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Product Price Elasticities." Jlfetroeconomica,
XVII. p. 103.

.. It has been shown elsewhere that P T
must be three times PG for this over 100
percent of sales welfare loss to occur on a
drug. See Appendix to "The Welfare Effects
of an Antlsubstitutlon Law in Pharmacy on
the State of Oklahoma" (unpublished Ph. D.
dissertation. Oklahoma State University,
1972).

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further mornjng business? U not. morn
ing business is closed.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Minerals, Materials. and
Fuels may be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

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

MILITARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1973

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Chair lays before the
Senate the unfinished business, H.R.
15495, which the clerk will please read
by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
bill by title. as follows:

A blll (H.R. 15495) to authorize appro
priations during the fiscal year 1973 for pro
curement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels.
tracked corobat vehicles. torpedoes. and other
weapons, and research. development. test.
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and
to authorize construction at certain Instal
lations In connection with the Safeguard
antiballistic missile system. and to prescribe
the authorized personnel strength for each
active duty component and of the Selected
Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
No. 1336. The time on that amendment
is limited to 5 hours, to be equally divided
between and controlled by the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) and the man
ager of the bill (Mr. STENNIS) .

Without objection. the amendment will
be printed in the RECORD at this point:

On page 12, line 6, strike out $3,165,200,
000" and Insert In lieu thereof "$2,866,200,
000".

On page 12. between lines 15 and 16, In
sert a new section as follows:

"SEC. 102. None of the funds authorized by
this or any other Act may be used for the
purpose of procuring any items In connection
with the construction of the CVN-70 nuclear
attack aircraft carrier."

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, and ask that it
be charged equally to both sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to call tt.e roll.
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President. I ask unan

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

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

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, the Senate
Armed Services Committee in reporting
tills legislation strongly supported the
authorization request of $299 million to
fund long leadtime components for the
CVN-70. the fourth nuclear carrier in
our Navy fleet. The ship will ultimatelY
carry a price tag of nearly $1 billion. This
cost figure is before the important addi
tion of expensive F-14 airplanes and
manpower. I believe that this important
issue should be brought before the full
Senate for consideration.

The issue. as so ably put forth by the
distingUished chairman of our commit
tee (Mr. STENNIS) is whether we will be
assured modernity for the U.S. carrier
fleet by 1980. I do not question that the
CVN-70 will be the most modern carrier
in the world, nor that she will be well
sailed and effective in the best tradition
of the U.S. Navy.

However, I do disagree with the chair
man and many officials of the Depart
ment of Defense and many Navy officers
on the question of whether the carrier
will be the backbone of a powerful Navy
in the 1970's and 1980's. I am deeply con
vinced that there are more important
priorities for maintaining the U.S. posi
tion on the high seas.

Carriers are useful as mobile airfields
for conflicts such as we l/-re now engaged
in in Vietnam. They show our colors
around the world, heralding our presence.
But, carriers are extremely costly and,
more important, very vulnerable. In
times of all-out war our carriers would be
prime targets for several weapons in our
adversary's arsenal.

In short, to spend so much money on
the CVN-70 to accomplish the sea con
trol duties set forth by the chairman
seems a great waste. I am talking about
cost-effectiveness.

It certainly is not in keeping with what
I feel our foreigi:l commitments will be
by the time the CVN-70 is commissioned.

The President's Guam doctrine does
not call for the addition of more expen
sive fleet of carriers with sopillsticated
airplanes and nearly 5,000 men. Instead,
the President proposes to assist our al
lies with material aid rather than inter
vention. This requires the United States
to be able to control sealanes and there
by be able to utilize them to give that
vital support to our allies. In that sea
control role, the aircraft carrier is far
less effective than the attack submarines
and missile-launching surface ships de
veloped by our adversaries for just this
sea control pm·pose. They have worked
hard to achieve nuclear parity with the
United States. ~hey have worked equally
hard since 1962 to develop a sea control
capability to hinder our ability to project
aircraft carrier force. We must face up
to this challenge in the sea control role
by using our naval resom'ces wisely on
ships and submarines designed for the
sea control role rather than buying an
other aircraft carrier which is only mar
ginally good for this purpose.

Because of the factors I have just de
scribed to you I oppose the carrier when
it was considered before the Armed
Services Committee. My opposition con~

tinues unabated. On Monday of this

week I introduced an amendment to
strike the necessary funds from the mili
tary procurement bill to provide the long
leadtime moneys for the CVN-70.

When we are striving to achieve a
realistic defense bUdget, it appears to me
to be pure folly to ask the U.S. taxpay
ers to bear the cost of the carrier when
there are valid reasons for scrapping the
program altogether, or at least to delay
the initial funding.

First. it is obvious to even the most un
sophisticated students of naval logistics
that carriers are extremely vulnerable
and indefensible targets in this era of
sophisticated submarines and missile
launching surface ships.

Second, many of the roles assigned to
the carrier in the overall defense policy
can be equally served or better served by
other weapons systems such as attack
submarines, missile-launching destroy
ers, and the proposed sea control ship.

Further. if I understand correctly the
function of this carrier within the over
all parameters of our naval defense pol
icy objective, our present carrier capa
bilities will provide for the force level
deemed adequate by Secretary Laird.

In addition to the initial costs, we must
be prepared to realistically appraise what
the operational costs of the CVN-70 car
rier will be. We are talking about an
initial cost of $299 million for long-lead
time items of this carrier. Present esti
mates of total construction costs are in
the $1 billion level. Who knows what that
figure will actually be when proposed
construction starts?

I say this with due regard for the
tremendous cost overruns that we have
experienced in almost every branch of
military construction.

Operating costs over the life of this
carrier, fUlly outfitted, range as high as
an astronomical $8 billion when the op
erating costs of a total carrier air wing
are cranked into the equation. .

Finally, I stand opposed to this item in
the fiscal year 1973 military procurement
authorization bill for two more very basic
fundamental reasons. One, we will not
prejudice our defense posture by not pro
ceeding on this item at this time.

I think it is obvious that this same
item was passed over last year because
it was deemed that it would not preju
dice our defense posture if it was passed
over that year; and I suggest it would
not be prejudicial if it were passed over
this year. To merely delay this for 1 year
will not cause irreparable harm. The
second basic obvious reason is that. un
like other issues which we will consider
later, aircraft carriers are not part of
our nuclear deterrent.

For all of the above ·reasons I submit
that this body would be well advised to
seriously consider the deletion of this
item from the military procurement bill
now before us.

Mr. President, I yield the floor to the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I beg the Senator's
pardon; I was conferring with my staff
member.

Mr. SAXBE. I have completed my
statement.

Mr. STENNIS. I see. Mr. President,
how much time is allotted to each side,
please?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two and

one-half hours to either side.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

myself now such time as I may use.
I want to warn my colleagues, and I

hope I shall have a further chance when
there are more of them here, that in my
opinion this is a highly important mat
ter. It is not just another carrier to please
someone. There has been a definite mile
stone passed in the way of a decision by
the Department of Defense as to how
many carriers we should have beginning
in the 1980's and for that decade, unless
something extraordinary happens to
change the plan. That decision involves
a sizable reduction in the total number
of carriers that we have now from 15
down to 12. That is a 20-percent reduc
tion, with attendant savings in the cost
of operation. It involves a new pattern
of planning as to the role and operation
of the carriers.

Since I have been honored by the Sen
ate to be chairman of this committee,
I have been greatly concerned about this
question of the carriers, how many we
need, and how many new ones, if any,
will be needed. There was a carrier in the
bill in calendar year 1969, and it went
out on the idea of a future study. I was a
member of that stUdy group. Then in
1970 and 1971, there was not a firm, def
inite, unequivocal item in the budget for
a carrier. I objected, and said I did not
favor proceeding unless the President
firmly and finally made the request and
said "I need it," or the equivalent.

During that period, there has been no
decision about how many carriers we
would settle on for the future, but some
thing new has happened, and that was
that the decision has now been made, and
has been outlined publicly by Mr. Laird:
Twelve carriers only for the 1980's and
beyond, barring some extraordinary
event.

That cleared the atmosphere in a great
many ways. I am glad that he could see
fit to make this reduction, but it under
scores, in my opinion, in every possible
way, that if we are only to have 12, then
we must be certain that those 12 incor
PQrate all or virtually all the modernity
that there is available-certainly that the
newest ones must carryall the advan
tages of technology and expertise capa
bilities, not only as to their own power
but in all the things that make the car
rier the remarkable instrumentality in
the military world that it is.

So I based my argument, and I think
the committee based its opinion, in rec
ommending a carrier strictly on that
basic concept of a modern carrier fleet
for the 1980's.

If that concept is bought, I respectfully
say that most of the argument is over;
because without starting another one
now that is comparable to the two we al
ready are building-and they will be
coming off in their time-\\'e would have
a fleet that was not up to par or up to the
capabilities we could have. I make very
urgent the vital need for as many as pos
sible with the utmost modernity.

A great deal has been said, and there
have been many arguments, about the
place of the carrier. I do not challenge

the ability of anyone to make a judgment
with respect to that. But let us just con
sider the matter a little. They say that
a carrier just would not last in a nuclear
war. Frankly, I do not think anything is
going to last that is in the area where the
nuclear weapons hit. It does not make
any difference whether it is a carrier or
whatever, because the atmosphere will
be saturated, and for other reasons. Still,
it would be more probable that carriers
could avoid being hit.

I will pass that for the time being and
go to a conventional war. That is all we
have ever had so far, except the few min
utes at the end of 'World War II.

We would have these six carriers
these moving airfields, and that is what
they are-of the Essex class, that is the
World War II carr1.er, plus those that are
more modern. I will refer to the record
about conventional wars and what the
carriers have done and their 'survivabil
ity. I am not talking at random now. I am
talking about things that have happened
and what I have concluded over the
years.

Coming now to the cold war, I do not
believe that any single weapon has as
much of a deterring effect and a con
structive effect, all put together, as a car
rier. I believe the fact that a carrier can
be shifted from place to place, from
ocean to ocean, from sea to sea; that a
carrier can be alined with other weap
onry, and they can be alined with each
other, going from one trouble spot to the
other on the shortest notice, is well
known. It is a deterrent effect that oper
ates day and night among all the in
formed people who are in control of the
governments all over the world. I think
it has been an amazing influence since
World War II.

I am talking about the activities in a
conventional war-just the fact that we
have had them, have improved them,
have improved the planes that go with
them. Now, right now, this minute, in the
Mediterranean Sea, in that area of the
world, carriers are the most powerful
single factor, day and night, with respect
to deterrence. On the other side of the
world, at this minute, in a conventional
war, President Nixon has recently moved
them into action there, and we have
plenty of them. Five were there within
a very few hours. With all their expertise
and the avionics, they have been carry
ing on in a splendid way. The way those
planes have been coming and going, they
have been very effective, and they have
had a very low rate of loss. Very few
planes operating from the carriers have
been lost, in this day of radar and re
lated equipment. I do not think we have
to search for a better illustration in this
troubled time.

We can go back to World War II,
when we did not lose a carrier to land
based air. We may hear a great deal
in this debate about the vulnerability
of the carrier. Let us remember that we
never have lost a carrier since World
War II. We were up against a very for
midable Navy in World War II. Through
out that war, we never lost a carrier to
land-based air.

This carrier, CVN-70, would be the
most modern of all. The equipment, the

nerve center, the avionics. and so forth,
add up to an ability to protect itself
much better than the Essex class, the
World War II carrier. The modern car
riers have a far better chance to survive
in conventional war, and even in nu
clear war, than they have had hereto
fore.

The Navy was very positive, under se
vere cross-examination, that if the car
rier cannot survive, no other ship can
survive. I have concluded that that is
correct. There is no such thing as invul
nerability. But if the earlier cannot /Sur
vive, no other ship can survive; and as
long as we have those carriers and they
sm'vive, it increases tremendously the
chances for the other ships to survive.
We will not have any contest over that.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. I think the Senator is

making a very strong argument in favor
of not only carriers but in particular a
nuclear-powered carrier at this time.

I have noticed that the opposition to
the carriers comes, apparently, from
three sources: First, from people who
are against war, anyway, and apparently
believe that if we did not have any
weapons, everybody else would throw
theirs down. That has hardly been
proven by the pages of history. Another
group opposes carriers on the ground
that they would be vulnerable in the
event. of a nuclear war, and I do not
doubt that they would be. Everything
would be vulnerable in a nuclear war,
inclUding the Capitol itself.

But, by far, the greater part of the
opposition to the carriers seems to come
from those who are opposed to a nuclear
fueled carrier. They believe that it would
be much better to have an oil burning
carrier than one which is fueled by nu
clear engines.

I have observed that a nuclear pow
ered carrier really runs circles around
those which are fueled wth conventional
fuel, we might say.

But something else enters the picture:
A nuclear-powered carrier requires nu
clear-powered escort ships, frigates. I
think they used to use destroyers. We
call them frigates. They are not as large
as a destroyer. They protect the carriers
so well that nothing less than a nuclear
bomb would be likely to destroy or crip
ple the carrier itself now.

This campaign that is going on against
nuclear powered ships has gone into
other countries. There seem to be forces
encouraging other countries to deny nu
clear powered U.S. ships th~ right to
enter their ports. Of course, I have to
admit that a nuclear-powered ship does
not go into a foreign port and buy enor
mous quantities of oil, which would not
only yield a good profit to the country
but also the companies that provided
the oil.

This opposition apparently extends
also to the nuclear powered submarine
because the nuclear PQwered submarine
and particularly the proposed Trident
would eliminate the need for foreign
bases. It would have a range great
enough and a cruising power strong
enough so that, if necessary, it could
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operate entirely from our own ports. It
would not be dependent upon any other
country. It certainly would not detract
from our defenses in the least.

Until we are assured that there is
not going to be any other war, I feel
that while we do not have to have an
overwhelming superiority over other na
tions, we do have to have at least an
adequate force.

The nuclear powered Navy, in my
opinion, has done more to prevent a
third world war than any other factor
in our entire Military Establishment, and
in saying thlltt I am not attempting to
downgrade the Air Force, the Army, or
the Marines in the least, because they
certainly are necessary, too. But, as a
deterrent, the nuclear powered subma
rine I think, has been the greatest fac
tor.

I just do not like to see a campaign
going on to require us to build less effec
tive naval ships when other countries
are not so hampered.

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will yield
to me on that point for one comment, I
am certainly glad to hear the Senator's
statement. His testimony is worth a great
deal. The Senator has been a member
of the Joint Atomic Energy Committee
for many years.

Mr. AIKEN. About 15 years.
Mr. STENNIS. Yes, 15 years at least,

and an ex-officio member of the Appro
priations Committee for a great num
ber of those years.

Mr. AIKEN. And the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. STENNIS. And Foreign Relations,
too.

He has an amazing background there
of hard experience and is a man that
makes the hard decisions. He does not
shun them. I am very much impressed
with what he said. I have been there with
him in many of the conferences.

One thing I look back on as a mistake
that I made, and an outstanding one,
was when we had the contest as to
whether one of the carriers would be
nuclear powered or not. I voted against
nuclear power. I believe the carrier was
the John F. Kennedy. was it not? I have
lived to regret that mistake greatly. It
was a mistake. I was not convinced,
though, then, as I am now. It is one of the
12 carriers we referred to. If it had nu
clear power it would be worth so much
more.

So I want to thank the Senator from
Vermont and to urge him to speak on,
along that line.

Mr. AIKEN. We have plenty of uses
for all the oil that the world is ever likely
to produce-maybe over the next 10, or
even 50 years; but if we can conserve
that very valuable resource-I do not
downgrade the petroleum industry in any
way, in fact they are very effective, and
effective also in world affairs. In some in
stances, I believe they have prevented
bloodshed in certain countries of the
world. In one or two instances, I think
that they may have been responsible
for it.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. SAXEE. I just do not like being
lumped into three general classes here.
As the Senator says, the opposition stems
from three classes, one of which applies
to my position.

Certainly I am a supporter of nuclear
powered vessels. We have 16 carriers at
the present time. If the Navy wants 12
carriers, which they say they do, under
the life of 12 carriers, inclUding Midway
on which we spent $200 million to mod
ernize, we do not have to get into pro
curement on any other carrier to keep
the 12 carriers going until 1977.

The Russians, I am sure the Senator
is aware of, have no carriers and have
no plans to build one, yet they are con
templated as being our primary adver
sary. In fact, no other country is indi
cated.

But when the Senator says that the
opponents of those who think we do not
need a carlier or weapons are the ones
who oppose nuclear power and are the
ones who think that they can be better
used, I find myself sitting outside look
ing in, because I think it is a question
now of cost effectiveness and whether
what we have done over the past 3 years
has been right or wrong in passing over.

Mr. AIKEN. I assume that the efforts
of my esteemed colleague from Ohio is
to save money perhaps more than any
thing else. I certainly do not list him as
in any of the three categories. But there
are those three categories, and we know
perfectly well that the oil interests have
been concentrating on acquisition of
power not only in this field but in many
other fields. Sometimes I wish they would
devote as much effort to promoting safety
h. the coal mines which they control as
they do to preventing the development of
nuclear energy for making electricity.

Mr. SAXBE. One of the strong argu
ments the Navy uses is that the reason
we need to keep a carrier force, on the
sea control ship of some kind, is due to
dependence onthe import of oil. In other
words, unless we control our sealanes, we
will be embarrassed in getting the tre
mendous amount of oil necessary into
our country. If for no other reason, I have
actively supported the development of
nuclear power for ow' domestic needs
rather than a reliance on importing for
eign oil.

But in this particular carrier, what we
are talking about is such a tremendous
amount of moneY,such a tremendous
amount of manpower-it takes almost
5,000 men on one of these carriers-it is
my belief that with the present carrier
force and with the life expectancy of the
carriers we have, we will still have a
carrier deterrent and then we can turn
the badly needed dollars into the de
velopment of our sea control ships which
cost less than $100 million apiece and are
much less costly to operate and do not
require a whole flotilla of ships to go with
it. At the same time, I do not think we
can overlook the fact that we now have
five carriers standing off the little coun
try of Vietnam, dumping everything that
they can dump on that little country,
without any great, obvious effect. I think
we have to consider exactly what we are
getting done on cost effectiveness, when

we are going for another carrier with no
greater stIike potential into this fleet.
Our opposition is not going to be in Viet
nam, I do not think. If we are girding for
anything, It Is for opposition Vvith Rus
sia. And I think that we have to assess
the Russian potential. They say that they
can sink ow' carriers with submarines or
can launch cruise missiles that cruise at
around 3,000 feet.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, Russia has
been concentrating on increasing the
number of nuclear submarines in their
force and also increasing the numbers of
other ships greatly. We have before us
now the SALT treaty which is supposed
to help regulate that to some degree.

Russia has made great progress in
the development of the submarines. In
some way they achieve the same level
we have and have even surpassed us in
some ways.

I am aware of the fact, however, that
there is a great deal of opposition to
nuclear powered submarines, and partic
ularly to the new class of submarines,
submalines that we have to develop if
we are to keep up with the Russians at
all.

As I say, our nuclear powered sub
marines have been, I think, our great
est deterrent to a world war. I am sure
that the small war going on in Vietnam
would have been greatly expanded-in
what area, I do not know-had it not
been for the fact that even with the sub
marines now in existence we could drop
missiles on almost any part of the world.

I hope that we never have to do that.
However, if we are equipped with those
capabilities, we are less likely to have to
do it.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, the For
eign Relations Committee has been hold
ing hearings-as we have also in the
Armed Services Committee--on the tre
mendous amount of information on the
SALT agreement. I think it is significant
that Russia does not even consider a car
rier enough of a threat to include it in
the SALT agreement. We must make a
certain number of dollars available. And
we all recognize that there is a limited
amount available, and the question is
whether we should not try to live up to
our potential under the SALT agreement
rather than spending it on something
that is outside of the SALT agreement
and has very little to do with a nuclear
second strike capability or reaction
strike.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I think
Russia was very anxious to develop a
striking power or superiority in the field
of nuclear-powered submarines in a
hurry. And it does take quite a while to
build a nuclear-powered carrier or any
other kind of carrier. I do not know how
many years we ,,,ill take to construct
this new CVN 70.

Mr. SAXBE. We would have 16 car
riers, and if they contemplate retiring
four by 1977, we would still go to 1985
before the life expectancy of the 12 new
er ones. That includes the rebuilding of
the Midway which the Navy says is the
most comprehensive overall job that any
ship ever had.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I notice
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that two of the carriers returned home
from Vietnam waters the other day. The
Enterprise was one of them.

Mr. SAXBE. They were rotated on sta
tion, I believe. I do not have the confirm
ing figures before me, but I believe five
carriers are on station in Vietnam. Six
are usually in the rotation.

Mr. AIKEN. I think so. I do not like
to spend money building up in prepara
tion for war. However, I do feel that we
can spend it more advantageously in
some ways than in others.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for letting me express myself because I
have felt keenly about this now for
many, many years. I have felt that it is
desirable to do everything we can to pre
vent war and that the nuclear-powered
Navy offers the best hope we have.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Vermont very much.
I wish there were more Senators present
to hear him. In view of the importance
of this matter, I hope that the Senator
can find a way to be here some time later
and use some of the time to discuss this
matter.

I do not think there is any Member
of the Senate who can match the Sena
tor from Vermont in experience and
background in this field. And certainlY
the Senator is no so-called war hawk
or any other kind of hawk.

Now, Mr. President, to continue-and
I am not going to take a great deal of
time-I am told now by the Navy, under
their responsibility to our committee and
to the Senate, that on this question of
survivability, there is no such thing as
complete survivability. I have been told
that after extensive tests involving 15
torpedoes-and they have ways of mak
ing these tests and figuring out the
chances of survival-there would be a
50-50 chance of survival under those ad
verse conditions, using 15 torpedoes di
rected at a single ship. Part of the test
consisted of air-to-surface, as well as
surface-to-surface. And the percentage
there was the same. And also the cruise
missile figured in the test. And it came
out with this 50-50 chance of survival.

Mr. President, reference has been
made here to the SALT talks and the
fact that Russia did not insist on having
a limitation upon our carriers. I point
out that there is no limitation on any
surface ships in the SALT agreement.
Everything there was related to nuclear
power, and what they were limiting there

,was the nuclear weapons. And the sur
face ships of all kinds were not covered.
However, there is this major point, too.
We have, except in World War II, never
had an adversary that had l" navy of its
own or that had carriers or that had the
capacity to really give us trouble. How
ever, now the situation has altogether
changed in the last few years. So the So
viets have carried out a very effective ef
fort. They are rapidly maturing and have
an effective navy. It does not include
carriers. But there are submarines and
their other vessels are more and more
formidable day by day.

When it comes to keeping the seas
open in peacetime or during war, cer
tainly that is important to us. There is

no argument about that. It is true that
these carriers pose a threat to an ad
versary. It is true that a carrier and all
that goes with the carrier is what we
rely on in great measure to keep these
sea lanes open, whether for oil or what
ever it may be.

As the Senator from Vermont so aptly
illustrated, that is not a downgrading of
any other weapon 01' any other kind of
airpower. This kind of airpower is just
one of the necessities. And this matter
is far more urgent and demanding now
than it was when we first started taking
up the matter of this particular carrier.

It is far more urgent than it was be
fore we reached this decision about hav
ing only 12 carriers. On the time element,
i! we are going to have this nuclear car
rier ready after shakedown and so forth
by 1980, this is the year we have to move.

I have not jumped into this matter
hurriedly. I could relate more in detail
my insistence through the years that we
not start on it until it was necessary. But
I was convinced before this budget was
submit'ted that it was necessary and wise
to move now. To make sure on that be
cause the Navy had interpreted my ac
tion for 2 or 3 years as being ad
verse to the calTier, I called them up
from my home in Mississippi in Decem
ber. I said if they made a firm request
for a carrier, in view of the whole situa
tion, I would unhesitatingly support it. I
give these matters here now by way of
review.

Mr. President, I have been on the Com
mittee on Armed Services for a long
time. Quite a few Members here have
been in tIns body for only 2, 4, or 6 years.
I think they are entitled to know the
personal thinking of Senators who have
been here longer than that. So let us
not think we any longer have a choice to
put things off, because we are chal
lenged on the seas. Even though it is not
with carriers there is a very formidable
threat. I will not repeat that now.

I want to address ,myself to the Mid
way carrier, and we are glad we have it.
I think it was worth the money to mod
ernize it. I do not want to junk it or rele
gate it to the rear. Whatever usefulness
is left in it in 1980, it certainly would
be wise to keep it in condition for a while,
I would think. That can be done very
easily.

Frankly, the facts are in and it is time
to sum up and get down to the decision
here calling for a review of the situation.

I have just called on these gentlemen
in the military who are most knowledge
able on the military, in my opinion. I
asked the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, Admiral Moorer, as to the situa
tion now as he saw it, and what about the
Midway. Someone might say, "Oh, well,
you know· an admiral is going to support
a carrier. It is his duty." Do not ever
write off Admiral Moorer as just a talk
piece or as playing a record. He is one of
the most knowledgeable men I have
known in the military and I take very
seriously what he states as fact and as
his opinion. When I ask him, "Do you
base your reputation as a professional
military man on these conclusions?", he
always very conclusively says, "Yes."

Mr. President, I have a letter dated
yesterday, July 25, 1972. The letter
states:

CHAmMAN OF THE JOINT
CHIEFS OF STAFF,

Washington, July 25, 1972.
Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS
Chairman, Senate Anned Services Corn

mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN,
During consideration of the advance fund

ing for a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier,
CVAN-70, in the FY-73 Mllltary Procure
ment Authorization Legislation the future
role of l'oIidway has been questioned. I would
like to relate to you my personal knowledge
of the overhaul and modernization work
accomplished on this ship and the resulting
effects on Midway'S future usefulness.

When Midway'S modernization was pro
posed, in March 1965, I recommended to the
Chief of Naval Operations that this action
not be accomplished. I had served on board
Midway for two years earlier in my Naval
career and WllS well aware of the fact that
Midway, together with her sister ships-
Roosevelt and Coral Sea-were constructed
at the end of World War II with substandard
material and, thus, were difficult to maintain.
In addition, I was well aware that the na
ture of her construction was such as to make
the type of major alterations planned in the
modernization program very costly.

The reply I received was that it was not a
question of modernizing Midway versus a
new carrier but, rather, modernization of
Midway versus nothing. This was the firm
position taken by the Office of the Secretary
of Defense at that particular time. Under
these restrictions, the Navy ag~eed to the
modernization of Midway in order to gain a
carrier deck that would be adequate for air
craft of the mid-70·s. (I did succeed, how
ever, after becoming the Chief of Naval Op
erations, in obtaining approval of cancella
tion of a similar modernization planned for
Roosevelt) .

As you are well aware, the Midway mod
ernization was directed to providing effec
tive aircraft handl1ng and control facilities.
It could not replace the hull and machinery,
which are now twenty-six years old, nor
could It compensate for the material short
comings resulting from wartime construc
tion. As I have stated in testimony before
your Committee, the Midway Is a satisfactory
carrier now, but Its relative effectiveness will
continue to decline in the years ahead.

The sense of urgency which has been felt
regarding construction of CVAN-70 is based
on the clear need to provide a minimum level
'of modernization for Ollr aircraft carrier
forces. Midway of the 1980s-over thirty-five
years old-could never SUbstitute for thin
modern, capable nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier.

As you know, I would be more than happy
to discuss this matter with you further at
your convenience should you desire.

\Varmest personal regards.
Sincerely.

T. H. MoORER,
Admiral, U.S. Nat'y.

Mr. President, that shows the hard
nuts and bolts of these matters and these
decisions ha,ve been made. Here is a man
that the President of the United States
tums to for advice on the most involved
and critical decisions he has to make
concerning the military. He turns to
others besides Admiral Moorer, but Ad
miral Moorer is one of them. He not
only holds the title, but he is the man at
the top for this COnCelTI.

