of these aircraft can be launched si
mUltaneously which means that they can di
rect bursts of from 10 to 20 misslles at the
carrier. Since we cannot expect over 90% re
llabillty of our defense systems, the carrier
probably would not survive. Admittedly the
utillty of these plans is limited by their range.
However, areas of vulnerabillty include the
Mediterranean, the North Sea and the area
around Japan, Korea, and off the East Coast
of the Soviet Union.

Missile ana torpedo threat
The other sources of potential threat to

our carriers stem from missiles and torpedoes
fired from submarines or surface ships. Sur
face-to-surface missiles launched either from
surface ships or submarines present a real
threat to our carriers. The enemy objective
is to try to hit aviation fuel supplles causing
extensive damage. Experts estimate that two
to four misslle hits are sufficient to knock
out a carrier for an extended period of time.
This particular threat may be increasing con
siderably. According to an article In the Chi
cago Dally News on April 2, the Soviet Union
is developing a new misslle that has a range
far in excess of the Styx. It can be fired from
a SUbmerged submarine and speeds to its
target in the air just above the waves. The
potential danger of such a missile is increased
not just by its extended range or the fact
that It can be stealthily fired, but also be-


