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Good. morning Hr. Chairman and Gcn tlen~cn of the Co!m~~i ttce, 

I INTRODUC'l'IO:l 

As a basis for my posture statement this year, I have prc-

pared a comprehensive net assessnent of U.S. Navy capabilities 

relative to those of the Soviet Navy. I will present, within 

this context, the Navy's programs as contained in this year's 

budget . I ~Iill shml hml these programs have been structured to 

correct, insofar as possible, the relative weaknesses in our 

OI·m forces. 

This net assessment compares our blo navies over a ten 

year period--the past five and next-five. I \,lill not add here 

to the t es timony that the Secretary o f' Defense and the Chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have given to support the r equ ire-

mont for naval ,power for deterrence to genera l nuclear \Var, conven-

tional war, or wa~ limited to conflict at sea. But I feel tila-t 

this comparison of our relative naval capabilities is particularly 

appropriate at Ulis time: 

(1) Three years ago , I pointed out that this country 

was--and I'lould be---hig}1Iy dependent upon pe-troleum imports. l~e 

are witnessing today just how dependent on them we really are . 

( 2 ) 'fhe industrializeu world faces a similar producer 

consumer inbalance in rJany rcJ.H naterln ls _ 'J..1he United States 

conSUlr.es over a third of the Cllt:r,1inu:~1 produced in the \'lorJ.d; 

l~estern ~urop2 and Japan slightly under a third. TI1ree countries I 

1\1..15 r.ralia, Jamaica and Surinam, produc~ t\>/o-tltirds of the non-

con-~:llUni~3t \'lorld 1 s nluminuj~l orc .. 



regions COnSll"!2 over tllrce-fou:cths of the tin pro.luced J." the 
\'lo r ld. 

(3) That samG fra.ctio:1 of the \'iOr l d ' s t in i s produced 
by four othe r countries : Ma la.ysi a , Bolivia, ThailanQ and Indonesia . 

(4) A third critical resource \·/orthy of our careful 
considera·tion is food. Of the five major food producing regions 
on earth, only two have any l ong term exportable food potential--
the soviet Union and North ]\.merica. If current history is any 
indicator of future events , then the United States may expect 
to playa leading role in the world ' s fo od supply. 

'I'he oil-producing countries hcwe 'Shol·m the \'laY in taking 
advantage of a near-monopoly position in a key world industrial 
r esource for greater profits and political gains. The recent 
meeting of bawd. te producers <(nd further acti vi ty by ·the l'Iorld 
tin cartel can lead in the same direction. Condi tions are also 
ripe for similar activity by producers of coppe r, natural rubber 
and timber. 

t have singled out these three critical resources b ecause 
they all have t \'iO elem8nts i n comm'Jn: 

(1) They are primarily transpOl:ted in ships. Clearly r 
if we cannot ensure ~hc safety and frecdo~ of our sea lines of 
commlmica·Cj.on I \'Ie mus 'l: be pL'eparcd I in any future conflict I to 
pay a vnry heavy ~rice--or to nego~iate on terms most f avorable 
to our advers~ry . 

J'\o -' ~"" of' " 'I ', t"ic'~l (" " )11~1111' ,~'J ,t.).~ : y' c) '.ol,.C)':-.fJ.· C,-! l" , ;1.·' . ...:J ot.h t::! r f ac+-ors 
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nCCCGSD.ry to assure our contiJlllCu. ac~ess t:o sCCl.bol-nc rc:.;c;u:~c"\s 

in a successful foreign po11.cy . . . 

II HISTORICAL PE~S?ECTIVE 

Before I proceed wit!1 the net assessm0nt and present tIle 

Navy ' s planned programs I I would like to revie\'/ with you ·the 

history of the cllange in relative capabili~ies. I do thi s so 

that I might better portray the rationale for my decision to 

accept near term ri:;k and r educe force l e vels to fund necessary 
• 
modernization . 

The development of the United States and the USSR as super 
, 

pOI'lers has been marked by their differences r ather than by their 
similarities. The united States has always been an island nation 

dependent on its Maritime assets for polib.ca l influence. i\.rneri-

cans have groHn u'p ~!i th such a naturCtl dc!,endence on the sea 

that the majority of our industries and institutions can trace 

some portion of their origins or development to maritime influences. 