He has given us what I wanted, and
that is, he has given us the facts of life
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with respect to this carrier and whether
this carrier deck is adequate for aircraft
of the mid-1970's. The length of the deck
is determined by the weight of the planes
they canoy. I have heard people sa~ that
that deck is too long. Well, Mr. PresIdent,
if you are going to have these heavier
planes you are going to have these long
runwa~:s.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I think the

Senator has raised an important point
here. We are ,talking about three carriers
in the Midway class that have not been
converted. We are talking about dollars,
and I have here Admiral Zumwalt's con
tention about the Midway.

The Midway was originally commis
sioned in 1945 and was the first of three
Midway class carriers. Its Oliginal cost
was $85.6 million. On January 31, 1970,
Midway emerged from a 4-year conver
sion which cost almost $200 million. As
a comparison, the Kennedy, a Forrestal
class carrier, was completed 2 years ear
lier at a cost of $279 million. The conver
sion of Midway included such major
items as new deck-edge elevators, new
catapults and arresting gear, an en
larged angled deck, increased air condi
tioning, modernized berthing spaces, the
Navy tactical data system and a ships
inertial navigation system.

At the time the Midway was placed
back in commission, the Navy issued a
press release on January 3D, 1970, Which,
in part, stated:

Midway's conversIon was the most com
prehensIve modernizatIon ever made to a
U.S. Navy shIp. She wlll be capable of han
dUng the largest and most complex carrIer
aircraft and weapons systems in the Navy's
arsenal through the 1980's.

I submit they have three more of
these comparable ships that they are
going to junk. If they need aircraft car
riers so desperately as to embark on a
$1 billion ship, they could be converted
if they are going to handle the most
sophisticated weapons systems we are go
ing to put on them. The cost of this is so
fantastic it is beyond the grasp of most
people.

The cost of this carrier with its planes
is $10 for two each man, woman, and
child in the United States. The cost ex
ceeds the Federal budget for a year in
the State of Ohio. The entire budget for
the State of Ohio does not equal the cost
of this carrier.

We are talking about cost effectiveness.
If we need only 12 carriers, we want
them to be the best, but I submit we can
not afford to junk plans for carriers that
the Navy says can be converted for $200
million into handling anything they can
set up.

I do not question the need for the pro
tection of our sea lanes. I sometimes
wonder if the carrier is not the answer
to a threat that does not exist. That is
because there are no comparable carriers
our enemy has any place else in the
world, and if we are going to take these
carriers around to show the flag, that ob
viously is in conflict with the Guam doc
trine, in which the President said we are
not going to stick our nose into other
people's business, we are not going to

have any more Dominican Republics, we
are not going to have any more Lebanons,
and we are not going to have any more
Vietnams. Therefore, our pnmalOY thrust
is going to be able to stand up against
the Russian threat.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
going to conclude my remarks within a
few minutes. The Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SMITH) is here. I understand she
wiII speak later. I have sent word to the
Senator from Vermont that I would yield
time to him next.

Mr. President, continuing with a broad
outline of my remarks on this matter,
I conferred yesterday, at my request,
with Admiral Rickover and asked him
about this. We want to get right down
to the bottom of things as they are now,
not what they were 6 months ago, and
so forth. I asked him to give me his hard
opinion with reference to the Midway,
and this is what he has to say in re
sponse:

It is not clear how long the Midway can
be retaIned in service, as no carrIer has
ever been extended in operatIon beyond 29
years. She underwent an extensive modern
Ization between 1966 and 1970. When the
carrIer in the blll joIns the lleet In 1981, the
MIdway then wlll be 36 years old.

Mr. President, this new naval power
and threat of the Soviets is recognized
and found all the way through the bill
we are considering. The Navy items are
really very costly, and a great part is
due to this very threat I have referred
to.

Mr. President, for the time being, I
shall try to conclude. I do not think the
basic issue here, though, is whether we
have the 12th carrier, CVN-70, which
is the way they refer to the present car
rier; the issue is whether it will be re
quired to replace the Midway 1..'1 1980.

The premise of the amendment, as I
understand it, to take out the funds for
the carrier, is that the Midway carrier
will be fully capable beyond 1980 and
that, therefore, construction of CVN-70
is not necessary at this time in order to
have a fully modern force level of 12
carners at that time.

I greatly appreciate and respect the
Senator from Ohio. He is a very valuable
member of our committee. He hits hard
on the things he believes in. His conclu
sions are not hastily drawn. He is very
sincere in this entire matter. I have
nothing but admiration for him in that
he would draw this issue.

Let me observe, however, Mr. Presi
dent, that at no time has any respon
sible witness testified that we will need
less than 12 attack carriers for the 1980's.
In fact, in only 1 year-1950-since
World War II, has there been a force
level of less than 12 attack carriers. In
1950, there were 11 attack carriers and
from that point on the number has
varied between 15 and 18 attack carriers.
Regardless of whether there will be 12
or 15 carriers, testimony to the commit
tee has consistently supported the need
for 12 fUlly capable and modern carriers.
And CVN-70 is required as the 12th mod
ern carrier. By 1980, when CVN-70 is
ready to join the fleet, the force of fully
modern carriers will be limited to 11
ships-eight conventionally powered
Forrestal class carriers and three nuclear

powered can-iers. CVN-70 would be the
12th fully capable carrier.

CVN-70, the fourth nuclear carrier,
will enable stationing of two nuclear car
riers 011 each coast. These four carriers
will provide for rapid reinforcement of
naval forces on station in distant waters.
or for contingency response in other
areas. They will be able to move rapidly
to areas of potential crisis without wait
ing for logistic forces. These carriers
will represent a capability to increase
naval strength in a distant area with
closely controlled, credible, and yet nu
merically reduced forces.

Despite the recent extensive moderni
zation of the Midway, she cannot be con
sidered a modern and fully capable car
rier. It may come as a surprise, but even
now under some conditions the Midway
cannot launch a fully loaded and fully
fueled A-7 or A-6 aircraft. I will talk
more about comparative capability later.
Hl\IIDWAY" USEFUL SERVICE LIFE OF 30 YEARS

Navy experience with ships shows
that about 30 years of active service can
be expected of a combat ship and the
carrier is no exception. Modernization
programs help and ships are operated
beyond their service life, but at a re
duced level of effectiveness. There are
some parts of a ship that experience
wear and tear that a modernization pro
gram cannot overcome.

The Midway is now 28 years of age,
only 2 years away from th~ end of normal
service life. The fact that the Midway can
continue to serve through the 1970's is
a tribute to the extensive modernization
program. But there is a limit to the
amount of wear and fatigue a ship can
take.

Little can be done to further increase
the volume and electrical power that the
more modern weapons require.

Little more weight can be added or the
ship becomes unstable and modern weap
ons are heavier.

Piping, hull, and machinery deteriora
tion can be stopped only by complete
replacement.

And further modernization cannot be
justified in view of the age of the major
ship elements that cannot be replaced.

Mr, President, I referred earlier to the
Midway not being a modern and fully
capable carrier. I think it would be of
value to take a few minutes to discuss
relative carrier capabilities. There were
major areas of the ship that simply
could not be updated to today's stand
ards during the Midway modernization
period.

First. Catapults-the Midway has two
catapults compared to four catapUlts
on the nuclear carrier. And the modern
catapults can launch aircraft with great
er amounts of fuel and ordnance in lower
wind conditions and hotter weather. The
four catapUlts give greater capability
and flexibility to speed the launch of a
combat strike.

I think all can appreciate the problem
if the Midway were to lose one or both
of her catapults, either from battle dam
age or malfunction. There is no doubt
in my mind 'that the additional catapults
on the modern earners are of immense
value from an operational standpoint.

Second. Elevators-the Midway has
three elevators compared to four on the
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modern nuclear carriers. One more
elevator does not seem that important,
but one of the real problems on a carrier
is repositioning aircraft for successive
strike missions. The hotter the action,
the more valuable the additional elevator
becomes.

Third. Aviation ordnance and fuel
The nuclear carrier has 2.5 times the
ordnance capacity and 3.1 times the avi
ation fuel capacity of the Midway car
rier. This makes the nuclear carrier far
less dependent on. replenishment ships.
Said another way, the nuclear carrier
can fight for significantly longer periods
than can the Midway.

Fourth. Torpedo protection-Because
of improved design, the nuclear carrier
has almost half again more capability to
withstand torpedo damage. Neither the
nuclear carrier nor the Midway can be
considered invulnerable, but the modern
nuclear carrier has, because of improved
design, a far better chance to survive
attacks.

In summary, the nuclear carrier has
far greater capability-25 percent more
aircraft, vastly greater firefighting equip
ments, better defensive systems-and
when you consider the virtuallY un
unlimited endurance of nuclear propul
sion, there can be no doubt of the su
perior qualities of CVN-70.

Mr. President, the earliest CVN-70 can
be delivered is 1980. By that time, the
Midway will be 35 years old, or 5 years
beyond the 30-year service life expec
tancy. The Midway is doing a good job
now, and she will continue to perform
well.

I am satisfied, however, that the Navy
needs 12 fUlly capable and modern car
liers. The $299 million in long lead funds
in this bill will start the long construc
tion process on CVN-70. And CVN-70 is
required as the 12th modern carrier in
the 1980's.

Mr. President, I urge defeat of the
pending amendment which would ef
fectively deny the required moderniza
tion of the Navy earlier force.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to
the senator from South Carolina and
yield the fioor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen
ator from South Carolina is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the pending amendment,
offered by the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) which would
strike from the military procurement bill
the Navy's funds for a fourth nuclear
aircraft carrier.

Mr. President, the genesis of the Navy's
fourth nuclear-powered aircraft carrier
has been lengthy and uncertain. This
carrier, for which initial funding was
originally planned for the 1970 budget,
has been delayed by fiscal constraints and
high level analyses until now its approval
has become a matter of greatest urgency.

As these delays have occurred, we have
watched both inflation and the interrup
tion of vital component assembly lines
act to dlive the construction cost up.
Also, we have viewed with increasing
concern the now rapidly approaching re
tirement dates for the World War n car
liers in our Navy.

One cannot help but be alarmed when

considering the recent reductions in this
Nation's naval carrier forces and contem
plating the further inevitable reductions
in the next few years. Since 1965, the
number of can'lers in active service has
been reduced by one-third, from 24 to
the 16 operating today. But v.-ith omi
nous implications of future weakness is
the fact that seven of our 16 operating
carriers are World War II designed ships,
ships now in the last years of their ex
pected 30-year active service lives.

The Navy's replacement program is
certainly a limited one-two carriers are
presently under construction, the Nimitz
and tha Eisenhower, and the third one,
CVN-70, is contained in this bill. The ini
tial nuclear carrier, the Enterprise, is at
sea, and when CVN-70 is completed
about 8 years from now, around 1980
the Nation will have two nuclear carriers
for each coast.

By that time, Mr. President, obsoles
cence will have removed or severely re
stricted our older ships, and the effective
carrier force will be only 12 ships--half
the number of 1965.

Will the world situation have changed
to reduce our need for a Navy? I doubt
it. There is no indication now that our
Nation can forego the fiexible strength
provided by carrier forces. The ability of
aircraft carriers to move in internatlonal
waters to nearly any scene of tension or
crisis will continue to be essential.

We can look at the Mediterranean for
ready examples of this naval require
ment. There the carriers serve as visible
reminders of U.S. strength. They sym
bolize our Interest in that critical but
turbulent region. They actually provide
the balanced force that, in many situa
tions, could only come by sea to aid our
friends in their time of need.

Mr. President, it should also be pointed
out that after hearings and consideration
by the members of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, the Defense Depart
ment request for this fourth nuclear car
rier passed the committee by a decisive
l2-to-3 vote. .

In closing, allow me to summarize the
points for CVN-70:

First. This carrier merely modernizes
our carrier force, and with a smaller car
rier force likely in the future these fewer
ships should have more range and power.

Second. Admiral Zumwalt calls this
item "the item of highest priority in the
budget:' Secretary of Defense Melvin
Laird and Chief of Staff Adm. Thomas
Moorer also describe CVN-70 as a prior
ity item.

Third. It would cost much more to
build a nuclear carrier in future years
than now, when the construction line is
set up at Norfolk.

Fourth. Carriers show the fiag, are the
cheapest airbases in the world, and give
us a great capability in limited war situa
tions.

Fifth. Our carrier force is getting old.
At the end of fiscal year 1973 the average
age of the current 16-carrier force will
be 18 years, with two ships over 28 years.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
reject amendment No. 1336.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I ~':e1d

such time as he may require to the Sena
tor from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator

from Ohio. I would like to say, before
I comment on the pending amendment
offered by the distingUished Senator
from Ohio, how deeply I appreciate the
fairness and the generosity of the Sena
tor from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) in
dealing \\ith this issue over the past
few years. The first amendment by
which I raised the issue some years back
posed the question of the proper attack
carrier force level. This amendment gen
erated a series of debates, hearings, and
other actions surrounding the question of
the number of attack carriers which we
need. Throughout all of these delibera
tions, the Senator from Mississippi has
been understanding, generous, and
thoughtful, and even though we have
disagreed on the matter, I did want to
say at the outset of my participation in
this debate how much I appreciate his
thoughtfulness.

Mr. President, I strongly support the
pending amendment of the distingUished
Senator from Ohio to strike the proposed
funding of a fourth nuclear attack car
rier, the CVAN-70. A careful review of
the most recent testimony has shown
again, I believe, that the Navy has failed
to make the necessary case for spending
the $299 million authorized in this bill
for CVAN-70's long leadtime items, or
in the larger sense, for spending the $1
billion now estimated as the final de
livery cost for this most expensive ship
in history.

I want to make it clear that I do not
advocate the elimination of the attack
carrier from our fieet. Nor have I ever
advocated such a position.

Carriers have played an important
military role in the past, and they can
continue to do so in the future.

I strongly believe. therefore, that we
must continue to maintain an appropri
ate number of carriers. But the basic
issue now, as in the past, is how many
carriers we need for national defense,

The Navy has tried to justify the
CVAN-70 on general grounds of.fieet ob
solescene. However, even if we accept the
Navy'S own "rule of thumb" that a car
rier is obsolete after 30 years--a very
questionable assumption, as I stated in
testimony on Aprll 8, 1970 before the
Joint Senate-House Armed Services
Subcommittee on the CVAN-70-the
fieet will still consist of the following
12 fully modern attack carriers until
the mid-1980's. Until then, we will have:

Eight large-deck Forrestal class car
riers, the oldest of which was commis
sioned in 1955;

One modernized Midway cagier, which
rejoined the fieet in January, 1970 after
a 4-year conversion costing $197.2 mil
lion; on January 30, 1970, the Defense
Department stated that:

The Midway will be capable of handling
the largest and most complex carrier air
craft and weapons systems in the Navy's
arsenal through the 1980·s.

I have heard some debate on this fioor
today to the contrary, but that is the
position of the Defense Department, and
that is what, in their minds, justified the
expense of approximately $200 million.

One Enterprise nuclear attack carrier,
commissioned in 1961;

Within the next 3 years, two more
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Nimitz class nuclear carriers will have
joined the fleet.

The oldest of these 12 carriers will not
reach the 30-year limit until 1985.

Thus, the burden of proof for this bil
lion-dollar investment in the CVAN-70
is to show why more than 12 fully mod
ern carriers are essential to national se
curity. Yet nowhere has the Navy made
that case.

Moreover, since a primary mission of
carriers is providing tactical air power,
there are several important factors
bearing upon the relative merits of car
riers vis-a-vis land bases for tactical air
craft-which indicate that a 13th mod
ern carrier is not essential-and that
12 carriers or even less are adequate to
meet our present and future national se
curity needs.

First, there is substantial evidence that
carriers are a far more expensive means
of delivering tactical air power than land
bases.

According to the Navy's own estimates,
the CVAN-70 will cost $951 million. How
ever, in light of the enormous cost over
runs f'xperienced on the two Nimitz
class carriers now under construction
CVAN-68 and CVAN-69-this $951 mil
lion estimate for the CVAN-70 cannot be
considered a reliable figure.

A March 1972 study by the General
Accounting Office disclosed that the
projected combined cost of the CVAN-68
and the CVAN-69 is now $1,779.8 mil
lion-an increase of $833.3 million-or
88 percent-over the original Navy plan
ning estimate of $946.5 million for both
carriers. In other words, there has been
an overrun of 88 percent in the cost of
those two carriers nearing completion.
Thus, it is quite likely that the final cost
of the CVAN-70 will also greatly exceed
present estimates.

Potential cost overruns reveal only a
part of the total cost implications of the
CVAN-70. Since every carrier is equipped
with an air wing-and since the Navy
only operates the carrier with a task
force-these procurement costs must
also be considered.

According to the Navy's own figures,
the initial procurement cost of a carrier
air wing is $869.6 million. And the initial
procurement cost of four DLGN's, nu
clear-powered guided missile frigates
which the Deputy Chief of Naval Opera
tions testified would be an ideal escort for
a nuclear attack carrier-is $1,019.6
thousand. Thus, the total initial procure
ment cost for a carrier task force is just
over $2.8 billion.

Even this $2.8 billion figure does not
reflect the complete cost implications in
authorizing the CVAN-70. Using the
Navy's own figures, the total cost for pro
curement and operation of one complete
nuclear attack carrier task force over a
30-year period will be $10,184.9 million.
In other words, what we are agreeing to
do today is to undertake-if we defeat
this amendment-an aircraft carrier
whose cost of completion implications
over the next 30 years is $10,184,000,000.
And this estimate does not include such
items as basing costs and the cost of
the logistical ships necessary for support
of the carrier.

If we approve the authorization for the

CVAN-70 contained in this bill, we will
be committing oW'selves to a $10 billion
plus expenditure over the next 30 years.

A land base is a far cheaper operation.
According to the Air Force, a base in the
Pacific can be built for under $75 mil
lion; the bare base support program can
convert an existing civilian runway for
about $50 million.

It is not surprising, therefore, that
studies by the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Systems
Analysis have concluded that a sea
based wing is 40 percent more expensive
than a land-based wing. I believe all
these cost factors argue compelling,
against procuring an additional nuclear
carrier at this time.

In addition to the comparative cost
of land and sea-based air power, there is
also the issue of the relative vulnerabil
ity of these two means of delivering tac
tical air power. Again, the widence in
dicates that the carrier suffers a major
disadvantage in its Vulnerability to at
tack by modem missiles and submarines.

While modem technology has aug
mented the defense of land bases-in
cluding new methods for protection,
maintenance, and rapid repair-the
latest weapons and reconnaissance de
velopments have made carriers easier to
find and to damage to the point of mak
ing them inoperable. Furthermore, the
necessary compensation for this in
creased vulnerability-the need to ma
neuver widely and commit the carrier's
air power to defensive actions-dimin
ishes the overall offensive capability of
the carrier's tactical strike force.

Experts have conclUded, therefore,
that carriers would not be suitable for
use in any situation where an enemy
could concentrate land based aircraft,
missiles, or submarines against them.
Since this would minimize, if not rule
out altogether action in any conflict in
which the Soviet Union were involved,
vulnerability would dictate that the use
of the carrier's force would be limited
to those contingencies involving only
smaller powers-another strong reason
why 12 modern carriers or less would
be adequate for our national security
needs over the foreseeable future.

In a recent prize-winning essay print
ed in the .July 9, 1972, issue of the Pro
ceedings of the United States Naval In
stitute, Navy Commander Roy Beavers
expressed grave concern about the im
pact of modern military realities on the
role of the carrier-and the refusal of
naval planners to recognize these
realities.

As Commander Beavers pointed out:
Carrier air warfare is not the dominant

reality of present naval warfare, and the
U.S. Navy is being Challenged by a foe whose
navy is not similarly configured. On the COll
trary, the Soviets are bUilding a navy Which
is in closer conformity with the prevailing
dominant reality of naval warfare-the com·
bat superiority of the submarine.

After observing that "the advance of
submarine technology-since World War
II has put the modem submarine out of
combat reach "oy known of foreseeable
surface and air ASW techniques," Com
mander Beavers then posed this ques
tion:

Is it going to take a war at sea to prove
that the U.S. Navy's capital ship-the air
craft carrier, though defended by its costly
retinue of escorts and umbrella of manned
aircraft-is ill-suited to contest co=and of
the seas against challenges emanating from
the capital ship of the Soviet Navy, the at
tack SUbmarine?

The history of warfare confirms the dic,um
that technology cannot be defied with im
punity.

In response tc these arguments about
the carrier's Vulnerability, Admiral
Moorer, former Chief of Naval Opera
tions, told a VFW Convention in August,
1969 that:

In some 50 wars or near wars since 1946
we have not lost a carrier or had one damaged
owing to hostile <.etion.

At my request, the Navy sent me a
classified list of these wars or near wars.

The list includes six 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 involved, and the alleged
enemy had absolutely 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 the Navy included other
incidents of this type, but the Navy re
fused to declassify several of them.

The fact that the Navy would resort to
this type of argument in response to
questions concerning the carrier's vul
nerability may be indicative of th~ir

uneasiness about this problem. In any
event, these questions still remain. .

Finally, any effort to define the proper
size of our carrier fleet should take into
account the existing and potential U.S.
capability for providing land-based tac
tical air power. I believe that the present
carrier fleet duplicates and overlaps this
land-based capability.

Carrier task forces are assigned to the
two major trouble areas of the world
the Western Pacific and the Mediterran
ean. But 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 threatened.

The U.S. Air Force maintains 21 wings
of tactical fighters and bombers in ac
tive forces at home and abroad.

The geographical spread of overseas
bases either operated by, or available to,
the United States gives us an Impressive
land-based tactical capability, especially
in the Mediterranean and the Wes~ern

Pacific. In Europe, the United States
alone-not including NATO forces-has
bases in eight countries, with approxi
mately 475 tactical aircraft; at least four
of those bases are within striking dis
tance of the Mediterranean. In the Pa
cific, we have bases in six countries, in
addition to our bases in Guam and Ha
waii, wah about 325 tactical aircraft. In
total, there are 47 major U.S. I.ir Force
bases outside the continental United
States.

The United States also has the capac
ity for creating new land bases as needs
arise. There are at least 700 overseas
civilian air fields which the Air Force,
within 3 days time, claims it can convert
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to a fully equipped tactical air base using
the prepositioned kits of the bare base
support program.

Furthermore, the range of modern
tactical aircraft is between 2 and 3 times
greater than that of the olderjets, This
increased range is expanded even fur
ther by the use of midair refueling. Con
sequently, our overseas landbased planes
are capable of reaching many more tar
gets than they were even 10 years ago;
and U.S. based tactical aircraft can be
operational anywhere in the world in a
short period of time.

The Navy contends that the reduction
in the number of our overseas land bases
justifies the need for the CVAN-70,
While these bases have decreased from
119 in 1957 to 47 at the present time, the
number of tactical air wings has in
creased from 16 to 21 dw'ing the same
period. More important, the greatly in
creased range of these planes-both in
the United States 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 United
States to supplement existing land bases
to the extent that it is necessary to do
so. Even with fewer overseas land bases,
then, carriers still overlap and duplicate
our land-based capability.

This point about overlap and duplica
tion was dramatically illustrated in a
September 1969 letter and memorandum
from the Department of the Air Force to
Senator HATFIELD. Senator HATFIELD
asked whether the loss of overseas land
bases had jeopardized the Air 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
inactivations.

The memorandum to Senator HATFIELD
also contained an extremely significant
statement about the overall capability of
land-based tactical air power, which
reads as follows:

There are enough land air 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.

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 propaganda, the
Senate should consider whether or not
the Navy's insistence on funding the
CVAN-70 in fiscal year 1973 might also
be classified as the effort by one service
to maintain its position-with little re
gard for military realities.

In short, the Congress is faced with
conflicting claims; on the one hand the
Air Force asserts that carriers are e;sen
tially redundant in furnishing tactical
air power; on the other hand, the Navy
claims we need a large carrier :fleet and
argues that the obsolescence of that fleet
makes the CVAN-70 essential. Without
thorough investigation, I do not believe
we can reject as self-serving the claim
of one service, while accepting the claim
of another service as the complete truth,

My own view is that the truth lies
somewhere between these conflicting
claims. While I believe that some car
riers are necessary to insure flexibility
in our overall tactical air capability, I
also believe that there is no need for a
:fleet consisting of more than 12 large
modem carriers.

This is a view shared by many defense
experts-both within and outside the
Government. For example, Rear Adm.
Gene La Rocque-a former carrier task
force commander who recently retired
from the Navy and who is now Director
of the Center for Defense Information
has strongly opposed the funding of
CVAN-70.

Stuart B. Barber, former assistant di
rector of the Navy's long range ob
jectives group, has expressed similar
opposition. And two members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff-the Chiefs of Staff
of both the Army and the Air Force
have also questioned the need to fund
CVAN-70 in fiscal year 1973.

In order to justify the funding now of
the CVAN-70, the Navy must show that
a 13th modern carrier is essential. I think
it is clear that they have fail~d to meet
this burden.

Refusing to authorize the CVAN-70
until the Navy can justify a fourth nu
clear carrier will in no way jeopardize
national security. Since our potential ad
versaries-including both the Soviet
Union and China-have no attack car
riers and since we now have 16-with
the assurance that there will be 12 fully
modern carriers under the Navy's own
criteria until 1985-we can afford to in
sist upon a clear justification for such a
massively expensive project.

In light of the present deficit in the
Federal budget, we should not approve
the CVAN-70 on a fund now, justify later
basis.

I believe that there are far more urgent
and justifiable demands on limited Fed
eral funds, both within the defense
budget and in other areas of critical
national importance. And I also believe
that the hard-pressed American taxpay
er wants his tax money directed toward
these more urgent needs.

But regardless of my position, the
central fact remains that the Navy has
failed to make its case for the present
funding of the CVAN-70.

I therefore urge the Senate to approve
Senator SAXBE'S amendment deleting all
funds authorized for this carrier.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
article written by Drew Middleton, en
titled "Nuclear Sub, Not the Carrier,
Called Dominant Sea Weapon"; and an
article published in the U.S. Naval In
stitute proceedings for July 1972 written
by Comdr. Roy Beavers, U.S. Navy, en
titled "The End of an Era."

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
. NUCLEAR SUB. NOT THE CARRIER CALLED

DoMINANT SEA WEAPON'

(By Drew Middleton)
The aircraft carrier's role as the Navy's

primary weapon and the traditionalism of
the present naval building program are chal
lenged in this month's Proceedings of the

United States Naval Institute, the moot pres
tigious of American service publications.

Comdr. Roy Beavers expresses the fear, felt
by many other officers, that the nuclear
powered, nuclear-armed submarine empha
sized In the SoViet naval program, is the
dominant weapon of modern sea warfare
rather than the carrier.

Arguments doubting the carrier's primacy
have appeared in Congress and other profes
sional publications in the past. They take
issue with the Navy's basic concept of the
carrier's superiority to all other sea weap
ons; a concept originating in the victories of
World War II and endorsed by admirals who
won recognition as carrier airmen In thooe
victories.

Commander Beaver's views appear In an
essay in the July issue of the Proceedings.
The essay won second honorable mention In
the publication's prize essay contest for 1972.

KEY DISCUSSION SOURCE

The naval institute Is a private, profes
sional society of those interested In naval
and maritime affairs. Although It is not a part
of the Navy Department, articles in the Pro
ceedings often discuss issues that worry pro
fessional officers.

Adm. Elmo R. Zumwalt Jr., Chief of Naval
Operations, is president of the institute.

Commander Beavers bases his analysis of
American naval needs on the argument that
Soviet polley In this decade will be aimed
at limiting American freedom of action.