Our capabilities in the exercise of seapower have paralleled 

our 'develepment as a '.vorld power. 

nussia has evolved through hi story as a continent.al nat.ion , 

endowed with a great wealth of natural resources and l argel; 

independent of sea lines of comMunications. As a la'1d-orien,:ed 
people , the Soviets, in their quest fo~ n do~lrla llt position in 

the \-JOt'leI order very naturally dcv210ped the capa~i.lities of 

tllcir I flnd forces as a matter of fJ.=st priority~ They the!1 ttlrned 



... . . ~ 

It \'1(1:3 a force which sex-vet: to t;ecu~e t~e scaHa:r:d fl ilnl: of their , 
armieB and to protect their linlite~ coa3tal areas from frnnt~l 

assault. As Soviet power utlU influence developed in the inter-

national urena and as they acquircd offsetting strategic 

capab ilities that Hould pen~it them to move into new and more 

dista nt spheres of influence, they perceived the need to redress 
t he r.li l itary b ·a lance a1: sea . 

Two unrelated events , Hh ich occurred essent i a l ly during 

the sume period , gave the Soviet planners the exanples they 

needed to convince their political leadors of tIle n ecessity [or 

a reorder ing of their priori ti.e3. In Lebanon in 19 S8 , the U. 5 . 

Sixth Fleet was able to :-nove our l'larine5 ashore \lith alnost 

'- complet.e implltli.t:y in an area th~a'c is virtually the Soviet back-

yard. In 1962 , the U. 5. Atlantic Fleet was able to enforce a 

turn around of their ships which were transporting land based 

missiles enroute to Cuh a , by demm1,; c.ra'cing under the lJ. 5. 

stra1:09ic nuclear superiority, an overwhelming capability to 

control the sea . 

The l e sson '.-.vas lca.rn~d . The SQviets ini tiat(~d the most 

i~prcssive rn aritilnG prog]~Qnl in hi stary (witll tIle Gingle exception 
of our o~·.'n hTl II c~q:)an',s.Lon) . In the en s\.1i n~J ten YCUrrl they 

Pl:Oc]UC8d a Navy ,,'rit.h \'lorl dT,·:icle co:nr'C!titive c2..pnhili-ty (Slide i~ l). 

1''r:-0111 their position at the cl:d of- \\l~.] II , their f orces 

...:1 ...... ":. ) ()) 1 J' 11 ~ 1(',],' c·, ] "" ll' ..... r(·~ 1' _' ., .. ~., t , t1; (::\I" I.~oderni:~2d __ lad 
\.,.~ ..... "C . .... 1.:.\ (, -. c~ ' ... /'-~ . .> ...... \ .... -. < .... <::. . J ... .l 



e;:p ~:::de(t their navD. l prot·~ct.:_\'2 £orcc2~i cUld offshore c ,:,~ pC:i.bil.i.lics. 

'l'heir small , high-·spced mi 5S ile - e'{uippcd pa tro l uni ts becaalC 
their ins urance that Vle could n cv,::~:, ugi..tin O~)er.Cltc! at: "ii 11 ~.'Jit:hin 

r ange of thei r con'cinental bases . Tiley r ac1idl.y produced <'l huge, 
a-ttack submarine fl ee t . To sup?lel'~cnt the capability of their 
submarine forc e s i n the s eil. denial role, they developed a lo.nd 
based maritime air capabi l ity and a family of missile equipped 
major and minor surface combatan-ts . 

(Slide '2 ) To make these ships and aircraft a v i able threat 
t o our more sophisticated Navy , they expanded and modernized 
their anti-ship missi l es . 

from an inventory of [00 
growi ng . They can bring 

As you can sec' , they have progressed 
n-:'J /'" --to over l1~ missiles and they arc still 

~".........-,..... ..... -
them to bear f rom submarines , surface 

s h ips and aircraft , and can strike tar'Je ts at ranges anYHhe re 
from 30 to 300 mi l es. 

'1'h i 5 family of 1\1is::;ilo systeLls p:Locluced a major strategic 
shift , making every platforT'l \-I!li ch c arries anti-ship missiles 
into a significant offensive platform. 

Their next move was to expanJ the range of their influence 
by acqu i ring base and usage rights j n fOJ:"ei,]n couneries t o pcnni-t 

tIl e extollsion of s hips and vi~al land-based naval air pO~Br into 
'·l idel.~ reuchcs of the' "lorld ~ Tb.cil:' p015. tical syslem has l~lude 

them mucll more Sl1ccc;Jsful. in this acquisition during recent. ycurs 

tha.n He helVE" been. ~,'rc ha-:/c \ ·t it.rH.:!ss::~d d~:al~l:ttic incrc~scs in soviet 

r. 



l£h8 final step in ·this ;·;(~qu,-~ntial d(;velopmenL , t}v~ on0. i.n 

'- vlhicll 'they arc l?rescmtly eng,vjed , is th" c1evelopr:ten t of a ?Tojectj.on 

c apabili t y i n the fOr)~1 of botl .!. ~":jc u. ···bas 2d .J.ir and naval in f,J..nt:cy 