As eVidence, he cites an article In the
Soviet journal Soviet Law and Government,
by G. A. Arbatov, considered by many to be
Russia's leading expert on the United States.

Mr. Arbatov, assessing Soviet and American
strategy, wrote that "The matter at issue
is essentially that of limiting the freedom
of action of imperialism-above all United
States Imperialism."

Commander Beavers contends that the
United States is bUilding the 'wrong sort of
Navy around the wrong capital ship, the car
rier, to meet the Soviet challenge to "U.S.
command of the seas, \.e., capaCity for as
suring the use of the seas as required by
the United States and its allies."

COMMAND OF THE SEAS

The Soviet challenge, he says, Is based
upon the submarine and one to two hun
dred modern Soviet submarines nuclear pow
ered and armed with the latest missiles can
deny command of the seas to the U.S. Navy's
surface forces.

He himself is not a submariner. His last
sea duty was as executive officer of the de
stroyer George K. Makenzie and he is at pres
ent attached to the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency in Washington.

The Navy, the writer says, has refused to
recognize that advances in submarine tech
nology have given undersea weapons systems
the edge over surface systems such as the
carrier.

ADVANTAGE Of SUBMARINE

The modern submarine. SOViet or Ameri
can, Commander Beavers contends, is "out
of combat reach by known or foreseeable
surface and air antisubmarine warfare tech
niques." According to this argument, the car
rier Is vulnerable to the submarine, but the
submarine Is not vulnerable to the carriers'
surface or air defenders.

"This conclusion may still be disputed
bv some," the officer writes. "but the rec
ord-of futile and costly air and surface
programs-Is a lengthy one that speaks for
It.eIL" The Navy spends about $3-billion on
anti-submarine warfare.

THE END OF AN ERA

(By Commander Roy Beavers)
. We are at the end of an era. The

postwar order of international relations
the configuration of power that emerged
from the Second World War-is gone. WIth
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it are gone the conditions which have de
termined the assumptions and practice of
United States foreign policy since 1945.

"No single sudden upheaval marked the
end of the post war era in the way that the
World Wars of this century shattered the
prewar orders of international relations.
But, the cumulative change since 1945 is pro
found nonetheless...." 1

The quarter of a century that began with
the end of World War II and extended
roughly to 1970 was an era of virtually un
challenged U.S. supremacy in international
power. The foundations of that power
which facilitated the accomplishment of
both U.S. national security and foreign pol
icy goals--wer4 threefold: nuclear war mill
tary supremacy, economic and technological
supremacy, and a global military presence.
Each of these functioned not Only to further
U.S. interests throughout most of the world,
they also constituted the underpinnings of
confidence and mutual commitment which
upheld the Western alllance system, shelter
ing America's allies until the prosperity and
vigor that had been lost as a result of World
War II was restored. That era of unchallenged
U.S. world power leadership is passing. Each
of the three foundations cited above is now
under severe stress.

Soviet "parity" in strategic weaponry for
general nuclear war is being conceded and
legitimized via the Strategic Arms Limita
tions Talks (SALT). The U.S. global military
presence is eroding faster than many wlll ad
mit-but not fast enough for some Senators
who insist upon America's unilateral with
drawal from Europe. And-while America's
economic and technological strength re
mains preeminent-it is being challenged
on a broad front by friend and foe alike.
This preeminence, particularly in the vital
mllltary technology area, is not assured in
the indefinite future.

The Soviet parity in strategic nuclear
weapons and much of the erosion of the U.S.
global mllltary presence have occurred be
cause of the evolution of circumstances par
tially beyond our contrOl, but some of these
circumstances-the U.S. stand-down in stra
tegic deployment during the past eight years
and a growing American indifference to our
global military positlons--are also of our
own doing. The result is a world in Which, as
the President has said, U.S. foreign and de
fense policy must rest on a new set of
premises.

Under the "sufficiency" criterion of the
Nixon Doctrine, nuclear general war deter
rence forces are maintained at levels which
guarantee that, even should the enemy attack
first with his total strategic nuclear forces,
the United States would have sulficient sur
vivable strategic nuclear forces to deliver a
counterattack that would inflict equally in
tolerable consequences upon the attacker. It
is evident that in this formUlation, weapon
survivability is a critical aspect of sufficiency,
and this has led-albeit belatedly-to a more
widespread recognition of the advantages to
be gained by sea-based nuclear deterrent
systems."

In his 25 February 1971, "State of the
World" report to the Congress and to the
American people, the President listed a num
ber of nonmilitary manifestations of the new
era in the order of international relations;
for example, the regained economic vitality,
social cohesion, and political self-assurance
of the nations tha.t came out of World War

1 The President's February 25, 1971, Report
to the Congress, U. S. Foreign Policy tor the
1970's (U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 1971) .

"This thesis was expounded some 13 years
ago. See Roy 1. Beavers, Jr., "Seapower and
Geopolitics in the Missile Age," U~S. Naval
Institute Proceedings, June 1959, pp. 41-47.

II In a shattered condition. The President
emphasized that this regained economic
vitality is particularly true of Western Eu
rope and Japan, both of which are now
capable of doing more In their own defense.
In addition, many new nations have gained
Independence and growing self-confidence. It
Is noteworthy that these new nations seem to
want to face neither East nor V'lest ideo
logically. (One might observe that their most
consistent ideology is nationalism.) Finally,
as the President observed in his "State of
the World" report, the nature of the mono
lithic Communist challenge which America
and other Free World allles faced In the 1950s
has been transformed. It is no longer mono
lithic and the direction or target of "Com
munism" Is now more ambiguous. As the
President reported to the Congress in Feb
ruary 1971: "In the era of Communist soli
darity, we pursued an undifferentiated nego
tiating apprcach toward Communist coun
tries. In the new era, we see a multipolar
Communism marked by a variety of attitudes
toward the rest of the world."

At the same time, the U.S. global presence
In the form of bases, forces, and aid and
sympathy Is being withdrawn, reduced, repu
diated by the recipients or the U.S. Congress,
and otherwise permitted to expire through
out much of the world. Nevertheless, on the
basis of the historical record, serious stu
dents of power polltlcs are likely to conclude
that there will continue to be situations call
Ing for U.S. global involvement on behalf
of our own interests and our remaining com
mitments to loyal allies-however much
America's current crop of neo-isolationists
may wish it otherwise.

It Is evident to students of geopolitics that
the momentous changes now underway in
U.S. foreign policy-propelled both by the
Nixon Doctrine and a national disllluslon
ment with global polltics-portend an era
In which the role of seapower Is llkely to
become more critical to national security
and foreign policy Interests. The dynamics of
this situation have focused attention upon
America's ablllty--or deteriorating ability,
as the case may be-to provide for its na
tional security and foreign policy needs on
a global scale that Is both within the eco
nomic means of this nation and consistent
with domestic and International political
reallties.

The Nixon Doctrine. America's new for
eign pollcy has been characterized In many
ways, ranging from "a return. to Isolation
Ism," manifested by.charges of withdrawal
from commitments, to "a reinvigoration of
the Cold War and Containment of the Soviet
Union" under a new pollcy name. A few
have suggested that the Nixon Doctrine
means surrender to America's enemies of the
past two decades. Some, of course, assert
that our new foreign policy Is llttle more
than a public relations gimmick.

None of the above explanations are very
perceptive. The fundamental break with
America's foreign policy In the recent past,
as contained in the Nixon Doctrine, Is Its
emphasis upon the more realistic assump
tion that foreign pollcy should be pursued
primarily on the basis of national self-inter
est as perceived In terms of national security
and survival, rather than in terms of Ideo-
logical missionarylsm. .

"National security and survival" Is, in It
self, a very broad concept that should en
compass all elements of national power, such
as economic soundness and strength, tech
nological leadership, pOlltical , diplomatic
and psychological (national wlllpower) via
bility, and, of course, the mllltary dimen
sion. American foreign policy has always
been more or less cognizant of these Inter
related factors. But the Important fact to
note here is the departure which the Nixon
Doctrine represents from America's historlo
foreign policy obsession that it was essen
tial to America's national security to remake

the rest of the world in our own Image and
convert all peoples to our own system of
government. There are many flaws In this
historic presumption, not the least being
that such a policy has failed to further
America's national security and sun-ivaI
prospects. It should have been evident, long
before the U.N. vote on China membership,
that America's policies were creating more
antagonism against the United States, or at
best disinterested ho-hums on the part of
allies who now feel secure, than have these
policies actually advanced the "free-world"
concept which ideologically governed Amer
Ica's postwar foreign pollcy through 1968.

The Nixon Doctrine attempts to oome to
grip with this condition on a more reallstic
basis. It is not afraid to view the world In
"balance of power" terms rather than the
"good guy"j"bad guy" perceptions of the
past 25 years. It recognizes that we now live
In a world where virtually all Ideologies, ex
oept perhaps chauvinistic nationallsm, have
lost much of their previous force. It is a
dynamic world with much potential for the
shifting of allegiances as national and re
gional power centers vie for access to the
world's human and material resources. This
writer suggests that "victory"-i.e., surviv
al-in such a world Is llkely to be governed
by this "access" criterion.

As one would expect, in this balance of
power world of shifting allegiances, in.terna
tional competition loses much of its bipolar
character. The number of competing global
power centers Is on the Increase, and the
readiness of weaker states to cross Ideological
lines for polltlcal, military or economic gain
(self interest) is also more evident.

A balance of power foreign polioy world
heightens the opportunities for Imaginative
and creative diplomacy. Indeed, it renders
Imperative such diplomacy. This kind of
diplomacy, in turn, calls for alert and open
minded public support; predicated on a
thorough understanding of the balance of
power national Interests involved.

The PresiJent's China pollcy, whloh has
generated so much interest of late, Is a case
in point. Most Americans are aware that
China is a nation of considerable importance
to the peace of Asia today, but the Important
fact for all Americans to understand about
China is its potential for power and influence
not only In Asia, but also throughout the
world in the future. We do not yet know the
exact goals of the President's China policy,
but one can surmise that they ultimately
wlll include the achievement of a U.S.-China
relationship emphasizing shared Interests
rather than excessive concern over differing
governmental systems.

Opportunities for similarly creative di
plomacy under the Nixon Doctrine are evi
dent elsewhere-the arms control scene, for
example. The NixonDoctrlne emphasizes that
is an "era of negotiation," setting forth the
hope that the present decade may lead to
genuine detente between East and West. The
negotiation portion of the Nixon Doctrine Is
a consistent extension of the balance of
power realities cited earlier. We seek greater
participation by other countries-partic
ularly, but not exclusively, our allies-in the
formulation of policies affecting the peace of
the world and the enrichinent of human life
via the development of the world's human
and material resources. Perhaps the letter
olause should now define the Free World.
Such a definition, for example, could include
Yugoslavia, Romania, perhaps China, and
many others, as well as the traditional Free
World grouping of the past.

In spite of the hard reallsm bespoken by
the Nixon Doctrine, vestiges of America's
missionary-like foreign policy remain. As this
essay Is being written, In November 1971, the
U.S. Senate Is engaged in a debate over the
future of America's foreign aid program. One
block of Senators-some of the same who
undercut U.S. policy in Vietnam-now argue
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that their particular standards and opinions,
concerning the policies and political systelnS
of U.S. aid recipients, should be the control
ling criteria. Their standards would rule out
some of America's most steadfast allies. This
is a retreat from the reaUties of the present
world environment. The application of this
kind of a morality test to foreign policy Is a
lUXUry only affordable by nations clearly
mandated-in terms of power as well as
righteousness-to impose as well as JUdge the
national policies and political systems of
other sovereign states. This presumptuous,
albeit altrUistic, approach cannot govern
America's international posture in the dec
ades ahead. If it does, we may find ourselves
with few allies and a great many enemies.

The Soviet Doctrine. A brief examination
of the Soviet view of the present world Is
instructive. In a comprehensive discussion of
"socialist" foreign policy, appearing in the
Soviet Journal Soviet Law and Government,·
Russia's foremost American expert, G. A.
Arbatov, is explicit. Writing about what he
describes as "the era. of transition from capi
talism to SoVietism," Arbatov tells us that
Washington's past "global poUtieal strategy"
is untenable. He cites as the main evidence
for his thesis the U.S. experiences in Viet
nam, which he calls "U.S. imperialism" and
describes as a socialist victory. Whlle pre
dicting further progress for the world's social
ist forces, Arbatov advances the thesis that
"imperialism" is able to go "only so far as it
is permitted to go-permitted by the oibjec
tive situation and by the strength of the re
sistance of its adversaries."
Then he states:

"It is precisely this understanding of po
litical reality that underlies the tactics of
the communist movement and of all anti
imperialist forces at the present stage. (p.
146) ••• The matter at issue is essentially
that of further limiting the freedom of action
of imperialism-above all, U.S. imperialism."
(p.147)

Aside from the usual polemics-his Marx
ian hypnosis with the "imperialism" bogey
man-Arbatov has told it straight. The com
ing decades mark a period in which Soviet
strategy towards the West appears to be
aimed mainly at "limiting the freedom of
action" of the United States.

In Between Two Ages, Professor Zbigniew
Brzezinski of Columbia University has sum
marized the future U.S.-Soviet rivalry thus:

"American-Soviet rivairy is hence likely to
become less ideological in character, though
it may become more extensive geographical
ly and more dangerous in terms of the power
involved. Increased direct contacts between
the two nations, restraints imposed by mu
tual recognition of the destructiveness of
present weapons systems and lessened ideo
logical expectations for the Third World
could make American-Soviet relations more
stable. Nevertheless, more and more areas on
the globe could become the objects of moves
and countermoves if the growth in long
range Soviet mllltary forces, particularly
conventional air-sea-llft capabilities, ex
tends American-Soviet rivalry to areas pre
viously considered beyond the Soviet reach."

Pursuit of a pollcy by the Soviets aimed
at "llmiting the freedom of action" of the
United States-the ongoing Soviet naval
bUildup and depioyment is perhaps the best
signal of their intentions-would in effect
mean continued conflict between East and
West in the lower regions of the spectT\lm
of conflict, I.e., limited/cold war, where the
issue Is access to the world's human and ma
teriai resources. In short, continued Soviet
insistence llpon an "era of transition from
capitalism to Sovietism" does not bode well

3 Translated and reprinted under the title
"American Foreign Polley on the Threshold
of the 1970s" In Orbis, Spring 1971, pp. 134
153. All page citations in the text are from
this issue of Orbis.

for detente. Such Insistence ultimately
would also be expected to undermine that
portion of the Nixon Doctrine which seeks
an era of negotiation.

The foregoing observations do not argue
that the United States should abandon its
efforts at negotiation. They do suggest that
negotiation, too, must be pursued on a realls
tic "balance of power" basis. Realistically
we might recognlze, for example, that even
negotiation can be aimed at "llmlting free
dom of action." The Soviet party leader,
Leonid Brezhnev, recently hinted that such
is his goal, by suggesting that the U.S. Navy
should withdraw from the far oceans of the
world.

"But at the same time American politi
cians consider it normal and natural that
their 6th Fleet is constantiy in the Mediter
ranean-next door ... to the Soviet Union
and the 7th Fleet off the shores of China
and Indochina.. We have never considered,
and do not now consider, that it is an ideal
situation when the navies of the great pow
ers are cruising about for long periods far
from their own shores, and we are prepared
to solve this problem, but to solve it, as they
say, on an equal basis."

If the need should arise, the United States
cannot project power into Europe and Asia
by land and by air as easily as can the So
viet Union, Soviet lines of communIcation
are interior to Virtually all of its "allies,"
while the Western World is in essence a
maritime alliance.

Brezhnev's proposal, therefore, is a one
sided one that, if adopted, would set the
stage for added Russian encroachment upon
the world's human and material resources
such as recently carried out under the
"Brezhnev doctrine" in Czechoslovakia, and
as historically pursued by the Soviet Union
throughout Eastern Europe.

A Navy for the New Era. The readers of this
journal will recognize that Brezhnev. as well
as Arbatov and Brzezinski in quotations
cited earller, is high-lighting a world in
which the decisive edge In military power will
go to the most versatile and flexible projec
tion at the "limited" and "cold" war levels
in essence, naval power. Additionally, the
Nixon Doctrine shift in the U.S. military
posture worldwide-the cutback of American
troops and bases overseas, accompanied by
a shift in much of the military manpower
burden away from the Unlted States--places
added emphasis upon naval power for the
welding together and sustenance of the
""estern alliance.

Not surprisingly, then,' the Soviet Union
is now embarked upon a navai expansion
program that is rapidly overtaking the
United States. The Soviet submarine force
nearly three times the U.S. Navy's in number
of boats-is improving in quallty, and may
already pose a challenge to U.S. command
of the seas, I.e., capacity for assuring the use
of the seas as required by the United States
and Its allies. Order dimensions of Soviet
naval power are also being dramatically ex
panded. The newest surface-to-air missile
(SAM) armed Soviet surface combatants are
proving that they are capable of independ
ent operations in a moderately hostile alr
war environment. Prior to the introduction
of these SAM missile combatants, the Soviet
surface navy had traditionally confined its
operations to waters contiguous to Its own
shores. Simultaneously, the Soviets have
gained the right to use naval a.nd air facilities
at key strategic locations in the Mediter
ranean and Indian Ocean regions. The rapid
growth of the Soviet merchant marine, at a
time when the U.S. merchant fleet is aging
faster than it is being replaced, completes
a total picture which suggests that Arbatov's
description of Soviet polley, as one which
seeks to limit U.S. global freedom of action.
is well on its way to fUlfillment.

Primary military responsibility for meeting
this Soviet challenge falls upon the U.S.

Navy. This statement can be modified by
whatever extent the Nixon Doctrine suc
ceeds in reviving naval power elsewhere in
the Western Alliance.

The U.S. Navy has begun to rebuild to
meet this challenge, but it is rebuilding along
the traditional lines of the past. New ships
are replacing old ships of like type, better
armed, many times more costly, marginally
more seaworthy--still essentially on a type
for-type basis that is leading in the end to
a navy that promises to look very much
like the U.S. Navy after Worid War II.

Principal reliance for command of the seas
still evolves upon carrier alr power, screened
by missile-armed surface unlts,' yet it is
uncertain that our carriers wiil confront any
significant surface or air challenge. The So
viets are circumventing that challenge via
their emphasis on the submarine. This pros
pect of a minimal surface or alr challenge
would be fortunate if it gave the U.S. com
mand of the seas by default--but it d~s not.
One to two hundred modem Soviet subma
rines, nuclear-powered and armed with the
latest missiles, can deny command of the
seas to the U.S. Navy's surface forces. This
appears to be the direction the Soviets are
taking. The Soviet Navy now has some 400
submarines, and they are bUilding-both
SSNs and SSBNs-at a rate surpassing pres
ent U.S. submarine construction capabilities.
The majority of present Soviet submarines
are not "modern." Only a few are eqUipped
with the advanced missiles. Thus, there is
still time. But many readers will share the
uneasiness felt by this writer and expressed
by the question: Will the navy we are now
building prove to be ill-conceived, In. terms
of Its force configuration, for meeting the
Soviet challenge cited above?

The investment in new destroyers will not
meet that challenge. Yet destroyers continue
to be designed and produced on the basis of,
and charged with, the primary mission of
countering the forthcoming Soviet submarine
force. A recent, now famous, article appeared
in this journal and brought to light some
serious misgivings about the ASW inadequa
cies of the U.S. Navy's most modern de
stroyers and destroyer escorts." Possibly that
author dwelt upon the wrong issue. He might
better have asked: Why are we building de
stroyers for ASW?

The U.S. Navy's investment in air ASW is
only marginally more hopeful. The well
known CVS (ASW carrier) Issue Is perhaps
enough of a dead horse that it need not be
flogged further here. But, In that matter,
also, the issue is the same. The present state
of air and surface ASW technology, combined
with pressing cost considerations, raises un
easy feelings and grave questions about the
inordinate portions of our limited rebuilding
bUdget and manpower resources which are
being invested in such marginally effective
programs.

The point here is not to point the finger
of guilt at some hard-working and much
maligned project oflicer--or at any of the
Navy's vested interests. We are all in this
Navy guilty of refusing to abide by the dic-

'''We control the seas with our alrcraft
carriers, capable of sinking surface ships, sur
faced submarines, shooting down aircrait
and, with our F-14 aircraft, shooting down
the missiles from anyone of those enemy
sources," Admiral Zumwalt said in the 13
September 1971 issue of U.S. News & World
Report.

"See Robert H. Smith, "A United States
Navy for the Future," U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings, March 1971, pp. 18-25. Captain
Smith's most pregnant obsen'ation seems to
have been overlooked in the ensuing con
troversy. "... we have clung to the fiction
of a primary, and even offensive, ASW role
for the surface ship long after it has become
obvious that it cannot fulfill that rola
against the modern submarine." (p. 22)
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tum of the most intolerant taskmaster of
all-the technological state of the art. The
well known fact is that the advance of sub
marine technology (operating characterictics,
armament and sonar capablllties) since
World War II has put the modern submarine
out of combat reach by known or foreseeable
surface and air ASW techniques. This con
clusion may stlll be disputed by some, but
the record--of futile and costly surface and
air ASW programs-is a lengthy one that
speaks for itself.

Naval warfare has been so dramatically
altered by the advance of submarine tech
nology over the past 25 years as to have
essentially reversed the role of the submarine
from one primartly of interdiction to that of
representing the ship of the line in terms of
command of the seas. The modern, nuclear
powered, fast, quiet, long-endurance, deep
diving, perhaps cruise missile-armed attack
submarine not only promises to drive from
the seas those surface units that dare to
opposite it; the submarine is also proving to
be the best oj all platjorms jor ASW.

Is it going to take a war at sea to prove
that the U.S. Navy's capital ship-the aircraft
carrier, though defended by its costly retinue
of escorts and umbrella of manned aircraft
is ill-SUited to contest command of the seas
against challenges emanating from the cap
ital ship of the Soviet Navy, the attack sub
marine? The history of warfare confirms the
dictum that technology cannot be defied with
impunity. As a consequence of World War I,
the French learned that the elan of attack
the offense-was not adequate to overcome
the technology of the then dominant de
fense-the machinegun. Applying that lesson
to their policies between the wars, the French
came to rely for their national security pri
marily on the defense fortifications of the
Maginot Line. But, in the meantime the tech
nology of land warfare had changed. The
offense had become dominant in the shape of
the fast, armored warfare which comprised
blitzkrieg. This misplaced French confidence
in a technology of warfare that was out of
date for its task, led to Vichy.

The U.S. Navy could be making a similar
mistake. We won command of the seas at
Midway, the Coral Sea, and the Philippine
Sea with the aircraft carrier task force. We
opposed a similarly configured navy, and
there was no doubt that naval carrier air
warfare was the dominant reality of that
time. But carrier air warfare is not the domi
nant reallty of present naval warfare, and the
U.S. Navy is being challenged by a foe whose
navy is not similarly configured. On the con
trary, the Soviets are building a navy which
is in closer conformity with the prevalllng
dominant reality of naval warfare-the com
bat superiority of the submarine.

There is a case to be made for carriers and
destroyers in our naval program, but it is not
the one most often advanced, and it doesn't
support the "Cadillac" versions of those ships
the U.S. Navy now seeks, certainly not so long
as the higher priority, submarine. "command
of the seas" requirement is unfulfilled. (It
may also make a better case for the Marines
and the "amphlb" Navy than is currently In
fashion.) It is the cold/limited war case as
articulated above by Brezhnev, Arbatov, and
Brzezinski.

While the cold/llmited war scenarios of
East-West conflict are not the worst case as
sumptions, the mutual balance of terror that
makes general war a non-option, leads rather
obviously to the cold/limited war scenarios
being the most probable kinds of conflict.
That is where the action is almost certainly
going to be. The issue is access to the world's
resources; and the contest is, first, one of
command of the seas, and second, projection
of power and influence in the Mahan tradi
tion when political decisions so dictate. fiti
mate victory can be lost or won Without a
general war ever taking place.

Given current fiscaJ limitations, the latter
dimension of naval pianning may require
greater compromise than the command of
the seas (submarine) role vis-a-vis "ideai"
ships and hardware. Remembering that nu
clear general war has become a non-option
through mutual deterrence, the command of
the seas task will merit next highest priority,
for it preserves survival against the ultimate
limited war challenge-the physical isolation
of America from its allies.
Thus the third priority, the U.S./p0wer

projection navy, is the logical area for com
promise of "Cadillac" ambitions in favor of
economy and more units at less unit cost
rather than to stint our command of the seas
submarine forces-if funds prOVided by the
Congress are not adequate to iegitimate needs
in both areas. We can take some comfort that
the power projection task by surface forces is
the task wherein the most support from the
remainder of the maritime alliance can be
expected. The Nixon Doctrine highllghts that
aspect as well. Imaginative programs, like
the "Personnel Exchange Program" with al
lied navies, recently instituted by the U.S.
Navy, can fortify the Nixon Doctrine on this
score.

The new era of American diplomacy, the
Nixon Doctrine, derives from a forthright
recognition of the changes that have taken
place in the world since 1945-the new re
ajities that now govern the domestic and in
ternational political environments. America's
new naval policy must start with a clear
understanding of those same realties.

In addition, America's new naval policy
must-as forthrightiy-acknowledge the
technoiogical realities that now govern naval
warfare, and proceed from the premises dic
tated thereby. To paraphrase the President's
words, quoted at the beginning of this essay:
No single sudden upheaval or technological
event has marked the end oj the World War
11 era oj naval warjare in the way that world
wars ojten shatter pre-existing assumptions
about warjare. But the cumulative changes
in naval warjare since 1945 are projound
nonetheless.

We are indeed at the end of an era-in
the technology of naval warfare as well as
in foreign policy. The question is: Are we
now building a new navy that is as reallstic
as our new foreign policy?

ALTER THE ALTERATIONS

(By Captain Ben W. Blee)
A week after taking command of an aging

Navy landing ship dock (LSD), the new com
manding officer received an official letter from
his force commander: "Altogether too many
unauthorized alterations have been made to
your ship in past yea-rs. You wlll immedia-tely
restore the ship to her original arrangement:'

The new CO called for the blueprints and
compared them with the ship. The charges
were all too true, but to put the Ship back
in original condition would be a staggering
job, making the Ship much more comfor
table than when she was first built according
to World War II Royal Navy specifications.

The next day, the CO called on the staff
officer. "Commander," he asked, "do you really
mean I am to rearrange the ship just as she
was according to these old British Admiralty
plans?"

"You read the letter," came the terse reply.
"All right," exclaimed the CO. "Then here

is my requisition for 460 hammocks to re
place the bunks and foam rubber mattresses,
and here's another for eight casks of rum to
go in what is now the barber shop. That was
the spirits room, you know, so the crew
could have its grog:' With that, he ieft the
flabbergasted commander and returned to
his ship.

Not another word was ever heard about the
matter.

1\!r. SPONG. Mr. President. will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. SPONG. The Senator from Min
nesota has been consistent in his oppo
sition to aircraft carriers throughout the
past 5 or 6 years, but I woUld like to ask
a question or two as to his attitude at
the moment on the carrier question. Two
or three years ago, when one of oUl'
more extensive debates took place, per
haps not the Senator from Minnesota
but some of those who were contesting
the authorization of an additional car
rier and pressing for a stUdy of the car
rier situation questioned the aircraft
carrier as an effective instrument of na
tional security or as an effective weapon,
Does the Senator from Minnesota ques
tion that today?

Mr. MONDALE. No, I do not. I think
we need a naval attack carrier force.
What I am questioning is the size of the
force. I do not believe, nor do I think
that the Defense Department any longer
maintains, that the carrier has a stra
tegic role. It is basically a tactical weap
on. In the mid-1960's, Secretary Mc
Namara stated that the Defense De
partment no longer saw the carrier as
having a strategic nuclear role but in
stead viewed it basically as a tactical
weapon. I think that is correct. I accept
that. I question whether we need 13
fully modern attack carriers through the
middle of the 1980's.

Mr. SPONG. The Senator used the fig
ure of 12 or less in his remarks earlier
this morning. Would the Senator give me
some idea of what he considers the min
imum carrier force necessary to achieve
the tactical needs he foresees in the
world today?

Mr. MONDALE. I do not know what
that number should be. What we are de
bating here is, do we need a 13th mod
ern carrier. The burden is on the Navy
to justify that need. I do not think they
have sustained it. How much below 12 I
would go, I do not know. I am not in a
position to say.

Mr. SPONG. I am pleased we have
come to certain conclusions. that a 12
carrier modern force-and this is the
Navy's position-will be necessary.

I want to make a few remarks that
may have been covered. The fact is that
the Midway, which is the 13th carrier
in the Senator's computation, is a car
rier that is 28 years old regardless of its
refurbishing. We are now talking about
a carrier that will not join the fleet
until 1980?

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
Mr. SPONG. Well, on that basis, it is

the view of the Senator· from Virginia
that the Midway by 1980 will not meet
what I consider to be the minimum
need of 12 modern carriers. Now the
Senator from Minnesota is aware that
insofar as the catapults are concerned,
the fuel situation, and other factors with
regard to the Midway, they simply do
not measure up to what the modern car
rier should have.

Mr. MONDALE. I agree that this is a
fact in dispute, one that each Senator
will have to resolve in his own mind.
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The· argument I made is based on the
statement issued by the Defense Depart
ment on January 30, 1970, in which it
said:

Midway's conversion was the most com
prehensive modernization ever made to a U.S.
Navy ship. She will be capable of handling
t11e largest and most complex carrier air
craft and weapons systems in the Navy's
arsenal through the 1980s.

That is a statement by the Defense
Department made on January 30, 1970.
Thus, it seems somewhat illogical that
they would spend $200 million outfitting
a ship that they would expect to become
obsolete within a few years.

The Senator from Virginia may be
right, but that is my case and I suppose
each Senator will have to decide for
himself.

Mr. SPONG. Of course they will. I do
not agree with all the Navy said. Second,
I believe we are going to need modern
carriers that meet the minimum require
ments with regard to elevators, torpedo
protection, and catapults. The Midway
is a carrier that has a 27-year-old hull,
regardless of the repairs made.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Virginia yield?

Mr. SPONG. In just a minute.
It is the position of the Senator from

Virginia that we are faced now with a
decision whether to go forward with a
carrier that will be ready in 1980. In my
judgment, we need 12 modern carriers.

Mr. MONDALE. If the Senator be
lieves that we need 12, as I believe the
Navy does, the Midway is adequate to be
the 12th.

Mr. SPONG. I do not agree. It will not
be adequate because of the time frame
in which we are operating.

Mr. MONDALE. That is a factual dif
ference we have. My case does not go be
yond that.

Mr. SPONG. I am glad to yield now to
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. SAXBE. The Senator indicates
that this fieet of modern carriers he con
templates is necessary. Does that mean
we have got to continue to lay one down
every year until we turn them all over?

Mr. SPONG. I do not say that is nec
essary. I believe in the broad picture of
today's security needs, and also the broad
picture of diplomatic needs throughout
the world, we should go forward with this
carrier.

That is my own opinion. I will face up
to the factual situation with regard to
future construction when we come to it.
I regret that the NavY hesitated for one
year insofar as this carrier is concerned.
I regret the enormous expenditure. How
ever, I see these modern carriers and the
need for a fourth nuclear carrier as a
necessary part of our security needs if
we are to have credibility throughout
the next 15 or 16 years when hopefully
negotiations will lead to a peaceful
world.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, where
,,'ould the Senator draw the line in nego
tiations if the carriers increase in cost
next year to $2 billion?

Mr. SPONG. When I believe the costs
exceed the need, ther: I will have to face
up to it when we debate futw'e carriers.
However, so far as this carrier is con-

cerned, insofar as the need for a fourth
nuclear carrier, I doubt that the Midway,
as I have said, will meet the needs I
envision in the early 1980's and I feel
this request is justified and, therefore, I
support it.

The purpose of my earlier questions
was that the argument has shifted be
cause at one time we were arguing
whether we should build any more car
riers. I believe that we should have a
minimum of 12 effective aircraft carriers
in the 1980's. That opinion is subject to
review and change each year.

To answer tJie Senator's question,
based upon the present cost estimates
and allowing even for some of the over
runs, I believe we should sustain the
committee's recommendations with re
gard to this carrier.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thinlt
there may have been some parts of that
debate in which there was an implica
tion that some here opposed all aircraft
carriers. I have always stated that there
was a role for the aircraft carrier. I
have raised questions concerning the
proper size of the aircraft carrier force
and the relationship between sea-based
and land-based airpower.

Mr. SPONG. I am pleased the Senator
from Minnesota has cllirified that. How
ever, when the debate took place 3 and
4: years ago, we found ourselves arguing
about why the Russians were not build
ing carriers. And implicit in that debate
somewhere was the fact that the British
had abandoned carriers because they
did not believe they remained an effec
tIve naval instrwnent.

We brought into the debate the Brit
ish debates that showed what stopped
them was the fact that they could not
afford carriers any longer. It did not re
flect a diminished opinion of the air
craft carrier as a tactical weupon.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I do
not have my earlier statement here.
However, I do recall referring to the
fact that the Russians did not have an
attack carrier in their Navy and that as
far as I then knew, and as far as I now
know, they have no pla.ns to build an at
tack carrier.

At that time, we had 16 attack carriers
in our fleet. Today we still have 16.
However, some of them are close to being
outmoded.

The question I raised then-and now
concerned the proper size of the U.S.
naval attack carrier force level. I be
lieved then-and I believe now-that the
fact that the Russians do not have a
single attack carrier has great bear
ing on the question of the number of
carriers we need.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the Senator's remarks.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.
Mr. PASTOR":. Mr. President, I do

not pretend for a moment to be a mili
tary expert or historical prophet nor do
I have the omniscience to say whether
we need 12 or 13 nuclear carriers if
Anterica is to have a future. I leave it
to men more knowledgeable on mili
tary strategy to determine that for me.
However, I do know as Chairman of

the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
that one of the fortunate things we did
in 1961 was to put in operation the Enter
p7·ise. When we had the critical situation
in the Middle East, it was well that the
Bainbridge, the Long Beach, and the
Enterprise were there and they sped
ahead. Their maneuverability is without
question. We had their skippers before
our committee and we were gratiful for
their testimony. There is no question
that the ultimate thing will be a nuclear
Navy. Half the Navy today is conven
tional. "Ve only have one nuclear carrier
in operation. The Nimitz will not be in
operation until 1973, if they meet their
schedule. As to the Eisenhower, that ves
sel will not go into operation until 1975.
We are talking about this new one, the
CVN-70. As I understand it, the projected
date is 1980. And we will be lucky if we
get it then.

It might well be, as the caniers that
we have get older and older and we have
to put them in mothballs, that we will
need to have 13. However, there is not
any living soul that can tell us-today
in 1972 what the world situation will be
in 1980.

If we look around, we "ill find that we
can rely less and less on land air bases.
We are committed in Spain and we find
fault because every time we have to l'e
new that lease, we have to make a bigger
contribution. We pay more and more
and we have been told that in several
parts of the world we are being pressed
in the same way.

I do not think that we can properly
compare the American Navy with the
Russian Navy. I think their complex is
entirely different from ours. The aircraft
carrier has always been an integral part
of the U.S. Navy. We are a two-ocean
Nation and since great carriers cannot go
through the canal, we must adequately
patrol both oceans. Yes-by 1980, if we
are going to employ nuclear aircraft car
riers, we ought to have two in the At
lantic and two in the Pacific if we are
going to have proper protection.

That is the reason for this CVN-70. I
know that we can argue and wrestle in
a paper bag until the cows come home
as to whether we need it or not. We can
never know until the time comes. How
ever, I hope that we will not fall into a
sense of false security. This is still a very
tense and critical world.

I assume that we have certain detentes
with Red China and with Russia. I aD
plaud that. However. the Russians ai'e
building more missiles and warships. The
Red Chinese will be buildinjr them, too.
And in time Japan will be bUilding them.

Tne point is that the survival and se
curity of our Nation depends on our su
premacy of the seas. We learned that
from the experience of England. How
does that relate to the Russians when
we are being pushed around on land and
our fishermen are being pushed around
at sea in different parts of the world? It
is good to have an aircraft carrier at
hand with adequate planes to make
troublesome people understand that
Antelica is not going to be pushed
around.

That is what that is all about. We are
talking about priorities-the price of



25406 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE July 26, 1972

peace through adequate power. I realize
-that this is going to cost a lot of money.
However, let us not wind up by being the
richest nation in the cemetery. We have
talked about the cost. I know that it runs
into billions and billions of dollars. I real
ize that. Some things have been abused,
and some things have to be cut out. How
ever, after all, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have said these nuclear carriers are ab
solutely necessary. The head of the U.S.
NavY has said that this is a must.

Mr. President, I am telling you,
whether he is right or wrong, I am going
to give him the benefit of the doubt,
because I am afraid, if today we are
wrong, the only thing we can say in time
of peril to come is, "God help us."

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I esti
mate that the Senator from Rhode Island
used about 10 minutes, and I ask that
the time he consumed be charged to my
time.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services (Mr.
STENNIS) yielding to me. I had the priv
ilege 2 or 3 years ago to serve on the
Joint House-Senate Committee on the
Construction of the CVN-70, which was
led by the Senator from Mississippi. My
convictions with regard to him that I
held at that time I still hold, and with
regard to the construction of the CVN
70. I appreciate the opportunity to listen
to the distinguished Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. SPONG), and I heartily agree
with what he had to say about the con
struction of this carrier, also.

CVN-70 AND SURVIVABILITY AT SEA

I fully support the distinguished chair
man of the Armed Services Committee in
providing funds for advance procurement
on a new carrier. The question of vulner
ability has been raised so often that a de
tailed analysis is warranted to dispel the
arguments that persist.

The total threat to a naval carrier force
at sea is very much a function of the type
of war or type of challenge considered. In
a nuclear war, anything struck by a nu
clear warhead, whether it be a ship or a
city, will be destroyed. The tremendous
advantage of a carrier is that it is not a
fixed target which can be carefully pro
gramed for ballistic missile attack. The
mobility of the ship target offers consid
erable protection, which increases with
the mnge-and time of flight-of the
weapon considered. Against ICBM attack,
the aircraft carrier, in contrast to cities,
industrial complexes, land air bases, mis
sile sites, and similar fixed targets, is vir
tuallY immune to pretargeting. It can
move 12 miles or more during the time of
flight of an ICBM. If its position is pre
cisely known at a given time, 3 hours later
the carrier is somewhere in the area of a
circle of more than 25,000 square miles.
Because of the mobility of the carrier
forces and the complexity of their de
fenses, the probability is very high that
many of these ships would survive to de
liver their own punch.

A general war fought with conven-

tional weapons, a more likely possibility
because of nuclear parity in the world to
day, would not be the short exchange as
sumed for the nuclear war. The surviva
bility of naval forces at sea would develop
during the extended, coordinated opera
tions of aU naval forces. The primary
threat to surface ships in general war is
antiship missiles launched by subma
rines, both surfaced and submerged;
long-range aircraft; and surface ships.

The effectiveness of these systems can
be significantly reduced by a concen
trated effort of naval forces. No carrier
travels alone. Indeed, as tensions develop
larger grouping of ships randomly dis
posed are concentrated to give a defense
in depth providing mUltiple opportunities
to destroy the incoming enemy. One or
more carriers provide air-to-air defense
while other ships serve as surface-to-air
missile, gun, antisubmarine, and elec
tronic platforms. Submarines are in
cluded with their inherently more cap
able sonar to counter hostile submarines.

Not the least of the enemy's problems
is to detect the carrier task force in the
vast ocean operating areas. Assuming
that the force could be located, the enemy
has an additional problem of identifying
the individual ships to aetermine which is
the carrier as the force maneuvers,
changes composition, courses, and speeds.
A submarine must maneuver to firing
position, which may be extremely difficult
to do if the carrier is traveling at high
speed. Aircraft must come into visual
range to identify the carrier. Hostile air,
surface, and submarine forces can be
detected long before they enter the
carrier's operating area. The detection
of the missile launch vehicle can be
accomplished by various carrier, escort,
and carrier aircraft sensors.

An attacker must penetrate a defense
in depth comprised of various combina
tions of aircrafts, surface ships, and sub
marines. The task force has a number
of defenses that can engage the enemy
before he launches his weapons, after
they are launched, and during their
flight. Initial defense is the detection and
destruction of the delivery vehicles. The
guided missiles themselves become the
primary target in the next defensive
phase. Some of these missiles are not dis
similar in general size and performance
to aircraft, and are therefore vulnerable
to the task force's antiaircraft defenses.
To reach the carrier, the antiship
missiles must evade fighter aircraft, and
then successfully penetrate the surface
to-air missile defenses of the screening
guided missile ships in the task force.
Finally, any surviving enemy missiles are
exposed to the highly effective fire of
short range, point defense missiles and
to automatic gunfire from ships of the
task force.

If a modern carrier should sustain hits
from conventional bombs, torpedoes, or
missiles, damage will occur, but that
does not mean that the ship will be sunk
or even put out of action. Modern carriers
are extremely tough ships. The Essex
class foug-ht through the aircraft, kami
kaze, and submarines attacks of World
War II without a single loss to enemy
action. Subsequent carrier designs have

incorporated even more extensive pro
tective features, such as armored flight
decks, improved torpedo protection sys
tems, and internal damage limiting fea
tures which make them very difficult to
sink or put out of action.

:Mr. President, it is worth noting that
the strength of a modenl carrier to resist
damage was demonstrated in 1969 when
the Enterprise sustained damage to its
flight deck during a training exercise.
Nine bombs were detonated. On that oc
casion all essential systems in the ship
were maintained in operative condition,
they controlled the effect of the fire, and
they could have resumed all scheduled
operations in hours after the debris was
cleared from the flight deck.

The carrier gives our forces the best
protective capability we can build into
our ships. The Nimitz class carriers are
the best protected and least vulnerable
ever designed. The added protection is
provided by the extensive use of armor
plating against bombs and guided mis
siles and improved antitorpedo hull
design.

These built-in protective systems in
clude:

Extensive armor protection for the
flight deck, sides, and underwater body
designed to have a high probability of
defeating high order contact and pene
trating explosives.

The watertight compartmentation
throughout the hull which divides the
ship into more than 2,000 watertight and
shock resistant compartments designed
to confine damage to small areas.

Redundancy of essential systems for
command and control, aircraft opera
tions, ship contrOl, ship propUlsion, and
damage control designed to provide
means for continUing effective offensive
and defensive action while limiting dam
age, extinguishing fires, and restoring
casualties from hits.

In addition to consideration of open
warfare, as discussed to this point, it is
instructive to examine carrier vulnera
bility in a "cold war"a- time of political
tension without open conflict. Here the
aircraft carrier faces no real threat. It
operates in international waters, under
complete and unquestioned U.S. control.
This is in contrast to the threat posed
to overseas land bases. These have been
found vulnerable to political attack-our
overflight privileges have been revoked,
our base operating privileges restricted
as host nations have examined their own
interests during periods of rising tension.

Vulnerability is not a simple subject
it has many aspects. But a modern air
craft carrier such as CVN-70 is designed
to carry out its assigned mission in the
face of intense opposition. It is designed
to go in harm's way. Its survivability is
high.

I urge the defeat of the amendment by
the Senator from Ohio. I Yield back my
time.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I Yield my
self such time as may be required.

CVN-70 will be the biggest, most ex
pensive ship ever built. While the United
States has built a Navy around an air
craft carrier capable of bringing tactical
intervention to any part of the globe,
the Soviet Union has built a Navy of
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attack submarines and missile launch
ing destroyers designed to give control
of the sea lanes. It is these missile
launching ships and submarines, com
bined with Soviet naval aviation ca
pabilities, which pose such lethal threat
to the U.S. carriers.

The United States has allowed this
situation to occur for a number of rea
sons. At the end of the Second World
War we were really the only significant
Navy left in the ocean. We did not have
to worry about sea control, and operat
ing under our own nuclear umbrella, we
could send an aircraft carrier anywhere
we wanted to intervene.

In face of this threat the Soviet Union
developed a fleet of defensive naval
bombers. Developing first the propeller
driven, Bear, the later jet, Badgers
Bombers, the Soviet deployed these land
based bombers as a defense against the
United States' almost unlimited ability
to project its power into Soviet soil.

However, the Soviet Union found this
situation unacceptable. The U.S. policy
of containment was most certainly con
taining Russian national influence as
well as containing ideological commu
nism. The Russians set out to redress this
balance. They have now achieved parity
in strategic areas.

Of course, we know about this in the
SALT talks.

While the United States spent over
$100 billion in a counterinsurgency war
in South East Asia. The Soviet Union
in that same time period was building a
sea control navy. The Russians' policy
drew great fire from the Chinese, who ac
cused them of no longer caring about
revolution but being concerned only with
their position as a great power. The
Chinese were probably correct. The Rus
sians endured the criticism and went
ahead to build a navy which might in
the future be able to prevent the United
States from conducting air operations in
places like Gulf of Tonkin. But more seri
ously the Russians created a navy that
eventually be able to prevent us from be
ing able to continue commerce with our
European allies.

I will go into more detail on the vul
nerability of our carriers due to the So
viet development of a sea control force.

The Soviet Naval Air Wing consists
of approximately 500 bombers. Most of
these are based near north-west and
Black Sea coasts of the U.S.S.R. The
remainder are located near Ylodivastock
on the Pacific coast. These include 300
TU-16, Badger bombers, 100 TU-16
Badger reconnaissance tankers-some of
these reconnaissance planes have been
replaced with more modern T-22, Blind
ers-50 IL-28 torpedo equipped Beagle
light bombers, and 50 TU-95 Bear recon
naissance aircraft. The Blinder and
Badger are capable of launching cruise
missiles. The Badger as the heart of
threat is capable of launching 2,200 mile
Kelt missiles: Two 80 mile range Kennel
missiles; or one 200 mile range Kipper
missile; and possibly a new Mach-3 mis
sile with a 300- to 400-mile range.

Most of these are what is known as
cruise ranges, most difficult to detect and
certainly most lethal against any carrier.

The 920 miles per hour Blinder bomber

is capable of launching the 300 mile
range Kitchen missile which is extreme
ly difficult to defend against.

The Soviet Union's subsurface threat
consists of 235 torpedo firing attack sub
marines, of which 25 are nuclear pow
ered. Many of these subs carry the very
effective acoustic homing torpedo. The
Soviets also have approximately 66 cruise
missile launching submarines, of which
35 are nuclear powered. The Soviets are
presently engaged in a construction pro
gram for Charlie class submarines, ca
pable of subsurface launching of cruise
missiles.

Finally, the Soviet surface threat in
cludes a total of 58 cruisers and destroy
ers equipped with surface to surface
cruise missiles or with surface to air mis
siles. These include Krest, Kynda, and
Sverdlov class cruisers. It includes Kri
vak, Kavin, Krupny, Kildin, Kashin and
Katlin class rlestroyers. In addition to
these missile launching destroyers, the
U.S.S.R. has 63 of the more traditional
gun carrying destroyers.

The combination of this Soviet air,
surface, and subsurface threat makes our
carriers extremely vulnerable.

I think that we have to take into ac
count that whistling in the dark on the
carrier's inVulnerability is not going to
solve the problem of putting over $1 bil
lion into one target and $3 billion into
one small carrier group. It seems to me
that we must take note of this, and we
must try to spend our money where it
will be most useful; that the sea control
ships that we now have on the boards
can accomplish what the carriers can
also do. but they can accomplish it at the
cost of less than $1 billion, and also that
we can make a sufficient number of these
for the tremendous cost of this one car
rier that we are debating here today.

I think it was significant that the jun
ior Senator from Virginia, in whose State
they make these ships, and where, I am
sure, it is of prime interest to keep the
shipyards going, commented on the fact
that England finally gave up making the
carrier because, they said, they could not
afford it.

I submit that there is a cost that we
cannot afford, and I think we are there
right now. In other words, this country,
as rich as it is, cannot afford to layout
a projected $10 billion-I repeat, $10 bil
lion, an amount which is needed for so
many things in this country-and layout
this amount for one carrier with a ques
tionable survivability, with the tremen
dous threat being built up against it.

We want this country to be strong. I
want it to live up to the capacity of its
SALT agreement, which I question we
are going to be able to afford-in other
words, to live up to what we have limited
ourselves to. This carrier is not in the
SALT agreement. It is outside it. The
Russians do not consider it as a basic
threat, or certainly not to the type of
warfare they plan. I am convinced the
type of warfare they plan involves the
use of nuclear power-not as actually
utilizing it, but as a threat of nuclear
power and the supremacy of nuclear
weapons to permit them to achieve by
peaceful means the supremacy of Europe
and the supremacy of the Far East.

I think the SALT talks and the SALT
agreement obviously are going to give
them that opportunity. But this is some
thing we can ill afford. This is something
we are making a very hard decision on.

It is interesting to me that when I
first announced that I was going to spon
sor this amendment and speak on it on
the floor, the only people I heard from in
the country who asked me to back off
were the people-some in Ohio-who say,
"Well, our business depends on supply
ing stuff for this carrier. Our projected
work schedule for the next several years
depends upon this carrier."

I am sure that on all defense spending
the commercial interests are bound to
trickle in, and there are even some who
go so far as to say that perhaps this is a
way of seeding the economy, in other
words, that this money spent on defense
in our airplane factories, our space pro
grams, and our military spending for the
Navy, the Air Force, and the Army is the
best way of giving private enterprise a
shot in the arm, because it results in jobs.

But I submit that even in this area
and I do not discount this contribution
to our economy-there are ways that we
can benefit our economy much more.
The building of a carrier at a cost of $1
billion for the ship alone, $3 billion for
the planes that goes with it, and a
projected 10-year cost of $10 billion, is
just beyond our means at this time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the President

of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries.

EXCESSIVE SPENDING-MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HART) laid before the Senate the follow
ing message from the President of the
United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance:
To the Congress of the United States:

This is an urgent appeal for the Con
gress to join with me to avoid higher
taxes, higher prices and a cut in pur
chasing power for everyone in the Na
tion.

Just when we have succeeded in cutting
the rate of inflation in half, and just
when we have succeeded in making it
possible for America's workers to score
their largest real spendable income gains
in eight years, this tangible, 'Pocketbook
progress may be 'lltiped out by proposed
excessive spending.

Specifically, Federal spending for the
fiscal year 1973 (which began on July 1.
1972) already is estimated to be almost
$7 billion higher than was planned in my
bUdget.

That figure by itself is bad enough. But
even more spending beyond the bUdget
and beyond emergency flood relief
funds-appears to be on the way.

The inevitable result would be higher
taxes and more income-eating inflation
in the form of higher prices.

I am convinced the American people
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financial organizations to other classes of
recurring payments, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bills were subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro tem
pore (Mr. WEICKER).

MILITARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1973

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 15495) to au
thorize appropriations during the fiscal
year 1973 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vess(,ls, tracked combat
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons,
and research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
authorize construction at certain instal
lations in connection with the Safeguard
antiballistic missile system, and to pre
scribe the authorized perso:1nel strength
for each active duty component and of
the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. President, I support the distin
guished chairman of the Armed Services
Committee in his continued effort to
maintain our maritime supremacy. The
advance funding for a nuclear-powered
carrier in the report manifests this re
solve.

The funds requested in the budget this
year for long leacitimc contracts for the
Navy's fourth nuclear-powered aircraft
are an advance commitment by this Con
gress for important naval strength ex
tending well into the 21st century. The
ship we are discussing- now will join the
Navy in 1980, and can be expected to act
throughout the worid as an impressive
representative of the Unitec States for
at least the next 30 years.

It is important that we realize the time
frame for this ship. In evaluating the re
quirement for its construction we must
consider the needs of this Nation for
proper forces for national defense.

Two primary truths guide our analysis
of the future. These are:

First, the United States is a maritime
Nation, whose economy is closely linked
with overseas nations in all corners of
the globe; and,

Second, the course of our progress 1.1
our foreign relationships is toward a de
creased United States military presence
in foreign nations and an increased re
liance on foreign military forces to pro
vide for a stable peace.

We are dependent on overseas trade to
provide us with essential raw materials
and to exchange agricultural products
and manufactured goods. A look at the
future shows an ever-increasing depend
ence on this worldwide trade. In en
ergy sources alone we see our already
significant overseas dependence increas
ing to commanding levels. We now im
port about 20 percent of our petroleum.
As the demand for energy increases in
the years ahead we can expect our over
seas requirements to increase. The Na:
tional Petroleum Council projects a need
for importation of over 40 percent of our
petroleum in the next decade. Our in-
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creasing dependence on distant Eastern
Helnisphere sources is clear. Of course,
petrolewn is not the only essential im
port. We depend on overseas sources for
an almost endless list of materials:
asbestos, chromite, coffee, bauxite,
copper, to name a few.

Our economy depends on the over
seas export of agricultural products and
manufactured goods.

A disruption in the extensive sea
borne trade that carries these essential
imports and exports would have imme
diate, widespread effects on this coun
try. This is quite apparent in today's
world, and is an assured fact in the
1980's world. Our ever-increasing de
pendence on world trade means that we
cannot permit even a threat of disrup
tion of trade routes.

As we evaluate the effectiveness of our
Armed Forces to handle the situations
they will meet in the future, we must
make certain of their strength to resist
coercion in distant, vital trade areas.
We must be sure that the Armed Forces
we will have will be able to resist threats
to overseas trade.

The future course of our Armed Forces,
and the military and naval postW'e we
will assume, are evolving now as we give
up our overseas bases and reduce the
numbers of personnel stationed abroad.
Increased reliance on military forces of
other nations to maintain a stable peace
in distant parts of the world is a proper
concept. World stability is to the advan
tage of aJl peoples, and all should share
in efforts to maintain it. However, our
own vital interests are so closely tied to
unhindered seaborne trade that we
must maintain the ftexible strength that
may be needed to assist allies to resist
distant challenges. So it is apparent that
the continuing reduction in our forces
stationed overseas will lead to an in
creased emphasis on the ftexibility and
responsiveness of our future Armed
Forces.

These facts impact directly on the
consideration of funds for this fourth
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. A look
at the future requirements for Armed
Forces has led to emphasis on ftexibility
and responsiveness. And these are the
words that best describe the charac
teristics of aircraft carriers as we have
seen them over the past years.

Aircraft carriers are uniquely capable
of providing credible strength in a dis
tant region of the world-strength that
can be concentrated as needed to meet
any situation. They have the important
capability that they can be deployed to
an area of rising tensions or potential
crisis and held offshore in international
waters, thus signaling our interest in
the area and oW' ability to intervent.
without actually committing us to lana
troops.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, \\ill the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. SPONG. I ~ield.

Mr. TOWER. The Senator is suggest
ing, then, that the caiTier is indeed an
instrument of diplomacy?

Mr. SPONG. It is.
Mr. TOWER. It is one means of show

ing the ftag without being overbearing
or falniliar?

Mr. SPONG. Yes. I believe carriers,

and particularly nuclear carriers, have a
role in the world that I perceive in the
next 10 years, during which hopefully
negotiations v;il1 take place and our pos
ture will not be diminished by the
credibility of our force, and, second,
where we will be able to show the ftag
and, if you will, use our Navy as the
Russians are presently using theirs.

Mr. TOWER. And is it not true that in
spite of the nuclear stand-off, we can
foresee possible brush fire situations in
which conventional capabilities will be
necessary?

Mr. SPONG. I foresee the possibility
of those. I certainly hope they are not
going to take place, but I see a 10-year
period of pushing and shoving. It is go
ing to be necessary that we have tins
carrier force for those reasons, as well
as security needs.

Mr. TOWER. I thank the Senator, and
I associate myself with his remarks.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator very
much.

Nuclear power has been shown to add
an important dimension of timely re
sponsiveness to the carrier's other char
acteristics. Not only can a nuclear-pow
ered carrier be moved in international
waters to the scene of an impending
crisis, but it can respond with continu
ous high speed, unrestricted by concern
for any prior establishment of logistic
lines of supply. And when a nuclear
powered carrier arrives at a distant sta
tion it has a greater amount of jet fuel
and other aircraft supplies than a con
ventional carrier since it does not have
to use space in its hull to carry fuel oil.

The need for carriers for this lnission
will be very important in future years.
They will provide us with that essential
capability to resist coercion in distant
areas with credible strength. The air
craft carrier whose funds are in this
budget will be an important member of
our future naval forces. It will serve as a
stimulus to bolster our aging carrier
force. Because of its nuclear power, and
its capability to support all modern air
craft, it will be effective well into the
21st century.

The years ahead are fraught with un
certainties. Diplomatic moves do not
negate the need for adequate defensive
forces. Essential to this is a strong Na~·.

If the Nation is dedicated to negotia
tion in an effort to assure peace in the
future, both diplomacy and a strong de
terrent capability are necessary to forge
a feasible foreign policy. Our discussion
and negotiations throughout the world
will be credible only if we maintain a
persuasive naval force. Our prospects for
success through diplomacy will be bright
only if other nations respect our capa
bilities.

We should not be lured into a sense of
false security by apparent breakthroughs.
TIns carrier is still a long way off. It
will not be built overnight.

Certainly, its cost is great. But the
risks involved in reducing our capabili
ties on the seas is far, fa.' greater. I hope
the funds will be approved.

Mr. STENNIS. lVf-r. President, I am
authorized by the Senator from Ohio
to yield, for him, 5 minutes to the Sena
tor from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT).

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I am
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pleased to Jom with the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) and others in co
sponsoring the amendment to delete all
funds for long leadtime components for
CVN-70, a nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier.

The committee would provide $299
million for the CVN-70, which would
eventually be a billion-dollar project.
Cun'ently the United States has 16 fully
operational aircraft carriers in service.
Two nuclear carriers, the Nimitz and the
Dwight D. Eisenhower, are under con
struction, and one, the Enterprise, is
already in service. The Soviet Union has
no aircraft carriers and no sea-based
fixed-wing" aircraft. In fact, I know of
no evidence that anybody, any nation
anywhere, is planning to build any air
craft carriers. If there was ever an obso
lete weapon, this certainly is one. I think
one of the reasons why it is obsolete is
that the policy which originally justi
fied it is also obsolete.

I was interested in the exchange that
the Senator from Texas and the Senator
from Virginia just had. This aircraft
carrier, it was said, is a precision instru
ment of diplomacy. What kind of diplo
macy? The only thing I can think of
that this means is that this is a con
tinuation of the interventionist diplo
macy we used to follow in the Caribbean,
when we intervened in the Dominican
Republic or in any of the so-called
banana republics.

It was a period which did not lead to
the enhancement of the prestige or in
fluence or standing of the United states.
It was a period we have disavowed, when
looking back upon it, just as we have
disavowed our venture into empire build
ing at the time of the war against the
Philippines and Cuba.

In other words, it is true that it is a
precision instrument of diplomacy, if the
diplomacy is to be directed toward the
intimidation and coercion of smaller
countries around the world. It is useful
for that purpose, and that is the only
purpose I can think of for which it is
useful.

I do not think anyone believes that in
an all-out war with a major country,
the aircraft carrier would be very usefUl,
because it is so vulnerable. It is vulner
able, certainly to submarine attacks.
That is one reason why I think other
countries have not built them and do not
intend to build them.

The basic trouble with the aircraft
carrier is that the original policy which
justified it-sometimes called Pax Amer
icana-is no longer, I believe, the policy
or the coming policy of this country. I
think we have learned our lesson-I hope
we have-in Vietnam and other places.

Recently, we ventured into the Indian
Ocean with great fanfare, with the car
rier Enterprise. Most of the world and
many Americans felt that it was a very
foolish and shortsighted thing to do.

In any case, I believe that this type of
intervention is obsolete and should not
be continued. This kind of instrument
that is, this precision instrument di
plomacy-the aircraft carrier, would be
an incentive, would tend to induce inter
vention in many places where, with a
little passage of time and patience, there
would be no need to intervene.

This comes back to the role the United
States is to play. Are we going to con
tinue to be the policeman of the world?
Are we going to continue to "keep peace"
in every comer of the world with our
own Armed Forces, unilaterally, or are
we going to move to work with the United
Nations or with other countries to try
to act in a. cooperative manner? I be
lieve the latter is the coming policy and
is the proper policy for this country. I
think that the recent efforts of the Pres
ident in going to Peking and Moscow
indicate a change in the approach of the
United States.

I simply do not believe that there is
any justification for undertaking this
new nuclear powered aircraft carrier.
For many years ahead, we will have all
the carriers we could need. As I have al
ready mentioned, we have 16. Even when
some of the older carriers are retired in
years ahead, we will still have at least
12 carriers available for service.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 2 additional min
utes to the Senator.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am greatly trou
bled by this "interventionist" nature of
aircraft carriers. We have the recent ex
ample, which I mentioned earlier. of the
Enterprise being dispatched to the In
dian OCean last December. That was one
of the major steps in a series of inept and
unfortunate actions taken by the ad
ministration in regard to the India
Pakistan war.

Vice Adm. Jerome H. King, Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations, mentioned
this episode during his testimony before
the Committee on Armed Services earlier
this year. Admiral King said:

In many situations, one of which occurred
only recently yeu will recall In the Indian
Ocean, our carrier air power Is the only
avallable means by which we can get tactical
air power of the highest quality in a poSli
tion to bear on certain situations of national
Interest. I refer, of course, to the movement
of Enterprise Into the Indian Ocean. We re
gard the carrier as vital for sea control In the
high-threat areas which Admiral Zumwalt
has described, and In the face of a growing
Soviet worldwide deployment.

I might add that one would expect that
In the future the high threat areas on which
we would face Soviet ships backed up by
Soviet airpower may expand. There Is, as
you are, I am sure, aware, some growing
Soviet Interest in seapower that includes
tactical air·or at least a:rpower of some kind
at sea In spreading areas of the world.

We regard the attack carrier airpower as
essential to combat this present and growing
threat. To Insure the credib111ty of our al
liances, we must back It up. Our carrier force
must not be allowed to stagnate and grow
older with time without doing something
about modernization.

Finally, of course, the peacetime presence
,mission of the attack carriers, partiCUlarly
those which are nuclear powered, Is one of
our most effective instruments of national
power. We must back up the President's deci
sion and be prepared to back them up at any
time with effective ready forces that can move
out rapidly and deploy In a timely manner.

We learned a few things In the Indian
Ocean deployment of Enterprise. Perhaps
lessons learned Is not the way to say that.
We established again the validity of some
known facts; namely, If you want to move
rapidly with a force to a distant point and
arrive ready for any required action, the nu
clear-powered carrier is the way to do It.

Enterprise was on her way in a very short
time from her position in the South China
Sea when the order was passed to move her
to the Indian Ocean. She had to walt for
her escorts to be fueled. but within 9 hours
that had been accomplished and she moved
rapidly through the straits to the pOSition di
rected by the President.

I think the implications of Admiral
King's remarks are all too clear, Mr.
President. This is an illustration of the
prevailing attitude. First, that such a
matter is the President's decision. Con
gress is to have no part in it. No one
even thought even to mention that it
should be a congressional or a Govern
ment decision. It is seen as the Presi
dent's decision.

With this kind of instrument at his
disposal, the President could move im
mediately, before Congress, the press, or
the public knows. We are encouraging
the President to undertake such actions
by giving him additional instruments
of this kind. In a sense, approval of
another carrier is an implicit approval
of the policy of intervening in anybody's
business around the world where the
Executive sees fit to do so.

I believe we already have more means
than we could possibly use to get our
selves involved in the affairs of other
nations. Aircraft carriers are not
normally used to evacuate U.S. diplo
matic personnel and their wives from
troubled areas.

We have maintained a large number
of carriers off Vietnam. and before we
approve an additional carrier, I think
we should consider what the results

have been of our 8 years of bombing
in Southeast Asia. As retired Adm. Gene
La Rocque asked in a letter'to the Wash
ington Post:

What has been the net m1lltary effect?
At what cost In men, money and aircraft?
Has it strengthened or weakened the will of
the North Vietnamese? Have eight years of
bombing increased our national security?
W111 more bombing do the same?

Mr. President. other proponents of this
amendment have spoken about some of
the other reasons why this is such a
questionable project. For example, there
is the matter of vulnerability. which I
mentioned briefly. The carrier is an ex
tremely expensive sitting duck for sur
face, subsurface, and air-launched cruise
missiles. and a variety of other forms
of attack.

An article by Navy Comdr. Roy Beavers
in the U.S. Naval Institute proceedings
has summarized the doubts about the
role of the carrier in relation to the
submarine. Commander Beavers wrote:

Principal rellance for command of the seas
still evolves upon carrier air power, screened
by missile-armed surface units; yet It Is un
certain that our carriers wlll confront any
significant surface or air challenge.

Commander Beavers poses the
question:

Is it going to take a war at sea to prove
that the U.S. Navy's capital ship-the air
craft carrier, though defended by Its costly
retinue of escorts and umbrella of manned
aircraft-is lll-suited to contest command
of the seas against challenges emanating
from the capital ship of the Soviet Navy. the
attack submarine?

Mr. President, I believe the case against
the CVN-70 is overwhelming. I hope the
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Senate will approve the amendment to
strike funds for this costly project, which
is unjustified and which cannot in any
way be considered an important priority
for our society.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee has my full support
in the request for advance funding for
a nuclear-powered carrier.

In considering the request for advance
funding of the Navy's fourth nuclear
powered aircraft carrier, the present sta
tus and the future trend of U.S. oversea
presence must be examined. The policy
we have proclaimed to guide our change
in the structure of our oversea military
establishment-the Nixon doctrine
calls for a reduction in nwnbers of over
sea bases, outside of Europe, and an
increased reliance by foreign nations on
their own forces to provide for their se
curity. We have seen the initial fruits of
this policy with our withdrawal from
certain oversea bases in such countries
as England, Japan, the Philippines, Tur
key, Spain, and Korea.

Nevertheless, the United States is an
outward-looking nation. Our economy is
intertwined with those of other nations
of the world. We are vitally dependent
on free world trade to provide raw mate
rials and to deliver manufactured goods
and agricultural products. As a recogni
tion of this interdependence, we are
members of, alliances with over 40
nations of the world, thus our policy of
withdrawal from oversea bases with a
consequent increased reliance on the
forces of other nations requires also that
we have a capability to support our allies
01' to prevent coercion, if necessary.

Incidentally, noting what the distin
guished Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FuLBRIGHT) just said, he seems to imply
our policy was one of intimidation of
smaller countries. It is certainly not that.
Quite the contrary. Our policy is to try
to prevent intimidation of smaller and
weaker powers by the stronger powers
in the world.

It is this vital ability to concentrate
strength in a distant area that must be
examined to determine the adequacy of
our future Inilitary forces as the Nixon
doctrine is implemented. This examina
tion reveals the urgent requirement for
a Navy of adequate strength and flexi
bility to meet distant challenges in future
years.

Our experiences in the Mediterranean
serve as possible examples of the future
course of events in other areas. We en
tered the last decade with a strong of land
bases nearly sUlTounding this critical sea.
However, during the 1960's the numbers
of bases steadily decreased. In Morocco,
we were forced to vacate three airbases
in spite of having, in effect, paid over
$800 million rent over nearly 10 years in
the form of economic aid and military
assistance. In France, we were asked to
leave nine airbases. In 1970, we were
forced to leave Wheelus Airbase in Libya,
our last base along the North African
coastline. Elsewhere our use of overseas
bases has been restricted by host gov
ernments. News accounts of the most re-

cent renegotiation of our base-use agree
ment with Spain report that we have
consented to "prior consultations" before
we use those airbases for actions not di
rectly involving Spain.

Our responses to two different situ
ations in the eastern Mediterranean show
the effects of these base losses on our
possible actions. In July 1958, we re
sponded to a request for support by the
Government of Lebanon. Our actions at
that time provided a rapid concentration
of Navy, Marine, Air Force, and Army
units from the 6th Fleet, from Europe,
and from the United .States. The total
assembled force contained the rising ten
sions and assured continued stability for
the area. In September 1970, after our
exensive Mediterranean base structure
had been virtually eliminated by closures
and restrictions, we were again faced
with a period of rising tensions. in the
eastern Mediterranean. This time our
response was to reinforce the Sixth Fleet
with an additional aircraft carrier-at
sea in the Caribbean when the situation
began to build-and with amphibious
units. Our response was entirely naval.
President Nixon has commented:

The Jordanian crisis of 1970 demonstrated
the Importance of being able to employ
forces to stabilize a local sltulltlon Involv
Ing great power Interests.

The contrasting respoIl$es in these two
situations foretell of our future require
ments for Armed Forces. In 1958, with
an extensive supporting base structure,
we provided aid with elements of all serv
ices. In 1970, after losing this base sys
tem, we met a rising crisis with naval
power. Th~ fleXibility of these naval
forces, their capability to move rapidly to
reinforce distant units without the prior
permission of a foreign nation, their
ability to remain offshore in international
waters signifying our interest in local
developments without committing us in
advance-all of these capabilities con
tributed to the utility of the naval re
sponse.

This 1970 experience warns us to look
to our future naval strength. The num
bers of overseas bases will continue to de
cline, and our capability to aid our
friends or to resist coercion in distant
places wiIi depend even more than ever
on effective naval units, and, in particu
lar, on the naval strength embodied in
modern aircraft carriers.

The nuclear-powered aircraft carrier
in this budget is vital to our naval re
sponsiveness in future years. It will re
place a wornout World War II carrier in
our dwindling fleet. It will have the speed
and fleXibility of response so essential in
the future if we aI'') to be able to provide
support for friends and allies without an
extensive worldwide base structure.

It has been argued the costs are high.
But we must examine what we get for the
price. CVN-70 will be a mobile, thus flex
ible and more difficult to destroy, airbase.

At this point, Mr. President, I should
like to say a word about vulnerability.
Every conventional weapons system we
have, including every air base, every Inis
sile silo, has some degree of vulnerability.
Every ICBM has some degree of vulner
ability to destl1lctio:1 by an antiballistic
missile system.

So the argwnent of vulnerability
should not suffice to cause us to cancel
a very important and sophisticated
weapons system. There is nothing in our
inventory that is not, in some degree,
vulnerable. Therefore, I do not regard
vulnerability as a valid argwnent.

It will have air superiority, ASW re
connaissance, and close air support
weaponry. We will not spend hundreds
of millions of dollars on a fixed concrete
land base only to lose it when asked to
leave. We will not be stuck with fixed
airfields when the situation demands
flexibility the world over. We will not
have a sitting duck airfield, its location
known already to the Soviets for a pre
emptive strike. I ask my colleagues to
remember the Second World War car
riers that sustained hit after hit and
remained afloat in action. I ask you to
recall more recently the accident aboard
the nuclear-powered Enterprise in 1969
when in spite of awesome damage to the
carrier it could have been back in action
in a matter of a few hours had it been
necessary. The carrier is no more vul
nerable to attack or nuclear weapons
than the fixed· base, and, in fact, be
cause of its mobility, is significantly less
vulnerable.

My colleague has argued that we do
not need CVN-70, because we are al
ready retiring four outdated carriers re
ducing our force level to 12. Mr. Presi
dent, by 1980, when CVN-70 is scheduled
to be completed, seven out of our cur
rent 16 carriers will have served beyond
their useful lives. The gap must be filled.
CVN-70 will do the job.

Mr. President, I am reluctant to lec
ture the Senate on the vital nature of
sea power and the maintenance of the
United States as a major world power.

Everything of bulk importance moves
by sea. The sea lanes must be kept free
if we are to maintain the degree of com
mercial intercourse with other countries
that is necessary to sustain our own
economy. I think it is no argument to say
that the Soviets see no particUlar value
in a carrier. It may be that the Soviets
do see some value in a carrier, but be
cause we have a strong carrier force they
do not believe they could counter such a
strong force as our own.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENSON). The time of the Senator
from Texas has expired.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, under the
authority of the distinguished chairman
of the committee, I yield myself 2 addi
tional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Texas is recognized for,. 2 min
utes.

Mr. TOWER. I do not believe that we
should pattern all our weapons systems
or tactics or strategies after those of the
Soviet Union.

I do not think that we should asswne
that the Soviets never make mistakes.
It is conceivable that they do. I do not
think we ought to assume that the So
viets will never bUild a carrier of the
type we have under discussion today. Jt
is possible that they may have one on
the ways at this moment.

The Soviet design is to be able to dis
rupt ocean traffic in specific parts of the



25412 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE July 26, 197.~

All aircraft carriers:
L______________________ 10
20rmore ... __ .. _ 4

"Essex" class or later:L ._
2 or more _

Source: Samuel E. Morison, History of lhe Uniled Slales
Naval Operalions in World War Two, lillie, Brown & Co.,
Boslon, Mass., 1958-62, vols. 12 to 15, passim.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, we can see
that 60 percent of those taking one hit
by a kamikaze, and all those taking more
than one hit, were forced to return to
port for repairs and that the improved
damage control features of the Essex
class and later carriers did not improve
these figures.

Soviet Union of large air-to-surface mis
siles with conventional warheads and
terminal guidance has made it possible
to launch the equivalent of World War II
kamikaze attacks without sacrificing pi
lots and aircraft.

RECONNAISSANCE DEVELOPMENT

Second, the development of satellite
and long-range aircraft reconnaissance
has radically reduced the ability of naval
task forces to hide in the broad ex
panses of the oceans. Further, because
the carriers will generally be involved in
strikes against land targets, they will
have to remain in the same general area
for long periods of time to have much
effect.

Third, these developments, as well as
more sensitive submarine sonars and
higher speed SUbmarines, make it much
easier for submarines to find and attack
the carriers. Finally, both antiair and
antisubmarine defense, while they can
exact high attrition over a long period of
time, remain so unreliable in any partic
ular engagement that they cannot guar
antee that no more than a few attackers
will penetrate.

As a result of these developments, a
strong case can be made that the car
riers could not remain on station in any
situation where the Soviets could con
centrate their land-based aircraft or
their submarines against them.

Although it is difficult to sink an air
craft carrier-and no modern carrier
Essex class or later-was sunk in World
War II-it is much easier to damage it
enough that flight operations are impos
sible and to force it to return to port for
an extended period of time for repairs.
Particularly in the context of current
planning for a conventional war with the
Soviets lasting not much longer than 90
days, forcing the carrier out of action for
3 months or more is almost as good,
from the enemy's point of view, as sink
ing it.

Mr. President, I have before me a sum
mary showing the results of kamikaze
attacks on U.S. carriers-CV's-in World
War II, which I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the RECORD.

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

RESULTS OF WORLO WAR II KAMIKAZE. ATTACKS ON
AiRCRAFT CARRIERS

world or to dominate a specific area and
not maintain the type of force necessary
to keep all oceans in this world and all
of the vital sea passages open to free
traffic.

I urge the defeat of the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio so that we
may continue the modernization of our
Navy and so that people like myself, who
served in the Navy and are currently
ina reserve status, can continue to have
great pride in being a part of the greatest
Navy in the world.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENSON). The Senator from Ohio is
recognized.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I cannot
help but note that throughout these
speeches today it has been repeated a
number of times that not one carrier was
sunk during wartime and that they are
not vulnerable. There is evidence to in
dicate that every carrier that was hit
during war had to retire from its station.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I Yield.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I do not

believe that anyone contended that no
carrier was sunk during a war. Certain
ly carriers were sunk. And certainly they
have a degree of vulnerability. But it is
right to maintain that it is not vulnera
bility alone that is concerned. Virtually
every weapon in our system has a degree
of vulnerability.

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

Mr. SAXBE. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, one

point that I think is often missed in this
debate is that the carrier is vulnerable
and is becoming increasingly more vul
nerable to air and submarine assault,
particularly with modern missiles. The
Russians have highly sophisticated nu
clear weapons and very speedy missilery
which places these carriers in very great
jeopardy.

However, there is a second point. Since
the carrier is vulnerable to air attack,
missile attack, and submarine attack,
whenever it is threatened the very serious
question immediately rises as to whether
it should be deployed to the position of
danger. If it is not deployed to such a
position, much of its tactical advantage
is lost. In addition, it may have to use
a tremendous percentage of its tactical
wing, that is supposed to be for the pur
pose of offensive tactical attack, for the
purpose of defense. That means that a
high portion of the money we spend on a
carrier is not going for the purpose of
tactical striking power, but instead for
the purpose of carrier self-defense.

There have been studies done based
on the carrier's experience in the Ko
rean war and World War II to show that
a significant portion of the tactical
power of attack carriers was absorbed in
defending the carriers. And increasingly
I think these considerations argue
against high numbers of attack carriers.

\Ve now have 16 such carriers, and will
have 12 fully modern carriers through
the mid-1980's. The CVAN-70 would
make 13.

The Russians do not have a single at
tack carrier and, to my knowledge, they
do not plan to build one. We stand alone
in the world in insisting on the construc
tion of more carriers.

It must be pointed out as well that we
are not just holding our own on car
riers; for each new nuclear carrier has
about twice as much capability as the
carrier it is replacing.

So, at a time when none of our poten
tial adversaries have any attack carriers
or plan to build any, we are actually in
creasing our aircraft carrier capability;
and are doing so in light of growing
questions about its vulnerability and its
usefulness. Much of that information is
to be found in some of the documents I
submitted earlier.

Mr. President, I am very hopeful that
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Ohio will be approved.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, one of the
disturbing things that comes into any
discussion of a weapons system, and par
ticularly something as expensive as this,
is when we try to analyze what is said
on the floor and the reason for it.

I am almost of an opinion today that
the decision that is going to be made on
this multibillion-dollar carrier project is
not going to be based on how much it
will add to the military power of this
country, but on other elements-the em
ployment, the business interests, the al
legiance of former Navy men to the
Navy, and the idea that the Navy con
cept cannot be abandoned and that they
have to have it.

It is very disturbing. And I think that
if nothing else ought to be said here, we
should call to the attention of the coun
try the fact that this is a questionable
expenditure.

AIRCRAFT CARRIER VULNERABILITY

In the period since World War II, car
riers have seen extensive combat in Ko
rea and Vietnam. They have also been
used on numerous occasions to "show the
flag," provide air cover for evacuation of
U.S. civilians, and the like. In none of
these situations have the carriers been
attacked by enemy submarines, aircraft,
or surface ships. Although our experience
has been in more limited wars, U.S. de
fense planning continues to be domi
nated, and rightfully so, by large-scale
conventional wars in which the Soviet
Union is .heavily involved. It is, therefore,
crucial that we evaluate the vulnerability
of aircraft carriers in such wars, both in
absolute terms and relative to land-based
tactical aircraft which perform many of
the same missions.

Perhaps the most important disadvan
tage of the aircraft. carrier is its greater
vulnerability to air and submarine at
tack than the land-based air wing. On
the one hand, we have learned, in recent
years, how to build aircraft shelters, how
to protect fuel and maintenance facili
ties. and how to repair runways rapidly
so that losses of aircraft on the ground to
air attack using conventional weapons
can be reduced to very low levels and dis
ruption of operations can be minimized.

On the other hand, technology and
other developments have made the air
craft carriers more, rather than less, vul
nerable. First, the development by the

Number of hils

Number forced
Number of 10 return to

cases port
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Based on this evidence and making

ample allowance for improvements in
damage control since World War II, it
appears that four or five hits by Soviet
air-to-surface missiles would be enough
to force a carrier to retire. Similarly,
four or five hits on the carrier's screws
by submarine-launched acoustic homing
torpedoes can reasonably be expected to
cause enough loss of propulsion power to
make normal flight operations impos
sible and to reduce greatly the carrier's
ability to avoid further damage.

Because there would only be a small
number of carriers deployed, perhaps 10
or 12, and because only a few hits on
each, whether by air-to-surface missiles
or torpedoes, are needed to force it to re
tire, it seems unlikely that the carriers
could be successfully defended against a
concentrated attack by sophisticated
land-based aircraft or submarines, re
gardless of foreseeable technological ad
vances and regardless of the funds,
within reasonable limits, devoted to de
fenses.

No feasible defense will be able to pre
vent four or five air-to-surface missiles
or torpedoes from getting through and
hitting the carrier. In fact, both air de
fenses and antisubmarine defenses typi
cally have a low probability of success on
any given engagement, so that, if the
enemy needs only a few successful pene
trations to accomplish his objective, he
will be able to do so.

Some purely illustrative calculations
using a simplified model will elucidate
the structure of the problem. Suppose
the Soviets are willing to lose 25 bomb
ers, each capable of carrying one air-to
surface missile, and perhaps their fighter
escorts, to disable a carrier. This is not
unreasonable since the Soviets have some
300 air-to-surface missile-capable bomb
ers in their naval aviation force. We as
sume the air-to-surface missiles have
80-percent reliability and, optimistically,
that our fighter defense would have a
40-percent chance of shooting down a
given bomber in a single engagement,
that all of the bomber losses occur prior
to air-to-surface missile launch, and that
our surface-to-air missile systems have
an 80-percent probability of shooting
down an incoming air-to-surface missile.

ELECTRONIC DEVICES

With these assumptions, the bombers
would get six hits on the carrier, more
than enough to force it to retire. If we
are less optimistic and assume that the
fighters have a 20-percent kill probabil
ity and the missile defenses a 60-percent
kill probability, then the expected num
ber of hits would be 32, and a much
smaller bomber force would be enough.
Thus, even with optimistic assumptions,
the carrier cannot be successfully de
fended against air attack. If the per
formance of defensive systems does not
reach these high expectations, then the
level of damage increases rapidly.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think
there is time to spare for everyone who
might wish to speak. I hope we can move
fonvard on this matter and perhaps
reach a vote a little earlier this after
noon. If we use all the time now, the
vote would not come' until about 3
o'clock.

Mr. SAXBE. I do not think we shall
need all the time we have.

Mr. STENNIS. I just mention that.
Mr. President, I yield to the Senator

from Arizona for 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen

ator from Arizona is recognized.
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I

thank the chairman for yielding.
Mr. President, I rise in opposition to

this amendment, although I have to say
with all candor and honesty and I have
been inclined more against the carrier
than for it. But I think in view of the
world situation today and the world sit
uation we can see in the coming few
years that a carrier force is going to be
needed although I think the day is at
hand when we can see the end of the
carrier as a viable, needed instrument of
weaponry.

Mr. President, one of the reasons I
have come to this conclusion is the fact
that the Navy has spelled out very clearly
that the force of carriers is going to be
at 12, and the fact we want-to build this
additional carrier does not mean we are
going to wind up with 15, 16, or 18 more.
I think we need 12 at the present time
because we need at least two carriers in
the Atlantic, we need at least two car
riers in the Pacific at all times, for the
foreseeable future we will need at least
one, and possibly two in the Mediter
ranean, and then we always have the
problem of some ships being tied up for
alternation, modernization, and so forth.

Mr. President,in arriving at my deci
sion in support of the carrier I tried to
answer questions that are, of course, im
possible to answer. But in looking at the
world today, where could possible trouble
spots arise?

Mr. President, even if the war in
Southeast Asia ends tomorrow I do not
think we can erase that as a trouble spot
for years and years to come. I think the
Red Chinese are determined to take over
Southeast Asia and eventually Asia. This
does not mean we are going to get into
the act, but in looking over the 57-odd
treaties we have around the world, most
of them are with countries that could
not support large land armies or even
large land-based aircraft, so until we
can get some understanding around the
world I think this force of 12 carriers is
certainly going to be needed because of
the possibility of wars where we are
not going to be able to fight them in a
conventional way.

The carrier has been very valuable in
the China Sea. I have been on two of
them. I watched what they have done.

I heard argument on the floor that the
carrier is not a strategic weapon, that
it is a tactical weapon. Basically, that is
true, but not exactly true in the South
east Asia war. In this war, carrier-based
planes are being used for strategic pur
poses in that they are daily attacking
targets of supply, including pipelines,
railroads, highways. bridges, and other
targets that would be of value to the
North Vietnamese.

So they are operating more as a stra
tegic force than as a tactical force. We
have the majority of our carriers now
in the far Pacific.

Not long ago during hearings before

the Committee on Armed Services I
asked the commanding chief of the
Navy, "What would happen in the Medi
terranean if we were faced with a sudden
decision by the Soviets to attack us?
Would we survive?" He made this
statement--and I am paraphrasing; I
do not have the exact words--"We could
not survive without augmentation." I
asked, "What is augmentation?" He said,
"Carriers." Then he added that at that
time the closest carrier was a carrier in
drydock down in Virginia; the rest of
the carriers were on their way to the
Southeast Asia theater.

The Mediterranean itself, as far as
the need for carriers is concerned, is a
spot where we either have carriers or
we give up the Mediterranean. I say that
because we very foolishly, in the course
of history, have given up our friendship
With countries around the perimeter of
the Mediterranean whose land and whose
air bases we could have used for land
based aircraft that could have aug
mented and supplemented the might of
the carrier, until today the entire air
effort on the southern flank of NATO,
with the exception of TW'kish and Greece
based American aircraft--·if they would
still allow us to have them-will have to
be carried by aircraft carriers.

The argument is made that these ships
are very vulnerable, and as an Air Force
man I have to agree that they are. I
have serious dOUbts about their surviva
bility if the Russians have the same type
of weapons that we have. But they have
some advantages that we are prone to
overlook. In their defense, they have
great mobility and they have great speed.
They have speed faster than any Soviet
submarine known at the present time.
In fact, we might say that this speed is
somewhat of a handicap.

I was in Subic Bay last January when
the Enterprise reported through the
Straits of M&.lacca into the Indian
Ocean, and the entire fleet of accom
panying ships had to speed up full draft,
and then they could not keep up with
the carrier, and this carrier had to re
duce its speed.

In fact, I hope we never build a ship
in the United States that is not nuclear
powered. I do not care whether it has
cargo purposes, attack purposes, defense
purposes, or submersible purposes. I do
not care what its purpose is. I think we
ought to say goodby to the oil burner and
get along with nuclear propulsion, which
we should have done long ago.

The capability of the aircraft carrier
has always been one of its great de
fenses. If anyone is familiar With the
pictures, or actually familiar with the
maneuvers in the Pacific in World War
II, one can recall the wakes of the ships
as they moved to avoid attacks made
by the Japanese, even the kamikaze, and
it added tremendously to the winning of
the war in that area.

They are. of course, susceptible to air
attack, as is any air base, whether it is
on the land or sea, but they do have air
craft to fight back and they have sur
face-to-air missiles now that are ex
tremely good. And when we bring the
Phoenix missile system into operation on
the F-14, or whatever aircraft it winds
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Based on this evidence and making

ample allowance for improvements in
damage control since World War II, it
appears that four or five hits by Soviet
air-to-surface missiles would be enough
to force a carrier to retire. Similarly,
four or five hits on the carrier's screws
by submarine-launched acoustic homing
torpedoes can reasonably be expected to
cause enough loss of propulsion power to
make normal flight operations impos
sible and to reduce greatly the carrier's
ability to avoid further damage.

Because there would only be a small
number of carriers deployed, perhaps 10
or 12, and because only a few hits on
each, whether by air-to-surface missiles
or torpedoes, are needed to force it to re
tire, it seems unlikely that the carriers
could be successfully defended against a
concentrated attack by sophisticated
land-based aircraft or submarines, re
gardless of foreseeable technological ad
vances and regardless of the funds,
within reasonable limits, devoted to de
fenses.

No feasible defense will be able to pre
vent four or five air-to-surface missiles
or torpedoes from getting through and
hitting the carrier. In fact, both air de
fenses and antisubmarine defenses typi
cally have a low probability of success on
any given engagement, so that, if the
enemy needs only a few successful pene
trations to accomplish his objective, he
will be able to do so.

Some purely illustrative calculations
using a simplified model will elucidate
the structure of the problem. Suppose
the Soviets are willing to lose 25 bomb
ers, each capable of carrying one air-to
surface missile, and perhaps their fighter
escorts, to disable a carrier. This is not
unreasonable since the Soviets have some
300 air-to-surface missile-capable bomb
ers in their naval aviation force. We as
sume the air-to-surface missiles have
SO-percent reliability and, optimistically,
that our fighter defense would have a
40-percent chance of shooting down a
given bomber in a single engagement,
that all of the bomber losses occur prior
to air-to-surface missile launch, and that
our surface-to-air missile systems have
an SO-percent probability of shooting
down an incoming air-to-surface missile.

ELECTRONIC DEVICES

With these assumptions, the bombers
would get six hits on the carrier, more
than enough to force it to retire. If we
are less optimistic and assume that the
fighters have a 20-percent kill probabil
ity and the missile defenses a 60-percent
kill probability, then the expected num
ber of hits would be 32, and a much
smaller bomber force would be enough.
Thus, even with optimistic assumptions,
the carrier cannot be successfully de
fended against air attack. If the per
formance of defensive systems does not
reach these high expectations, then the
level of damage increases rapidly.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think
there is time to spare for eveD'one who
might wish to speak. I hope we can mO\'e
fonvard on this matter and perhaps
reach a vote a little earlier this after
noon. If we use all the time now, the
vote would not come' W1til about 3
o'clock.

Mr. SAXBE. I do not think we shall
need all the time we have.

Mr. STENNIS. I just mention that.
Mr. President, I yield to the Senator

from Arizona for 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen

ator from Arizona is recognized.
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I

thank the chairman for yielding.
Mr. President, I rise in opposition to

this amendment, although I have to say
with all candor and honesty and I have
been inclined more against the carrier
than for it. But I think in view of the
world situation today and the world sit
uation we can see in the coming few
years that a carrier force is going to be
needed although I think the day is at
hand when we can see the end of the
carrier as a viable, needed instrument of
weaponry.

Mr. President, one of the reasons I
have come to this conclusion is the fact
that the Navy has spelled out very clearly
that the force of carriers is going to be
at 12, and the fact we want-to build this
additional carrier does not mean we are
going to wind up with 15, 16, or IS more.
I think we need 12 at the present time
because we need at least two carriers in
the Atlantic, we need at least two car
riers in the Pacific at all times, for the
foreseeable future we will need at least
one, and possibly two in the Mediter
ranean, and then we always have the
problem of some ships being tied up for
alternation, modernization, and so forth.

Mr. President,in arriving at my deci
sion in support of the carrier I tried to
answer questions that are, of course, im
possible to answer. But in looking at the
world today, where could possible trouble
spots arise?

Mr. President, even if the war in
Southeast Asia ends tomorrow I do not
think we can erase that as a trouble spot
for years and years to come. I think the
Red Chinese are determined to take over
Southeast Asia and eventually Asia. This
does not mean we are going to get into
the act, but in looking over the 57-odd
treaties we have aroW1d the world, most
of them are with cOW1tries that could
not support large land armies or even
large land-based aircraft, so until we
can get some W1derstanding around the
world I think this force of 12 carriers is
certainly going to be needed because of
the possibility of wars where we are
not going to be able to fight them in a
conventional way.

The carrier has been very valuable in
the China Sea. I have been on two of
them. I watched what they have done.

I heard argument on the floor that the
carrier is not a strategic weapon, that
it is a tactical weapon. Basically, that is
true, but not exactly true in the South
east Asia war. In this war, carrier-based
planes are being used for strategic pur
poses in that they are daily attacking
targets of supply, including pipelines,
railroads, highways. bridges, and other
targets that would be of value to the
North Vietnamese.

So they are operating more as a stra
tegic force than as a tactical force. We
have the majority of our carriers now
in the far Pacific.

Not long ago during hearings before

the Committee on Armed Services I
asked the commanding chief of the
Navy, "What would happen in the Medi
terranean if we were faced with a sudden
decision by the Soviets to attack us?
Would we survive?" He made this
statement--and I am paraphrasing; I
do not have the exact word&-"We could
not survive without augmentation." I
asked, "What is augmentation?" He said,
"Carriers." Then he added that at that
time the closest carrier was a carrier in
drydock down in Virginia; the rest of
the carriers were on their way to the
Southeast Asia theater.

The Mediterranean itself, as far as
the need for carriers is concerned, is a
spot where we either have carriers or
we give up the Mediterranean. I say that
because we very foolishly, in the course
of history, have given up our friendship
With countries aroW1d the perimeter of
the Mediterranean whose land and whose
air bases we could have used for land
based aircraft that could have aug
mented and supplemented the might of
the carrier, until today the entire air
effort on the southern flank of NATO,
with the exception of Turkish and Greece
based American aircraft--·if they would
still allow us to have them-will have to
be carried by aircraft carriers.

The argument is made that these ships
are very vulnerable, and as an Air Force
man I have to agree that they are. I
have serious doubts about their surviva
bility if the Russians have the same type
of weapons that we have. But they have
some advantages that we are prone to
overlook. In their defense, they have
great mobility and they have great speed.
They have speed faster than any SOViet
submarine known at the present time.
In fact, we might say that this speed is
somewhat of a handicap.

I was in Subic Bay last January when
the Enterprise reported through the
Straits of Malacca into the Indian
Ocean, and the entire fleet of accom
panying ships had to speed up full draft,
and then they could not keep up with
the carrier, and this carrier had to re
duce its speed.

In fact, I hope we never build a ship
in the United States that is not nuclear
powered. I do not care whether it has
cargo purposes, attack purposes, defense
purposes, or submersible purposes. I do
not care what its purpose is. I think we
ought to say goodby to the oil burner and
get along with nuclear propulsion, which
we should have done long ago.

The capability of the aircraft carrier
has always been one of its great de
fenses. If anyone is familiar With the
pictures, or actually familiar with the
maneuvers in the Pacific in World War
II, one can recall the wakes of the ships
as they moved to avoid attacks made
by the Japanese, even the kamikaze, and
it added tremendously to the winning of
the war in that area.

They are, of course, susceptible to air
attack, as is any air base, whether it is
on the land or sea, but they do have air
craft to fight back and they have sur
face-to-air missiles now that are ex
tremely good. And when we bring the
Phoenix missile system into operation on
the F-14, or whatever aircraft it winds
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up on, we will have a very, very fine,
highly sophisticated air missile system
that will give protection to the carriers.

We have a greatly improved antisub
marine capability. We have an ability
that we cannot discuss of knm"ing where
the enemy submarines are. We have the
ability of detecting them from the air'
that we did not have in prior years. And
while we cannot erase submarines as a
threat to the carrier, nevertheless, it is
a greatly diminished threat.

We have developed electronics to a
highly sophisticated point, and we are
still developing and improving them, to
the point where we can use electronics
as -countermeasures in telling us where
the submarine is, the speed at which it
is traveling, and so forth.

There is a lot of talk about how much
this carrier is going to cost. I realize it is
money, and a lot of money-over $1
billion. I recall that the first of our big
carriers cost around $300 million. This is
over $1 billion. We hear talk about $30
billion over the lifetime of the carrier. I
do not know just where these figures
come from. We cannot find them sub
stantiated by experience or in the NavY's
testimony.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
2 additional minutes to the Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. The nuclear car
rier does not require the accompanying
vessels that an oil burning carrier does.
It does not have to be refueled. It does
have to be occasionally refueled with
aviation gasoline and oil, and it has to
take on board supplies. most of which are
1l0wn to the deck of the carrier.

I am not going to be able to vote for a
carrier forever and ever and ever, but I
think the state of our NavY being what it
is today requires additional muscle.
Frankly, our Navy is in as bad shape now
as it was in the late 1930's. We knocked
300 ships out of the line last year. An
other 300 are coming out of the line this
year. We are a NavY that, in quality, is
second to the Soviets; in numbers is be
coming second to the Soviets.

I repeat my opening remarks. In the
wars that I see possible, which I pray
never will happen, I think the carrier
is going to be a needed instrument. A
war against the Soviets or Red China or
any large land mass, of course, would
negate that, but I do not see any possi
bilities of that coming in the future, and
I pray that the efforts of our President,

. with President Nixon's travels around
the world, and his efforts to bring about
a basis bY which we can talk instead of
fight, will give us the means of getting
peace throughout the world.

Mr. President, I am going to vote for
the carrier. I hope it is the last time that
I will be asked to vote for it.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Arizona.

I am glad to yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. HARRY F.
BYRD, Jr.).

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I support the position of the chair
man of the Armed Services Committee
and the position of the committee in re-

gard to the need for another nuclear air
craft carrier. The committee, while not
unanimous, voted 12 to 3 in favor of this
proposal.

The CVN-70 will represent only the
fourth nuclear aircraft carrier in the
U.S. NavY. It seems to me, Mr. President,
if we are going to have a NavY, it is very
important that it be a modern Navy. I
submit that we cannot have a modern
Navy without a reasonable number of
nuclear vessels and a reasonable number
of nuclear aircraft carriers. \Ve have
only one in service today, the Enterprise.
The Nimitz and the Eisenhower are un
der construction. The CVN-70 would be
No.4.

The United States cannot escape its
position of responsibility in this imper
fect world. I do not favor a policy of
intervention, certaipJy not a policy of
unilateral intervention, but I believe in
looking at the world as it is, not as we
might wish it to be. In the world as it
is, the aircraft carrier is an important
instrument of national policy.

The existence of the 6th Fleet in the
Mediterranean is, I think, a stabilizing
influence on what is perhaps the most
strategic area in the world. Certainly, it
is a very explosive area.

In my judgment, it would be a lot less
stable than it is today were it not for
the existence of the 6th Fleet. And the
6th Fleet, of course, is built around
aircraft carriers.

The aircraft carrier is the principal
tactical weapons system through which
the Navy carries out its missions of in
suring the free use of sealanes and de
livering strategic nuclear power ashore.
I believe very strongly that we must have
a strong Navy, and the aircraft carrier
is a vital part of such a Navy.

When we analyze the carriers which we
now have, and when we take into consid
eration that the CVN-70 will not be avail
able for use before 1980, we can better
visualize, I think, the importance of ap
proving, at this session of Congress, the
long leadtime items for this new car
rier.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. STENNIS. I yield the Senator 3
additional minutes.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. When the
CVN-70 becomes operational, most of
the carriers now in USP. will be more than
20 years of age. As a matter of fact, the
Enterprise, which is the only nuclear
carrier we now have, will be 20 years of
age itself at the time the CVN-70 be
comes operationa!.

Mr. President, the Senate committee
responsible for considering in detail the
need for a new carrier is almost, though
not entirely, unanimous in the belief that
another carrier is needed and is justified.
I subscribe to that view. I hope the Sen
ate will approve the long leadtime items,
totaling $299 million, which are in this
military procurement authorization bill,
so that the work can be begun on the
CVN-70, which, as I have noted before,
even under those conditions will not be
available for operation until 1980.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Virginia for his con
tribution to the debate, and I am glad to

yield now to the Senator from Maine
such time as she may require.

Mrs. SMITH. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I oppose this amend

ment oecause I think it would impair our
national security and would be false
economy to{' delete the nuclear aircraft
carrier from the bill.

I have withheld final judgment on this
issue for some time because I did not
feel that the Secretary of Defense and
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had been sufficiently definitive and posi
tive on the future plans of the aircraft
carriers.

Finally, this year they have shed what
I have considered to be vague and nebu
lous ambivalence in the past on future
plans. They now say without equivoca
tion or qualification that this proposed
carrier is desperately vital to our future
national secarity. I believe them. I do
so because of the following reasons:

First, whether most of us will admit it
or not, the Vietnam experience has
driven the American people more and
more toward a new isolationism-and a
part of the result of that isolationism is
the rapid decrease in our overseas land
bases and our pull-back to a neo-fortress
American policy. This leaves us no choice
but to rely on the aircraft carriers as our
floating, highly mobile bases that we can
project and withdraw at will according
to our defense needs and not leave us at
the mercy of some foreign country telling
us to close our land bases and get out
as France did so abruptly and recently.

Second, we need the aircraft carriers to
keep the sealanes open. Very frankly we
cannot rely completely on the submarines
and the surface ships to do this.

Third, of course, this proposed carrier
is expensive. But there simply are not any
basement bargains in national security.
Money saved from false economy means
nothing if a nation is so weakened in its
national defense that it can be, and is,
taken over by an enemy because of the
economizing on national defense.

Fourth, we need the submarines but
they are no substitute for the carrier. Do
not underestimate the psychological im
portance of the visibility of the carrier in
the Mediterranean, the Pacific, the At
lantic, or the Indian Ocean as a stabiliz
ing deterrent to aggression.

Fifth, nor is the proposed sea contrel
ship a complete substitute for the car
rier. Its top speed is limited. Its role is
limited to low threat situations. Its of
fensive and defensive capabilities are
much less. It is supplementary, not an
alternative, to the carrier.

For these reasons, I urge the defeat of
this amendment.

The PRESIDING' OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum, and that what
time is used be charged equally to both
sides.

Mr. SAXBE. That is agreeable.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, after a
conference, the Senator from Ohio and
I find that not much more time is needed,
and we have agreed that we will ask
unanimous consent that the vote on this
amendment occur at 2: 15 p.m. and that
the time between then and now be equally
divided between the proponent of the
amendment and the'manager of the bill.

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

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr, STEVENSON, I thank the Senator
from Ohio for yielding.

Mr. President, the $299 million the
Navy is asking for this year for CVN-70
is only the downpayment on the most
expensive ship in the world-a billion
dollar carrier. Eight years from now,
when this ship is launched, I am certain
it will have cost well over a billion dol
lars. For this staggering investment, we
will have purchased just one ship. That
$1 billion cost does not include the addi
tional cost, perhaps as high as $2 billion,
for its complement of aircraft and sup
porting ships.

Before Congress can sensibly accept
the Navy's arguments in behalf of this
carrier, it must also accept the Navy's
perception of its military role in the
world. The Navy perceives for itself four
necessary naval capabilities. Such capa
bilities ought to be based on a realistic
appraisal of the American military role,
the American strategy and policy, in the
world. But we have no clearly perceived
strategy in the world. The Navy'S capa
bilities are instead based on ancient hab
its and old, discredited policies.

The Navy assumes four necessary
capabilities: "assured second strike,"
"control of sea lanes and areas," "pro
jection of power ashore," and "overseas
presence."

There can be no doubt about the first
capability. We must have a capable nu
clear deterrent. But the carrier has
nothing to do with deterrence. It con
tributes almost nothing to our nuclear
defense.

We are told by the Navy that it is
"consonant" with the Nixon doctrine to
"project power ashore" from the sea.
That is the second capability. But I
question whether that really is the mean
ing of the Nixon doctrine-that Ameri
can forces must be stationed around the
globe on carriers for fighter and bomber
missions. Are we going to be in brush
fire wars everywhere; prepared to put
them out at all times and in all places in
the world? I doubt that. I doubt that even
if this were a necessary capability, the
carrier would be an effective means of
implementing it. Half of our entire car
rier force off Vietnam coUld not prevent
a massive invasion from the north.

It is said, also, that this billion-dollar
carrier is needed for another essential
naval capability-"overseas presence,"
deploying force worldwide and shov.-ing
our flag. That assumption, too, shoUld be

tested against the changing realities of
the 1970's and 1980's. I believe gunboat
diplomacy is a thing of the past. We last
tried it in the Bay of Bengal during the
India-Pakistani conflict, and we accom
plished three things-we prolonged the
war, we angered the Indians without
benefiting the Pakistanis, and we made
ourselves look, in President Nixon's
words, like a "pitifUl, helpless giant."
By showing the flag, we accomplished
nothing more certainly than our own
humiliation. This kind of gunboat di
plomacy is, at best, obsolete; and even if
it were not, it is a capability which could
be fulfilled with other and less expensive
vessels.

Last; it is said that the billion-dollar
carrier is required to "control the seas."
But must we control the sea lanes to
every corner of the world? Is it neces
sary? It is even possible in an age of nu
clear submarines, guided missiles, and
nuclear weapons. It is said that we must
be able to control the sea lanes in order
to import oil. At the same time, we are
proposing eventually to import Russian
oil in Russian ships. And in the case of
oil imports would not any enemy cut
foreign oil production at its source?

This carrier's missions simply do not
make sense. They are based on 19th cen
tury naval capabilities which have little
or no relation to the political and mili
tary realities of the late 20th century.
It is insteau, I fear, a monument to inter
service politics and rivalry; and, as many
naval men are quick to concede privately,
it is little more than a multi-billion dol
lar status symbol for naval men who be
long to a different era.

Even if this billion dollars should be
spent on the Navy, it should not be spent
on another nuclear carrier. We have a
dozen carriers already which have many
years of life remaining.

We expect to build an entire fleet of
"sea control carriers" which wili be able
to perform all the missions of this car
rier. For what we are paying for this
carrier, we could get nine "sea control
carriers."

By buying one huge platform, we com
pound the vulnerability of the carrier by
giving an enemy one target to aim at.
Carriers are vulnerable. Thirty-eight
percent of carriers hit once during ac
tion in World War II were forced out of
action. Seventy-five percent of carriers
hit twice were forced out of action. The
average time these crippled carriers were
out of action was over 2 months.

Carriers are vulnerable to nuclear
submarine attack. Repeatedly in naval
exercises, including exercises with allied
forces, submarines have been able to
penetrate carrier defenses undetected.

The carrier is a sitting duck for the
nuclear submarine. It is also vulnerable
to attack by surface-to-surface missiles;
and, as Senator GOLDWATER conceded a
moment ago, it is vulnerable to attack
from the air. Its \"ulnerability will con
tinue to increase as technology con
tinues to increase the effectiveness of
offensive weapons without compensating
improvements in defensive weapons.

It has been said in the course of this
debate that all ships are vulnerable to
submarine attack. That is true. But nine

ships are harder to attack and to knock
out than one. Nine smaller ships, at the
same price of the CVN-70, could provide
more flexibility and more firepower, with
far more safety against attack.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that we can ask for the
yeas and nays at this time?

Mr. STEVENSON. I yield.
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I ask for

the yeas and nays on the amendment.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. STEVENSON. Its cost is greatly

augmented because it is nuclear. Why?
It must be provisioned regularly with
food, fuel for its planes, and ammuni
tion. Why not with oil for its engines?
Its newly acquired antisub role could be
perfolmed less expensively by existing
land-based planes and new, less expen
sive multi-purpose vessels, inclUding sea
based planes and helicopters. Its sea con':'
trol mission could be performed less ex
pensively by destroyers, patrol frigates,
and other less expensive surface vessels-
if sea control against the J;l1ost modern
nuclear submarines is possible by any
means. Its shore support mission might
be performed by surface-to-surface mis
siles launched from less expensive naval
platforms or by planes launched from
existing caniers or additional less expen
sive carriers. Why must we place so many
of our eggs in this one most fragile and
expensive basket? It is vulnerable to de
struction and heavy damage from attack
by airborne missiles. The Navy'S own ex
ercises demonstrate that it is vulnerable
to attack from the nuclear submarine.
The Navy has better ways of spending
this billion dollars.

Mr. President, I could go on at some
length but time is running out. Let me
conclude by saying that each new arms
program, inclUding this carrier, brings a
response from the other side, leaving us
by and large in the same relative posi
tion military, but a little closer to the
flash point, and always poorer econom
ically. If we do not pass this amendment,
the billion dollars for the carrier will be
lost forever. That money will never be
available for public safety, pollution con
trol, or education here at home.

Nor will the billion dollars for this
carrier ever be available for development
and humanitarian assistance in the rest
of the world. All this carrier will ever con
tribute to the world is "showing the flag"
or "protection of power ashore." We have
better things to do with our money than
to build a fourth nuclear carrier.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment to the one under
consideration and ask that it be- printed.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) be added as a co
sponsor of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be re
ceived and will be printed; and, without
objection, the Senator from South Caro
lina \'I'ill be listed as a cosponsor of the
Senator's amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 8 minutes, or so much thereof
as I may use.

I am not going to detain the Senate
but a few minutes. We have already
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'H. G. RICKOVER.

agreed to vote at 2:15 p.m. today. I want
to refer to the fact that I stated this
morning since the Department of De
fense's firm decision to set the carrier
force in the 1980's at 12, that this has
cleared up the situation considerably. It
is a firm figure. We know where we are.
The debates on this subject for the past
several years have demonstrated that
there should be a firm clearing up of
the situation. It is a strengthening. It
makes it much easier to vote for this
carrier with confidence.

We all assert that we must have a car
rier fleet. Most of us agree that it should
be modern. That means nuclear power
and, thus, increased range and time sav
ing and all the other things that go with
it.

So I want to say to those who have
opposed the carrier, who are now sug
gesting a reduction, as well as to those
who have opposed the idea of a modern
fieet, that I think this is a fine illustra
tion of what debate, planning, and re
planning can do. The result is strength.

As I said this morning-and I go now
to what I think are some of the most
important and knowledgeable responsi
ble sources on many of these matters-I
conferJ"ed yesterday with Admiral Zum
walt. I hold in my hand a letter dated
yesterday from him. I asked him to sum
marize some of the advice he had given
me.

Let me read one paragraph from it:
My strongest initiatives over the past few

years have been aimed at the development
of small, low-cost systems. It is precisely
the umbrella of our more capable, more
sophisticated forces such as the CVN-70 that
make it possible for us to recommend a mix,
including these low-cost systems.

Mr. President, I said this morning that
there are many other ships and ship
systems in the bill because we are having
to strengthen our Navy in a variety of
ways. There is no doubt about the cor
rectness of what Admiral Zumwalt said
in that paragraph, when he said it serves
as an umbrella-the carrier does-pro
tecting the other necessary ships we have
in order to make for a balanced Navy.

The Senator from Rhode Island made
a telling point this morning, with refer
ence to nuclear-powered carriers, when
he vividly portrayed the need for two in
the Pacific and two in the Atlantic, to be
the leaders, so to speak, in modernity
and everything else, for the two carrier
fleets, one to the west and one to the
east.

This will be the fourth nuclear-pow
ered carrier that will give just that lead
ership. It will be the fourth part of the
umbrella to which I have referred.

I had a conference yesterday, frankly,
to review and bring out again in his own
vivid way, the recommendations of Ad
miral Rickover. I read a few of his re
marks this morning.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent, in view of the pressure of time,
to have printed in the RECORD additional
remarks and paragraphs from Admiral
Rickover as well as the remainder of the
letter from Admiral Zumwalt.

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

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS,
July 25, 1972.

Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I wanted to provide
you with our latest views on the nuclear
aircraft carrier (CVN-70) at this critical
time in the senate's consideration of the
ship. As I have st.ated previously. I consider
CVN-70 the highest priority prcgram in the
Navy budget. While we are mcving out imag
Inatively on many fronts with new tech
nology-from satellites to lasers-to develop
more effective and less expensive ways of
accompllshlng the vital missions of the Navy,
ali our work shows cleariy that the aircraft
carrier will remain the fundamental ele
ment of naval forces for the foreseeable fu
ture-without which no strategy is viable
and no other forces will be effective. _

As you know, in recent years our carrier
force has experienced the most se\'ere reduc
tion of any major U.S. weapon system, de
clining from 23 at end FY~8 to 16 at the
end of the current fiscal year. Included in the
current force of 16 are 7 carriers built dur
ing World War II which are of llmited COlD

bat effectiveness even now, and are near the
end of their service life. Our sense of great
urgency regarding CVN-70 derives from the
fact that this ship has now been delayed
three years past its planned start date, and
with approval of advanced funding now it
will stlll not join the fleet until FY 1981!
By that time, our carrier force level wlIl
have dropped to about 12, half that of a
few years ago. One of those 12 wlIl be USS
MIDWAY, in her 35th year of service, and
well beyond any possibility of significant
extension. Thus, I would emphasize that
CVN-70 represents an absolute minimum
replacement effort, already overdue, in a
force level that is declining at a dangerous
rate, is seriously low now, and is projected
to continue dropping. In fact, due to the
8-year construction period, funding of
CVN-70 now is essential even for mainte
nance of carrier force levels below 12 in the
19805.

Our past experience, our fleet exercises,
and our analyses, aU show the carrier to be
the most basic building block of this coun
try's naval forces for the future. As a mari
time nation, leader of the Free World's
oceanic coalltion, we must have control of
the seas to survive. .

While a navy oriented strongly to sub
marines, as Is the Soviet Navy, can be effec
tive in denying sea control to others, it can
not exercise this control-as this country
must. The carrier force, and CVN-70, are
essential both to gaining control of the seas
and to projection of forces from the seas.
CVN-70 will be vital In major wars, such
as a NATO conflict with the Warsaw Pact,
and in peripheral wars and confrontations.
In fact, in the face of our forced reduction
in carrier force level to 12, CVN-70 becomes
even more crucial as the linch-pin of our
rapid-reaction nuclear carrier task forces.
With CVN-70, we will have two nuclear car
riers in a ready status on each coast. These
fast, powerful, high-endurance ships wlll
offset to a considerable degree our reduced
force level, allowing rapid reinforcement of
deployed forces in crisis, and serving as a
deterrent to escalation through early arrival
on the scene of a confrontation. The Jor
danian crisis of 1970 was a classic example
of the utlllty of carriers-often the only U.S.
forces that can reach the scene in time to
prevent outbreak of violence. As this coun
try gradually reduces its overseas forces, car
riers provide the fleXibility and mobll1ty
that allow employment of tactical airpower
wherever ueeded. world-wide.

As you know, my strongest initiatives over
the past few years have been aimed at de
velopment of small, low-cost systems. Yet it

is precisely the umbrella of our more
capable, more sophisticated forces, such as
CVN-70. that make it possible for us to rec
ommend a mix including these low-cost
systems.

While it is fashionable to regard the car
rier as being vulnerable to cruise missile and
torpedo attaCk, this is true only in a rela
tive sense. In most forseeable types of con
frontation or conflict. the threat to the car
rier will be non-existent or minimal. Even in
a full-scale war at sea with the Soviet Union,
a carrier task force is harder to find, tougher
to attaCk, and more difficult to damage, than
almost any other mllitary force. Charged
With the responslbillty for carriers, I am
completely confident of their survlvabllity
or I would not recommend them. If our
carriers cannot survive, no other U.S. mili
tary force is viable.

Finally, as regards cost. I would like to
reemphasize that CVN-70 is, in all particu
lars, essentially the same ship as USS Nimitz
(CVN-68) and USS Eisenhower (CVN~9).

The increased cost of CVN-70 over its sister
ships is almost entirely attributable to the
escalation which has been common to all
U.S. industry, and has been most significant
in shipbuilding. All possible actions have
been taken, and wlll continue, to acquire
the essential capablllty of CVN-70 at mini
mum cost.

Warmest regards,
E. R. ZUMWALT, Jr.,

Admiral, U.s. Navy.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
Washington, D.C., July 25, 1972.

Han. JOHN C. STENNIS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR STENNIS: Your letter of
July 25, 1972 requested my current thoughts
as to why we should proceed immediately
with the CVN 70 and TRIDENT program
requested by the Administration and the
Secretary of Defense in the FY 1973 budget
now before Congress.

I have attached two point papers which
reflect my current views on these programs.
I hope they are responsive to your needs.

I would be pleased to respond to any other
specific questions you may have.

Respectfully,

JULY 25, 1972.
STATEMENT OF ADMmAL RICKOVER

NEED FOR THE NUCLEAR CARRIER CVN 70

A primary mission of our Navy is to in
sure that our first llne naval striking forces
can carry out their mission against the
threats the Soviets are presently develop
ing.

Our major surface warships must have this
capabllity, or we may end up without a
credible deterrent to Communist encroach
ments which do not warrant escalation to a
nuclear war. The all-nuclear carrier tasle
force with nuclear powered carriers as the
heart of the task force, has the best chance
of countering the nonnuclear naval threat
the Soviets are developing.

For the foreseeable future the aircraft
carrier wlll be the principal offensive strik
ing arm of the Navy in'a nonnuclear war. No
other weapon system under development can
replace the long-range, sustained, concen
trated firepower of the carrier air wing. Tor
pedo-firing nuclear submarines, cruise mis
sile-firing nuclear SUbmarines, nuclear frig
ates and antlair and antisubmarine capabil
ities, all are 'needed to supplement and aug
ment the capabilities of the nuclear carrier.
But it is the carrier which provides the of
fensive punch.

It is widely understood that American nu
clear superiority over the past 25 years has
deterred nuclear war; it is not as widely
understood that our naval superiority over
this period has deterred lesser wars. If we
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do not maintain the capabiilty to operate our
first-line naval striking forces in all areas
required by our national interests, we wlll
have given up the ability to carry out sus
tained ml11tary operations away from our
shores, not only by the Navy but by the other
services as well. The nuclear powered aircraft
carrier CVN 70 is essential to this capabUity.

The number of U.S. overseas land alrbases
is declining. We had 105 in 1957. We have
less than 50 now. 14 of which are In Vietnam
and Thailand. 8 more are In Turkey, Spain,
Japan, the Philippines. and Okinawa where
political forces are already trying to throw
us out, leaving only 28. Sea-based tactical
aircraft are required when land bases are
not available or do not have the capacity to
meet the required tactical needs. The aircraft
carriers can provide this sea-based tactical
alr power.

The only reliable long range Weapon sys
tem our surface ships have is carrier based
aircraft. As new aircraft and aircraft weap
ons are developed they can be added to a
carrier air wing.

Our carriers are vulnerable to attack by
Soviet cruise missiles-as are all surface
ships and land installations within range.
However. the best defense our surface Ships
have against such missiles is carrier based
aircraft. Without the carriers and the air
craft they carry, all other surface warships.
replenishment ships, and amphibious forces,
will be more vulnerable. The nuclear carrier
task force, with the advantage of nuclear
propulsion to permit unJlmlted operation at
high speed J.S the most powerful, least vul
nerable surface ship force In the history of
naval warfare.

If an opponent is successful In develop
ing weapons that can sink large numbers of
our carriers and we are not successful in de
veloping adequate counterweapons.-or if we
simply do not build sufficient modern car
riers to protect our sealanes-the United
States wlll have to change Its national ob
jectIves to be consistent with the Inabl!lty to
conduct overseas military operations.

The CVN 70 Is needed to replace an aging
World War II design carrier which cannot
cope with the Soviet threat of the 1980s and
beyond. The CVN 70 will be able to operate
the most advanced models of tactical air
craft. She will increase the number of nu
clear powered Cll.ITlers in the fleet by one
third. She will be operating with the fieet
well Into the 21st century.

Older carriers have no growth potential
left. Even with the extensive modernization
accomplished in each class, deficiencies re
main in relation to carrier requirements for
the 19808.

If the Navy retires carriers at 30 years of
age-the current Navy estimate of useful life
of a carrier-we will have a carrier force of
11 to 12 carriers through 1985 with no new
carrier construction. Funding CVN 70 now
will allow a force of 12 to 13 carriers between
1980 and 1985. The range In force esti
mates depends on the age when the Midway
is retired.

It Is not clear how long the Midway can be
retained in service, as no carrier has ever
been extended In operation beyond 29 years.
She underwent an extensive modernization
beyond 1966 and 1970. When the CVN 70
joins the fieet in 1981, the Midway wiII be
36 years old.

Attack carriers are being operated harder
than any surface ships in naval history. As
the number of carriers Is reduced. the re
quirements placed on each carrier Is in
creased. No carrier to dltte has been in serv
ice more than 29 years. The carriers in the
fieet today were designed to specifications
which assumed a 20 year ship life. There
fore the assumption that all of our present
carriers can provide 30 years or more of re
liable operation Is questionable.

The reasons for bUilding the CVN 70 now
are the acute need for force modernization

and the fact that while carrier force levels
have decreased sharply. the world-wide tac
tical air strike requirements have not. In
addition, for the first time in the quarter
century since World War II the United States
Is faced with a naval threat challenging our
ability to maintain free use of the seas. The
mobility and sustained fire power available
only in a nuclear carrier is required to coun
ter this threat.

With the CVN 70, the number of carriers
less than 30 years old In 1981 will be half
the number the Navy had In operation in
1966. The declining number of overseas bases
coupled with the decline In the number of
carriers requires each carrier in the active
force to be the most capable, least vulnerable
ship it is possible to build-a CVN.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I revert
now to where I started. Someone re
ferred to what kind of diplomacy does
the carrier carry in peacetime. May I
suggest that it is a silent diplomacy. The
carriers speak lOUdly by just silently
finding their way around all over the sea
lanes of the world carrying our flag. It is
also a preparedness diplomacy which has
been proved over and over again.

I frankly worried about this matter of
getting a carrier fleet to a deflnite size.
We planned for it and talked about how
many ships would be necessary to do
what and how many modern ships we
would have. I am very happy to see this
one now in the bill and I hope it stays
there because I think this is the minimum
number of nuclear-powered carriers
with all the modernity of equipment and
facilities and everything that goes with
it. This is the minimum number that
we should settle for. for the time being.
I hope that "for the time being" means
it will prove to be several years.

So I urge my colleagues to vote against
the pending amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I believe

for me to make my concluding remarks
it would be necessary for the Senator
from Mississippi to yield me some time.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I yield the Senator
whatever time I have remaining.

Mr. SAXBE. As I recall. the vote is set
in 5 minutes and I certainly intend to
conclude my remarks by that time.

Mr. STENNIS. I am delighted to yield
to the Senator such time as I have
remaining.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I believe
that we have had full exposure today on
this carrier question. I think we could
talk a whole lot longer about it and not
say a great deal more.

The issue is one of cost effectiveness.
There has been no serious debate on this
floor of the fact that we consider the
carrier an essential part of our defense
system, at least for the time being. How
ever. I think that we must also recognize
the serious question of how long can we
continue to build carriers as sea control
ships when they arc not cost effective for
this job. Not only are they inefficient as
sea control vessels, but they are vulner
able to "smart" missiles which are carried
by aircraft and by ships smaller than the
carrier. Our competition on the high seas
continues to build these efficient sea con
trol tools in increasing number and ef
fect. We will have to assess whether we
can afford to put a carrier out there at a
cost of $1 billion, and a cost of $3 billion

for the air wing. to be a target for these
cheaper tactical missiles and delivery
systems.

We talk a great deal about the use of
these missiles in North Vietnam and say
that we can knock out the third plank in
a bridge. put one in the mouth of a tun
nel, or down a chimney.

With those weapons available to us I
am relatively confident that the Soviets
possess the know how and the hardware
to penetrate even the sophisticated de
fenses of our carriers should they choose
to do so.

So. here we are putting all of our
money into this great big carrier. I have
never believed that the amendment
would carry because too many people are
directly interested in getting the carriers
going. I prophesy that this carrier will
never be completed because sooner or
later it will sink in that with the smart
missiles that we have. either airborne.
seaborne. or submarine carried, we can
not afford to put these targets out there.
These smaller, cheaper more cost effec
tive weapons can do the job better. And.
I am just talking about conventional
warfare. Now, when we get to nuclear
warfare, the fact is obvious that a carrier
is not meant to survive any kind of
nuclear attack. And the fact that it can
move 20 miles while an ICBM is in the
air is not significant when we think that
they are not going to waste a 50-megaton
warhead or even a MffiV warhead In
hitting a carrier when they can do the
same thing with a cruise missile launched
not more than 300 miles away.

These are facts that will become in
creasingly prominent as the years go by.

I prophesy that what we are saying to
day is the last argument of the Senate on
the floor as to whether to build a carrier.
because even those who support the car
rier will not be brave enough to do it on
another go-round. ObViously we are pric
ing ourselves out of business, $10 billion
down the hole with a carrier that can be
sunk with a motorboat.

Mr. President, I just think it is a good
thing that we have discussed this matter
today and brought it up. I think these
arguments will be repeated many times
and there will be arguments from now on
because we point out the fact that the
carrier is the dodo. and though there is a
great nostalgic feeling among Navy men
about the carriers and among the ad
mirals who want to sail them. this nos
talgia is not worth $10 billion.

It is great to fly the flag. However. we
do not need 3 foot of armor on a flag
deck to take it around with a happy crew
on it and park it in Hong Kong or in a
Mediterranean port when we can do the
same thing with a cheaper ship.

For these reasons we have offered our
amendment. And, as I say. we have done
so without much hope of its being passed.
This is the last time the carrier will be
debated on the floor. And. as I prophesy.
this is a carrier that will never be used.
And I hope it never will be used.

I thank the Senator and I believe the
hour has come to vote.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the na
tional budget for fiscal year 1973, now
being considered by the Congress, allo
cates $299 million to long leadtime fund-
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ing for a third nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier of the Nimitz class, CVN-70. Ap
proval of the long leadtime funds this
year and of the balance funding in fiscal
year 1974 will permit the Navy to pro
ceed with a construction schedUle which
calls for delivery of the ship in 1980.

Since this ship requires a significant
capital investment, its place in our future
defense needs is being closely examined
and carefully analyzed. The facts emerg
ing from these considerations this year
are verifying that principal conclusion
known from previous studies-an ade
quate number of modern aircraft caniers
are essential'to our national security.

When a prudent man, with concern
for his family's future, purchases a new
home, his first concern is for insurance
coverage sufficient to protect his invest
ment against foreseeable losses. After he
has provided this protection, then he may
decide what he can afford for his home
necessities, conveniences, and even lux
uries. The home air-conditioning unit
comes after the insurance policy has been
paid for.

The same principal applies to our con
cern for the future of this Nation. If we
are to survive we must provide, with first
priority on our l'esources, an adequate
assurance of national security. Only after
we have provided for the national defense
can we allocate resources to the many
desirable projects for improving our way
of life.

The nuclear-powered aircraft carrier
in this budget is a key element of the
forces we will provide for national de
fense in the 1980's and beyond.

To realize just what this carrier will
mean to the Nation we should look at the
types and numbers of naval forces we
will need in the future. For the past 30
years aircraft carriers have been the
principal surface ships of the Navy. They
have forged their reputations in war and
in peace as mobile, powerful, versatile
weapon systems ready for any challenge.
As we look to the future, we see we must
maintain this type of strength. The air
craft carrier will continue to be the prin
cipal conventional weapon that will per
mit our Navy to exercise its unique capa
bility to respond to threats, to protect
our citizens, to deter war.

Our present force of proven aircraft
carriers is facing serious limitations due
to obsolescence. We have 16 carriers in
active service today-and they are re
SpOnding to all requirements from the
Mediterranean to the western Pacific.
But of these 16, seven are old World
War II-designed ships rapidly nearing
the end of their expected 30-year service
lives. Our replacement program is lim
ited to three ships-two carriers are being
built and will be completed in 1973 and
1975; the third is the ship whose funds
are in the budget now, a ship that can
not join the fleet before 1980. These three
ships are members of the same class.
They will have the same nuclear propUl
sion system, the same hUlls, the same
major components. They will serve as
replacements for worn-out World War II
veteran carriers. In effect, these three
ships will replace seven old carriers in
the front lines of our naval forces.

These numbers--three new carriers re-

quested or under construction to replace
seven aging veterans--underscore the
concern we have for the adequacy of our
future level of national defense. We are
reducing the numbers of ships we will
have to lead our Navy, but we must main
tain a solid nucleus of these powerful,
versatile aircraft carriers. The carrier in
this budget represents a construction
program stretched out and deferred to
the point that our naval strength for the
1980's and beyond is in serious jeopardy.

We cannot permit the forces we have
for our protection to become ineffective
and weak through unrestrained obsoles
cence. The duty of Congress is to provide
and maintain a Navy-a Navy strong
enough to make a key contribution to our
total national defense. The nuclear-pow
ered carrier now in the budget will be
a vital member of the Navy of the 1980's
and beyond. It is part of that essential
insurance policy we must provide.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, three of the
administration's top economic policy
makers gave their views Monday on how
to reduce spending by the Federal Gov
ernment.

Herbert Stein, Chairman of the Coun
cil of Economic Advisers, Treasury Sec
retary George Shultz, and Budget Di
rector Casper Weinberger, warned the
Nation that our economy is reaching a
critical point and urged control of Gov
ernment spending to prevent another rise
in the inflational spiral.

Mr. Stein was quoted in the Washing
ton Post as declaring that one of the first
ways to hold down spending is to "stop
some of those bills that are floating
arow1d Congress." While Mr. Stein did
not specify what bills he was referring
to, the inference was apparently directed
at the categories of health and educa
tion, two areas where Congress is voting
bigger outlays than the Presic<ent asked.

Well, Mr. President, I suggest that
contrary to Mr. Stein's views, the health,
education, and general well-being of the
people of this Nation are crucial matters
that shoUld not be. relegated to offhand
treatment either by this Congress or by
any administration trUlY concerned with
the direction our country is headed.

Yet to a certain extent I can agree with
Mr. Stein. There are some bills "floating
around Congress" which do contain great
and unnecessary expenses. Congress, as
I am sure Mr. Stein would agree, should
seek out these specific areas of excess
and make reductions accordingly.

It, is indeed, ironic that 2 days after
the administration's call for economy the
Senate is debating the military procure
ment bill, H.R. 15495.

The administration does not approve
of the Senate appropriating $31.3 billion
for labor, health, education, and welfare.
At the same time we are urged to rubber
stamp a defense bUdget of over $80 bil
lion and a military procurement outlay
of $20.5 billion which includes $299 mil
lion for a nuclear carrier, $171.4 million
for the SAM-D missile, and more than
$900 million for the Trident submarine.

Today we are considering the nuclear
aircraft carrier. The Navy is requesting
$299 million in the fiscal year 1973 budget
for long-lead items for the CVN-70.

Of course, we all know that this is

just the beginning. The Navy estimates
that the final cost of this ship will be
nearly $1 billion. Obviously this does
not include a second billion for aircraft
to fly from the ship, or a third billion
for other ships needed to support it at sea.

There are two major factors for op
posing the CVN-70. First, defense plan
ners have realized the true role of the
carrier in quick response tactical situa
tions. Rejecting the idea that carriers
are strategic strike platforms, they have
accordingly reduced the desired force
level for carriers from 16 to 12.

Fundamentally, we have learned a
cruel lesson from Vietnam: that our for
eign policy should be less intervention
ist. This in turn should lead to even low
er requirements for the carrier-the
most easily used tool of tactical interven
tion.

I realize that this is essentially an
argument based upon far-ranging and
basic questions of our view of the world
and our role in it. There is room for dis
agreement.

But the second factor, is far less com
plicated: nuclear carriers cost a lot of
money. We should pause and examine
whether there really is a reason to un
necessarily raise costs to such a high
level. Now that the CVN-70 has been
delayed 3 years, it is more economical
to wait approximately 5 more years to
begin replacing our aging Forrestal and
converted Midway carriers. In 5 years
we could begin, if necessary, an entirely
new program of replacing carriers there
by gaining cost savings due to concur
rent construction of replacement car
riers.

As I pointed out in a statement June 2,
in this body, less than 2 years ago the
Navy spent $202 million to refurbish the
carrier Midway. At that time Navy press
releases ballyhooed the accomplishment
as extending the 25-year-old ship's life
span "through the 1980's."

But in the past 2 years the Navy's
position has, to put it mildly, become
more modest. Now the Midway's lifespan
is put at "to 1980."

So what is the Senate to think? Was
the Navy guilty of deliberate distortion
in order to justify a 240-percent cost
overrun on the refmbishing of the Mid
way? Or was it simply a matter of pie
in-the-sky optimism that had no justi
fication in reality?

Either way, the Senate should not be
duped again.

I think we would do well to heed lVfr.
Stein's advice. And I think we should
begin today by voting to delete $299 mil
lion for the nuclear carrier. Then we
should go on to cut $578 million from the
Trident and $171.4 million from the
SAM-D missile. -

By deleting these three items the Fed
eral Government can save more than $1
billion in money that otherwise would
not feed one single person, house one
single family, or cure one single illness,

Mr. Stein is correct in wanting to
trim the budget. But he is wrong in his
priorities.

We must stop spending too much mon
ey for weapons or capabilities that are
redundant at best or harmful at worst.

I suggest that the right way to cut
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ing for a third nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier of the Nimitz class, CVN-70. Ap
proval of the long leadtime funds this
year and of the balance funding in fiscal
year 1974 will permit the Navy to pro
ceed with a construction schedule which
calls for delivery of the ship in 1980.

Since this ship requires a significant
capital investment, its place in our future
defense needs is being closely examined
and carefully analyzed. The facts emerg
ing from these considerations this year
are verifying that principal conclusion
known from previous studies-an ade
quate number of modem aircraft caniers
are essential' to our national security.

When a prudent man, with concern
for his family's future, purchases a new
home, his first concern is for insurance
coverage sufficient to protect his invest
ment against foreseeable losses. After he
has provided this protection, then he may
decide what he can afford for his home
necessities, conveniences, and even lux
uries. The home air-conditioning unit
comes after the insurance policy has been
paid for.

The same principal applies to our con
cern for the future of this Nation. If we
are to survive we must provide, with first
priority on our resources, an adequate
assurance of national security. Only after
we have provided for the national defense
can we allocate resources to the many
desirable projects for improving our way
of life.

The nuclear-powered aircraft carrier
in this budget is a key element of the
forces we will provide for national de
fense in the 1980's and beyond.

To realize just what this carrier will
mean to the Nation we should look at the
types and numbers of naval forces we
will need in the future. For the past 30
years aircraft carriers have been the
principal surface ships of the Navy. They
have forged their reputations in war and
in peace as mobile, powerful, versatile
weapon systems ready for any challenge.
As we look to the future, we see we must
maintain this type of strength. The air
craft carrier will continue to be the prin
cipal conventional weapon that will per
mit our Navy to exercise its unique capa
bility to respond to threats, to protect
our citizens, to deter war.

Our present force of proven aircraft
carriers is facing serious limitations due
to obsolescence. We have 16 carriers in
active service today-and they are re
SpOnding to all requirements from the
Mediterranean to the western Pacific.
But of these 16, seven are old World
War II-designed ships rapidly nearing
the end of their expected 30-year service
lives. Our replacement program is lim
ited to three ships-two carriers are being
built and will be completed in 1973 and
1975; the third is the ship whose funds
are in the budget now, a ship that can
not join the fleet before 1980. These three
ships are members of the same class.
They will have the same nuclear propul
sion system, the same hulls, the same
major components. They will serve as
replacements for worn-out World War II
veteran carriers. In effect, these three
ships will replace seven old carriers in
the front lines of our naval forces.

These numbers--three new carriers re-

quested or under construction to replace
seven aging veterans--underscore the
concern we have for the adequacy of our
future level of national defense. We are
reducing the numbers of ships we will
have to lead our Navy, but we must main
tain a solid nucleus of these powerful,
versatile aircraft carriers. The carrier in
this bUdget represents a construction
program stretched out and deferred to
the point that our naval strength for the
1980's and beyond is in serious jeopardy.

We cannot permit the forces we have
for our protection to become ineffective
and weak through unrestrained obsoles
cence. The duty of Congress is to provide
and maintain a Navy-a Navy strong
enough to make a key contribution to our
total national defense. The nuclear-pow
ered carrier now in the budget will be
a vital member of the Navy of the 1980's
and beyond. It is part of that essential
insurance policy we must provide.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, three of the
administration's top economic policy
makers gave their views Monday on how
to reduce spending by the Federal Gov
ernment.

Herbert Stein, Chairman of the Coun
cil of Economic Advisers, Treasury Sec
retary George Shultz, and Budget Di
rector Casper Weinberger, warned the
Nation that our economy is reaching a
critical point and urged control of Gov
ernment spending to prevent another rise
in the inflational spiral.

Mr. Stein was quoted in the Washing
ton Post as declaring that one of the first
ways to hold down spending is to "stop
some of those bills that are fioating
around Congress." While Mr. Stein did
not specify what bills he was referring
to, the inference was apparently directed
at the categories of health and educa
tion, two areas where Congress is voting
bigger outlays than the PresiGent asked.

Well, Mr. President, I suggest that
contrary to Mr. Stein's views, the health,
education, and general well-being of the
people of this Nation are crucial matters
that should not be. relegated to offhand
treatment either by this Congress or by
any administration truly concerned with
the direction our country is headed.

Yet to a certain extent I can agree with
Mr. Stein. There are some bills "floating
around Congress" which do contain great
and unnecessary expenses. Congress, as
I am sure Mr. Stein would agree, should
seek out these specific areas of excess
and make reductions accordingly.

It, is indeed, ironic that 2 days after
the administration's call for economy the
Senate is debating the military procure
ment bill, H.R. 15495.

The administration does not approve
of the Senate appropriating $31.3 billion
for labor, health, education, and welfare.
At the same time we are urged to rubber
stamp a defense budget of over $80 bil
lion and a military procurement outlay
of $20.5 billion which includes $299 mil
lion for a nuclear carrier, $171.4 million
for the SAM-D missile, and more than
$900 million for the Trident submarine.

Today we are considering the nuclear
aircraft carrier. The Navy is requesting
$299 million in the fiscal year 1973 budget
for long-lead items for the CVN-70.

Of course, we all know that this is

just the beginning. The Navy estimates
that the final cost of this ship will be
nearly $1 billion. Obviously this does
not include a second billion for aircraft
to fiy from the ship, or a third billion
for other ships needed to support it at sea.

There are two major factors for op
posing the CVN-70. First, defense plan
ners have realized the true role of the
carrier in quick response tactical situa
tions. Rejecting the idea that carriers
are strategic strike platforms, they have
accordingly reduced the desired force
level for carriers from 16 to 12.

Fundamentally, we have learned a
cruel lesson from Vietnam: that our for
eign policy should be less intervention
ist. This in turn should lead to even low
er requirements for the carrier-the
most easily used tool of tactical interven
tion.

I realize that this is essentially an
argument based upon far-ranging and
basic questions of our view of the world
and our role in it. There is room for dis
agreement.

But the second factor, is far less com
plicated: nuclear carriers cost a lot of
money. We should pause and examine
whether there really is a reason to un
necessarily raise costs to such a high
level. Now that the CVN-70 has 'been
delayed 3 years, it is more economical
to wait approximately 5 more years to
begin replacing our aging Forrestal and
converted Midway carriers. In 5 years
we could begin, if necessary, an entirely
new program of replacing carriers there
by gaining cost savings due to concur
rent construction of replacement car
riers.

As I pointed out in a statement June 2,
in this body, less than 2 years ago the
Navy spent $202 million to refurbish the
carrier Midway. At that time Navy press
releases ballyhooed the accomplishment
as extending the 25-year-old ship's life
span "through the 1980's."

But in the past 2 years the Navy's
position has, to put it mildly, become
more modest. Now the Midway's lifespan
is put at "to 1980."

So what is the Senate to think? Was
the Navy guilty of deliberate distortion
in order to justify a 240-percent cost
overrun on the refurbishing of the Mid
way? Or was it simply a matter of pie
in-the-sky optimism that had no justi
fication in reality?

Either way, the Senate should not be
duped again.

I think we would do well to heed Mr.
Stein's advice. And I think we should
begin today by voting to delete $299 mil
lion for the nuclear carrier. Then we
should go on to cut $578 million from the
Trident and $171.4 million from the
SAM-D missile. .

By deleting these three items the Fed
eral Government can save more than $1
billion in money that otherwise would
not feed one single person, house one
single family, or cure one single illness.

Mr. Stein is correct in wanting to
trim the budget. But he is wrong in his
pliorities.

We must stop spending too much mon
ey for weapons or capabilities that are
redundant at best or harmful at worst.

I suggest that the right way to cut



July 26, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE 25419
spending is to save a billion dollars in
unneeded weapons that do not add a
single significant link in our Nation's
security. Let us begin today by voting
against the nuclear carrier.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I will
vote for the Saxbe amendment to delete
the $299 million authorization for a new
nuclear carrier. I do not believe it is
necessary to begin procurement of a new
nuclear carrier at this time.

The proposed carrier, CVN-70, is an
impressive ship. The cost is equally im
pressive-a billion dollars. An additional
$2 billion wiII be required for aircraft
and escorts that make up the total car
rier weapons system. Projected costs
over the expected 30-year lifetime of
this nuclear carrier are estimated at
over $10 billion-30 times more than
the initial investment on long leadtime
items that we are voting on today.

An investment of this magnitude re
quires the closest possible scrutiny. I do
not believe it is yet clear what our car
rier requirements will be during the com
ing decades. The administration only re
centlY reduced its estimate of force level
requirements for carriers from 16 to 12
consistent with the principles. of the
Nixon doctrine and in keeping with the
trend toward more limited security com
mitments abroad.

It is clear that aircraft carriers today
do not have a strategic role-that is,
they are not part of our nuclear deter
rent force of ICBM's, SLBM's, and stra
tegic bombers. Moreover, it does not
seem to me that aircraft carriers have a
cost-effective role to play in a sea con
trol mission-even though an antisub
marine capability is nO\~r being contem
plated for the CVN-70 in addition to its
attack role. I believe that this mission
would be better handled by the projected
new sea control ship-SC8--and by
guided missile launching cruisers and
destroyers.

The primary mission of aircraft car
riers is as a mobile tactical air field for
immediate limited response. In view of
our changing foreign policy priorities, it
is not clear how many carriers will be re
quired to satisfy this primary mission
in the future. But even assuming that
the administration's estimate of 12 car
riers is justified, we would not need to
begin replacing existing carriers for at
least several more years.

I, therefore, believe it is premature to
commit ourselves this year to procure
ment of ::\' new nuclear carrier. We wiII
have a much clearer idea in future years
whether this very expensive investment
is truly justified. In the meantime, our
security and our interests abroad will be
more than adequately protected.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased that my distinguished friend and
colleague from Ohio has taken the lead
on the issue of the CVN-70. I see no rea
son for supporting a stepped-Up time
table for an enormously expensive proj
ect whose value is already in doubt.

The planned force level for carriers is
12, But we already have 16 carriers.
Until the mid-1980's, the U.S. fleet ..ill
still consist of 12 fully modern attack
carriers. These are: the nuclear attack
carrier U.S.S. Enterprise, two 1J10re nu
clear carriers already under construc-

tion, the U.S.S. Midway, and 8 Forrestal
class carriers. The Soviets and the Chi
nese have none.

It is true that by 1980 only four of
these carriers will be less than 15 years
old, and only two will be less than 10
years old. But carriers are designed for
at least a 30-year life span, not counting
major improvements, modifications, and
retrofit programs carried out along the
way. Assuming that the Navy is correct
that a carrier is obsolete after 30 years,
the oldest of the present caniers will
not reach the 30-year limit until 1980.
And allowing an 8-year leadtime for
construction and development, maintain
ing that force level of 12 would still not
require funding the CVN-70 until 1977.

So why all the rush?
Mr. President, it seems to me that we

are always being told that some fancy
weapon or another is the last. word, or
that some costly improvement program
will solve any problems for a long time
to come. No sooner do we vote the money
than the Department of Defense comes
up with the discovery that our national
security requires some vast new expendi
ture.

The case of the CVN-70 offers a typical
example. When the carrier U.S.S. Mid
way rejoined the fleet in .January 1970
after a 4-year conversion costing $187.2
million, the Department of Defense
stated in a press release that:

The Midway • .• will be capable of handling
the largest and most complex carrier aircraft
and weapons systems in the Navy's arsenal
through the 1980's," (Emphasis added.)

But suddenly we are told that our na
tional security requires a new commit
ment to a multibillion-dollar program
this year. So I ask again: Why all the
rush?

Mr. President, this years' authoriza
tion bill includes $299 million for long
leadtime items for the carrier. This
money will be mainly for the nuclear
propulsion plant. The $299 million is
merely all. initial commitment. The total
construction cost of the CVN-70 will be
approximately $1 billion.

But this $1 billion figure does not in
clude operating costs, basing costs, and
other logistical ships. If these costs are
added, the total figure is at least $2.3
billion. Based on actual experience with
the U.S.S. Enterprise, estimates of an
nual operating costs for the CVN-70 are
at least $49.5 million. Over a 30-year
span, the total operating costs for the
canier alone would be $1.5 billion.
Counting the costs of a total carrier air
wing-including fighter-bombers, tank
ers. reconnaissance planes, helicopters,
and so on-the total cost of procurement
and operating costs over a 30-year pe
riod is over $8 billion, and this figure does
not even inclUde the cost of escort ships.

Proponents of the carrier have argued
that the CVN-70 is necessary to defend
Israel. Now. the same thing can be said
about any number of different weapons
systems. But the truth is that we already
have the planned force level of 12 car
riers. of which three are or will be nu
clear. These three are the U.S.S. Enter
prise. the U.S.S. Eisenhower, and the
U.S.S. Nimitz.

Surely it does not take much mili
tary imagination to see that we could

meet any conceivable threat against
Israel. I have not yet heard it argued
that our present force level is inadequate
for Israel's safety. If 12 carriers are
enough-and they certainly should be
then the issue of Israel is a red herring.

Mr. President, we should remember
that the carrier has no strategic value
to speak of. In the event of a nuclear
exchange with the Soviet Union, the
CVN-70 is a billion-dollar "sitting duck".
It is highly vulnerable to missile attack.
It would most likely be used in an off
shore operation, for which there are
already enough carriers.

I am not saying that calTiers in gen
eral are usless. I am saying that the
CVN-70 in particular is simply too much,
too soon-and too expensive. The time
may well come when it is worth the cost.
But that time has not arrived.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, since World
War II, the maintenance of a stable and
peaceful world has depended to a large
extent upon the military capability of
the United States. For a variety of rea
sons, I believe that we must maintain
our posture of defense preparedness.
Among other things, the present uncer
tainties of world politics entail too much
risk for us to do otherwise.

But I am also convinced that we must
engage in a continuing reevaluation of
the extent to which the United States can
maintain the military capability to which
we have come to consider necessary.
Frankly, the cost of individual weapons
has become so great in the past few years
that it is becoming increasingly difficult
to maintain a viable force at a reason
able cost. The $1 billion cost of CVN-70
is a perfect example of the incredible
financial expenditures which are required
to perform the role which the United
States has assumed.

Appropriating such large sums becomes
increasingly difficult to justify when
placed in the context of a Federal budget
which was in deficit of $26 billion for
fiscal year 1972, and which for 1973 has
a projected deficit of around $30 billion.
Such deficits require that we exercise re
straint in Federal spending in the defense
as well as the domestic sector. I believe
that the administration has provided a
frame'vork in the Nixon doctrine which
wiII allow us to realistically evaluate our
military requirements while we move into
an era of increased understanding and
economic cooperation with the U.S.S.R.
and China.

Nevertheless. the diminished value of
the defense dollar and the difficulty of
finding funds for military forces, makes
it increasingly imperative that those of
us in the Congress understand the mili
tary requirements which dictate the
selection of one weapons system rather
than another. Furthermore, we must in
sure that the money we appropriate is
spent and managed efficient and effec
tively.

I believe the nuclear carrier, CVN-70.
for which $299 million is requested for
long leadtime items is an excellent case
to illustrate some of the points which I
have made. A carrier in World War II
cost about $83 million. That cost had
risen to $181 million by the Korean war.
The two sister ships of CVN-70, CVN
68 and 69, are now expected to cost $628
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So Mr. SAXBE'S amendment (No. 1336)
was rejected.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. ERVIN and Mr. TOWER moved
to lay the motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I want
to make a few brief words this after
noon llbout the major issue which will
concern us tomorrow-the amendment
to delete $508.4 million from the Trident
submarine program, and thereby to deny
all funds for the acceleration of that pro
gram. I have SKIt a brief letter to each
Senator this afternoon outlining the key
issues involved in this amendment.

It is important to understand that the
funds which are requested for the Tri-
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Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) are necessalily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Hew Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS) is ab
sent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) is paired with
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. GAM
BRELL). If present and voting, the Sen
ator from South Dakota would vote "yea"
and the Senator from Georgia would
vote "nay."

I further allllounce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MCGOVERN) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I allllounce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER)
and the Senator from TIlinois (Mr.
PERCY) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The result was announced-yeas 29,
nays 60, as follows:

[No. 315 Leg.]
YEAS-29

Hartke
Hatfield
Hughes
Humphrey
Javits
Kennedy
Mansfield
Metcalf
Mondale
Moss

NAYS-60
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Bellmon Griffin
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Buckley Jackson
Byrd, Jordan,Idaho

Harry F .. Jr. Magnuson
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Cook McClellan
Cooper McGee
Cotton McIntyre
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Dole Montoya
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-I
Long, against.

NOT VOTING-IO
Gambrell Mundt
Jordan, N.C. Percy
McGovern Williams

16 operating today. But with ominous
implications of future weakness is the
fact that seven of our 16 operating car
riers are World War II designed ships,
ships now in the last years of their ex
pected 30-year active service lives.

Our replacement program is certainly
a limited one-two carriers are building,
one is requested.

For these ships decision time occurs
several years before active service time.
The carrier whose advance funds are re
quested now cannot be completed before
1980. By that time obsolescence will have
removed or severely restricted our older
ships, and the effective carrier force will
be only 12 ships-half the number of
1965.

Will the world situation have changed
to reduce our need for a Navy? I doubt
it. There is no indication now that our
Nation can forego the flexible strength
provided by carrier forces. Their ability
to move in international waters to nearly
any scene of tension or crisis will con
tinue to be essential.

We can look at the Mediterranean for
ready examples of this naval require
ment. There the carriers serve as visible
reminders of U.S. strength. They sym
bolize our interest in that critical but
turbulent region. And they actually
provide the balanced force that, in many
situations, could only come by sea to
aid our friends in their time of need.

This fourth nuclear-powered aircraft
carrier will be a key member of our Navy
of the future. It will replace an overage
carrier in the fleet. In effect, as obsoles
cence takes its toll of so many of our
older carriers, a new carrier will have to
do the jobs of more than one of our pres
entships.

We must maintain a powerful and
versatile Navy. We must provide effective
naval carrier forces for our defense.

For these reasons I urge my colleagues
to defeat the pending amendment so that
we .can continue to maintain our sea
strength at the needed level.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if we
could do so, I would suggest the absence
of a quorum and I will then ask that it
be called off.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 2: 15 has arrived.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I with
draw that request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Iowa. On this question
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll. -

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LONG (after having voted in the
negative). Mr. President, I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON) . If he were present and
voting, he would vote "aye." I have al
ready voted "nay." I withdraw my vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CAN
NON), the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EAGLETON), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. ELLENDER) , the Senator from Geor
gia (Mr. GAMBRELL), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) and the

million and $676 million respectively.
CVN-70 itself is esttmated to cost
slightly less than a billion dollars. This,
of course. does not include the aircraft
complement at about $500 million and
annual operating costs at about $100 mil
llon, and the costs of escort vessels.

If a force level of 12 carriers is
planned. it appears that for the foresee
able future we must plan on about $1.5
to $2 million a year for replacement and
operation of our carrier fleet. Truly an
impressive sum.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
we can afford that kind of annual ex
pense continuously for the foreseeable
future, and I would llke the Navy to take
a harder look at how they can provide
Naval airpower without the kind of price
tag that the large nuclear carriers entail.
Speciflcally. I believe that more serious
consideration should be given smaller
carriers which when mixed with the
nuclear CVA's mig;ht provide a more
flexible and survivable naval air arm for
the control of the seas mission. The Navy
should be commended for its innovation
of the sea control ship which is certainly
a step in the right direction.

In spite of my deep concern about the
cost of CVN-70 and the long term plan
for our carrier forces. I believe that we
should provide the funds for this pro
gram from the point of view of replacing
existing carriers which will be exceed
ing their useful life by the time CVN-70
becomes operational. To do otherwise
would entail reducing our carrier force
size below the level of 12 which is cur
rently planned, a reduction which I do
not believe has been sufficiently justified,
or depending on a naval vessel which
has exceeded its useful life, which I think
would be unwise.

Mr. President, I support the request
for the funds to initiate the CVN-70
program, but in so doing serve notice
that I believe that less expensive ways of
supplying naval air power must be
found and I encourage the Navy to look
for them.

CVN-70 AND THE FUTURE CARRIER FORCE

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I fully
support the distinguished chairman of
the Armed Services Committee in the
need to start construction of another
nuclear-powered carrier now.

The genesis of the Navy'S fourth nu
clear-powered aircraft carrier has been
lengthy and uncertain. This carrier.
whose initial funding was originally
planned for the 1970 budget, has been
delayed by fiscal constraints and high
level analyses until now its approval has
become a matter of greatest urgency. As
these delays have occurred, we have
watched both inflation and the inter
ruption of vital component assembly
lines act to drive the construction cost
up. And we have viewed with increasing
concern the now rapidly approaching
retirement dates for the v"orld War II
carriers in our Navy.

One cannot help but be alarmed when
he considers the recent reductions in
our naval carrier forces and contem
plates -the further inevitable reductions
in the next few years. Since 1965 the
number of carriers in active service have
been reduced by one-third, from 24 to
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dent submarine program this year are
funds which we are eventually going to
have to spend in any case. This is not a
new and untried strategic concept. The
Trident submarine is simply an improve
ment-an important qualitative im
provement-in our existing force of bal
listic-missile submarines. It will be
quieter and therefore less vulnerable to
detection by Soviet antisubmarine war
fare forces. It will carry a much longer
range missile and will thus be able to
operate from bases in the United States.
But. building nuclear-powered ballistic
missile submarines is something which
we know how to do, and know how to do
well.

The important point to remember is
that the Soviets not only have many more
submarines than we do, but they are
building them at a much faster rate. I
state this not because we must neces
sarily match the Soviets missile for mis
sile and submarine for submarine. The
potential threat to our own ballistic
missile submarine forces comes not from
Soviet ballistic-missile submarines, but
from the more than 300 Soviet attack
submarines. Many of these are diesel
powered, but an increasing proportion
are modern, quiet. and nuclear powered.
It is these Soviet nuclear attack sub
marines, and the rate at which they are
being built, which could in the future be
a serious threat to the survivability of
our own ballistic-missile si.bmarine force.

Our ballistic-missile submarines are
going to be the backbone of our strategic
deterrent. There might be areas of mili
tary spending in which we should be able
to make reductions. But, I submit that
the backbone of our strategic deterrent is
the last place where we should be willing
to gamble-to try to get by with that
which is barely enough. This is one area
where we must be absolutely certain that
our force will not become vulnerable in
the future. And this is one reason why
many Senators, however they have felt
about some other military programs, have
spoken so favorably on behalf of our
strategic ballistic-missile submarine
force. The growing Sovie' antisubmarine
threat-particUlarly the very large fteet
of Soviet attack submarines-means that
we should move as fast as we can to
insure that our own ballistic-missile
submarines will be secure and safe for
the foreseeable future.

The funds which are requested in fis
cal year 1973 budget will not increase the
overall cost of the Trident submarine
program-they will merely be used to
make the submarine available sooner, in
1978 rather than 1981. This will not be
a crash program. It could be done even
faster. It is an accelerated program, but
a prudent and reasonable one. It will be
managed by the same Navy development
teams. including Admirals Rickover and
Smith, which have so successfully and
economically developed and produced the
Polaris and Poseidon weapon systems.
When it comes into the force in 1978 it
can begin to replace the 10 older Polaris
submarines which we cannot equip v.ith
modern missiles and, later, ~t will re
place the older models of our other bal
listic-missile submarines as well.

I know that many Members wish that

the savings from SALT agreements could
be greater. But largely as a result of the
SALT agreements the committee has al
ready been able to reduce the spending
on strategic systems in this bill by $931
million. These reductions in the Safe
guard ABM program are a beginning step
toward further savings that may eventu
ally accrue from arms control agree
ments. But, until more comprehensive
agreements are reached, we simply do
not dare to gamble with the potential
vulnerability of our ballistic-missile sub
marines. This is not a subject about
which we must only be certain, it is one
about which we must be absolutely cer
tain.

I urge you to vote tomorrow against
this reduction in funding for this vital
part of our strategic forces.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President. the
Trident submarine amendment, offered
by the distinguished junior Senator from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) would strike from
the bill over $500 million allocated for
the Navy's new nucleax-powered Trident
missile launching submarine.

This cutback would seriously delay Tri
dent. which is a top priority program
and represents the only new strategic
missile system under development by the
United States. .

Mr. President, as a strong supporter of
the $906.4 million for Trident as ap
proved by the Senate Armed Services
Committee, I would like to list a few
points as to why this amendment should
be defeated.

First, Trident is the only new strategic
missile system under development in our
strategic arsenal. We have Poseidon in
our present missile boats and, of course.
Minuteman III in our land-based deter
rent. But Trident is the only strategic
missile system which will give us a more
powerfUl missile in future years.

Second, all information indicates Tri
dent will become our most invulnerable
strategic weapon system in the years
ahead because this submarine's increased
range will permit it to operate in much
larger portions of the world's seas.

Third, the Trident system will be a
critical backup in the event new anti
submarine technology by the Soviets re
duces the effectiveness of our present sea
based strategic submarine force. The So
viets are known to be conducting inten
sive research in antisubmarine warfare
techniques and this threat must be rec
ognized in our future planning.

Fourth, the Soviets presently have the
United States "over the barrel," so to
speak, in that during the past few years
this Nation has not developed any new
strategic missile systems.

The Soviet momentum in the strategic
missile area obviously placed them in a
strong position during the strategic arms
limitation talks. However, in pressing
forward \vith Trident the momentum will
soon shift to our side if the Senate ap
proves the fWlds in this bill.

Fifth, approval of the pending amend
ment would delay the Trident program
from 1 to 3 years. This delay would mean
higher costs because of inftation and
other economic factors.

Finally, Mr. President, it should be
noted that President Nixon and Secretary

of Defense Melvin Laird have designated
the Trident submarine program as the
top priority item in the current defense
budget.

President Nixon will be soon negotiat
ing SALT II. and, of course, Secretary
Laird must see that we begin today those
systems needed to assure our defense in
the next decade. The importance they
both attach to this program should not
be overlooked by my colleagues as they
consider the pending amendment:

Mr. President, our sea-based missile
launched submarines are a vital part of
the Triad deterrent strategic systems.
Even the proponents of this amendment
recognize we must eventually have Tri
dent as their amendment leaves $398
million in the bill for research and de
velopment for this new nuclear subma
rine.

In closing let me urge my colleagues to
reject this amendment as it would result
in delaying a top priority program and
would also mean higher costs for this sys
tem in years ahead.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter dated July 26, 1972, to
Members of the Senate on the Trident
program be placed in the RECORD follow
ing th<.lse remarks.

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

U.S. SENATE.
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, D.O., July 26. 1972.
DEAR COLLEAGUE: The Senate wlll vote to

morrow on an amendment No. 1348, to re
duce the funds for the Trident submarine
program by $508.4 million and thereby deny
all funds which have been requested for the
acceleration of that program. I believe it is
important to understand that this accelera
tion in the program wlll not add to the over
all cost of Trident-it will merely make the
submarine avallable sooner, in 1978 rather
than in 1981. And this is a weapon system
which it is inevitable that we are going to
need. I urge you to join me in opposing
the deletion of these funds.

The most important reason for the ac
celeration is the large and grOWing fleet of
Soviet attack submarines Which, together
with other Soviet anti-submarine forces, Will
threaten the survivablilty of our own Po
laris/Poseidon ballistic misslle submarines.
The Soviets can confront our forty-one
Polaris/Poseidon submarines with over 300
attack submarines, and an increasing pro
portion of these Soviet submarines are mod
ern, quiet, and nuclear-powered. Thus, it is
extremely important for us to do everything
necessary to continue to have the most mod
ern and quietest missile submarines to be
safe from this potential threat to our deter
rent at sea. This is one area of mllltary
technology with which we must not gamble
and try to get by with that which is barely
enough. We must be absolutely c~rtain that
our sea..based deterrent, which may well come
to be the backbone of our strategic force, 'will
not become vulnerable In the future. In
short. we need the Trident submarlne
which will be significantly qUieter than and
technologically superior to the Polaris/Posei
don submarlnes--as soon as we can get It.

The Trident program is not a new strategic
concept. It is a program which will be man
aged by the same Navy teams, inclUding Ad
mirals Rickover and Smith, which have so
successfully produced the Polaris and Posei
don weapon systems. It will simply be a
superior submarine which wlll begin to re
place the ten older Polaris boats which can
not be eqUipped with modern misslles. And,



25422 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE July 26, 1972
of course. by carrying the longer-range Tri
dent ITmlsslle the Trident submarine wlll be
able to operate from bases closer to home
and within a much larger ocean area. than
our older submarlnes.

It Is natural that some might wish for
the savings from SALT to be greater, but as
we come to rely more and more on the sub
marines ot our sea-based deterrent as the
backbone of our nuclear force, we dare nO:;
take any chances With the quality of that
force. Largely as a result of the SALT Agree
ments, the Committee was able to reduce
spending on strategic systems in this bill by
$931 million.

L urge you to vote against this further re
dUction In funding for this important part of
our strategic'forces.

Sincerely,
JOHN C; STENNIS.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED
The secretary of the Senate reported

that on today, July 26, 1&72, he presented
to the President of the United States the
follOWing enrolled bills:

S. 1152. An act to facilitate the preserva
tion of historic monuments, and for other
purposes;

S. 2945. An act to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to permit the appoint
ment by the President of certain additional
persons In the service academies; and

S. 3772. An act to further amend the Fed
eral ClvU Defense Act of 1950, as amended,
to extend the expiration date of certain
authorities thereunder, and for other pur
poses.

SYSTEM FOR FIXING RATES OF PAY
FOR PREVAILING RATE EMPLOY
EES OF THE GOVERNMENT
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President. I ask the

Chair to lay before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives on
H.R.9092.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House
of Representatives announcing its dis
agreement to the amendments of the
senate to the bill (H.R. 9092) to provide
an equitable system for fixing and ad
justing the rates of pay for prevailing
rate employees of the Government, and
for other purposes, and requesting a con
ference with the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. McGEE. I move that the Senate
insist upon its amendments and agree to
the request of the House for a confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MCGEE,
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. BURDICK. Mr. FONG.
and Mr. BOGGS conferees on the part of
the Senate.

ORDER TO LAY UNFINISHED BUSI
NESS ASIDE TEMPORARILY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinIshed
business be laid aside temporarily and
that we return to it this evening at the
conclusion of the consideration of H.R.
13324.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I cannot
hear a word the Senator said.

SEVERAL SENATORS. We cannot hear the
Senator.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I did
not hear the Senator.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I did not hear a
word.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I asked unanimous
consent that the pending business be laid
aside temporarily and remain in that
status until completion of the maritime
bill this evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MARINE MAMMAL PROTECTION ACT
OF 1972

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, under
the unanimous consent agreement al
ready entered into, I ask that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal
endar No. 824, S.2871.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
bill by title, as follows: A bill (S.2871) to
protect marine mammals; to establish a
Marine Mammal Commission, and for
other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, what
is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on the amendment
by the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS).

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask for the yeas and nays on final pass
age.

The yeas and nays on passage were
ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment (No.
1360) .

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment, offered by Mr.
STEVENS for himself and Mr. GRAVEL (No.
1360) is as follows:

On page 52, line 7, to page 53, Une 6, strike
section 109(a) and substitute a new subsec
tion 109(a) as follows:

(a) (1) As authorized under this Act and
other applicable law or as necessary to com
ply with the purposes' and policies of this
Act the secretary shall conduct periodic sci
entific stUdies, Including, but not llmlted to,
research, censusing, habitat acquisition and
improvement, death rates and causes, birth
rates, food supply, pollution eti'ects, and the
relationship of each mammal species and
stock to the ecosystem, concerning the ma
rine mammals living naturally within the
limits of the jurisdiction of the States.

(2) (A) The exclusive right and power of
the States to conserve, control, and manage
marine mammals In or on lands and waters
within their jurisdictions for public use and
benefit In accordance with appllcable State
law, are, subject to the provisions hereof,

recognized, confirmed, and establ1shed In the
respective States.

(.B) This subsection shall not be construed
as alfecting the responsibilities and rights
of departments or agencies of the United
States to conserve and develop, subject to
the provisions of this SUbsection, the natural
resources, Including fish and wildlife, on
lands owned or controlled by the United
states within the territorial boundaries of
any States or as depriving the United States
of the right to protect and preserve its lands
from destruction or depredation by wildlife
to the same extent and In the same manner
permitted to any owner of land by the laws
of the State in which such land or waters
are located. There are hereby specifically
reserved and excepted from the operation of
this subsection:

(i) All rights and powers of the Congress
of the United States to control and regulate
the taklng of fish and wildlife Wlder any
international treaty or convention to whlcIl
the United States is a party but only with
respect to those species or fish or wildlife ex
pressly named In said treaties or conven
tions.

(11) All rights and powers of the United
States in and on areas over which the States
have ceded exclusive jurisdiction te the
United States.

(lii) All rights and powers over any species
of marine mammal ceded or granted to the
United States by any State.

(C) Notwithstanding anything contained
In any Act of the Congress or In any rule
or regulation promUlgated by any Federal
department or agency it is hereby declaredi
to be the intent of the Congress that no
provision of any Act shall be construed or
implemented in any manner as to displace,
preempt, or deprive the several States of
their primary and historically recognized au
thority to control, regulate, and manage ma.
rine mammals In or on any lands or waters
under State jurisdiction, InclUding all lands
and waters owned by the United States or
In which the United States Government has
an interest. .

(3) The Secretary may make findings based
upon scientific studies that a particular ma
rine mammal species within state jurisdic
tion may become endangered. unless Fed
eral regulations are Imposed, in which case
State laws and regulations shall cease to·
apply to that species and this Act and other
Federal laws and regulations promUlgated
pursuant thereto shall apply.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President. I yield:
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend until the Chair com
pletes making this statement?

Debate on the amendment will be
limited to 35 minutes, 15 minutes to the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS). 10
minutes to the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS). and 10 min
utes to the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIS), immediately after which
a vote will occur on the amendment, fol
lowed by a vote on the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
as amended, and the third reading of
the bill. After the third reading of the
bill the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS) will have 10 minutes for debate
and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HOLLINGS) will have 10 minutes
before the vote on final passage.

The Senator from Alaska.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, at the

time last evening when we were finish
ing the consideration of the ocean mam
mals bill, the manager of the bill, my
good friend from South Carolina, real-