Dur i ng this post ;'M II pe r iod of Soviet n ava l exj)ansion, 

,events conspire d to pre ven t uc1equa te moc1erniza'tion of U. S. naval 

forces. \'1e ende d \'iW I I in a posi tion of oven:helming nava l 

superiority and hence felt: no r equiremen t to modernize our fle e t 

then. He fought the Korean \'Iar ':Iith \'7\\' II ships and had inadequate 

funds during the Vlar to mociernize 2,ppropriately. In the post-

I<orean ,,,ar period , lYe began the expendit'ure of vast sums for the 

urgently n eeded strategic Po l aris submarine fleet . Again , we 

devoted inadequate swns to modernization of the rest of the fl eet. 

Next b egan the dec~de-Iong per i pd when our forces were heavily 

engaged in Southeast Asiil \'lhi l c \'Ie conU,nl18d to fulfill our com-

mitme nts in othe r area s of the lYorld . '1'118 l:esul twa::; that with 

heaVy op~rational expen,ses , there "7as <lSi1:Ln h 2avy c101;!n'\'lard pressure 

on 'mon6y available for mod8rn izilti o~ of our f l eet. 

Adding to the problem of an a lready aging fleet , was the 

nced to defer much of our ship Dnd aircra ft main tenance bccd use 

of scheduli.ng and mater 1. al prior j.ty revj.sions associRtcd \;ith the 
, 

of our ammunition and supplies. 

As '\-7e apPJ:o.:lched t:l(; pc;:r:iocl ',,'!i1cn au ',- S:")U th(~ast. l\sia co::uul t-
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mo.r]~8d11,~' to reduce both t~lC O\:c:c,1.11 P0,l~C(\D,-t·;;{,',.rt'":>_, d' t' 1 ' ! __ '-- 1..-_ Z"i:l- ~11;,.; )uy.1.ng 

POHo r of the milJ',tax',' po r "io ll o ,f,' '-l,'"n """'-J'o"d"l })'\lc" aet . l L- L \..; ~~(..~L. . J.~ 'j. 

capabili tics do \'/e need in tllC f\l tur", '.) " "nd hO' 1 Can " I'~ a c " " ~ve \,; 0. , " C T __ .L J . 1..';; 

these c a pv.bilities ,liUlin t h e fi scal co;]straints 've foresee? 

\'Ie analyzod our mis sian requ:L rG;~onts (Slide !! 3) and placed 

the missions in this priority orde r . 

We looked at our fleet and its increa~ing technical 

obsolescenc e . (Slide ~~4) Our 97 6 ships were approaching an 

average age of ~B years. ns a com?arativc figure , only 3 percent 

of the Soviet sllips were over 20 y ears ~f age at that time. It 

\'las apparent that, we had allowed the m'i..lssivc buildup of our sca 

based strategic capabi.lity a;ld the Southeast J\sia conflict , to 

po s tpone mo(1e!:'niza tion too 10,19. \';e concluded tha t , at proj ected 

budget levels , we "/Quld have to give up a large number of ships 

and associatl!d aircraf,t in orde r t o m .. :t1 ::.c ava ilable!, \.."i t.hin ·t ~'lOSG 

auste re budget level s , the f und~, \l e \'lOuld need for modern i zation. 

(Slide li 5 ) As a res ult of t hese sacrifices of current cap-

ability f or modernization, tllis is what happened to Navy fo!:'ce 

leveL., . ~'le have sustuineQ (:l rc:cluc-::ion of 47% of our ships and 

about: 22% of our aircraft s ince 19GB . TIle average age of Otlr 

fl.Gct has bt.~cn reduced to iour"t.ccn y~dr::.> by givill9 nearly half 

of it up .. (Note, h O'\'lovcr I th at: l,':e Cil'l lH.J..inl:.ain -'C h d -C o.V(~rag8 aSJe 

"lhi1e t.hc t,~avy inCl~C0~--iCS to 61':; of '" ~ L.3 1%3 n l1l;'b r;): s by 1980, i ," , J, 
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In the li<J,ht of tllf~se hi c:to::icil l trench; ilnd the future 

dynnll1ics of the maritime in tcJ:,f,-~ c.:8 bet\';f::!cn the u. S. itnd the S()vict 

Union, \"Ie in the Executive Branch ilnd you in the Congrc:;s nm', 

filce the problem of hOIl t.o eval ua to the balance of power , hOl'1 to 

I perceive the mcaning of tllut billiJ,nce and h ml t,o struc 'cu:cc OUJ7 

forces to improve that billiJ.llce. 7he rest of my statement is 

designed to deal with that problem. 

III NE'l' ASSESS~milT : GENERAL 

I consider thilt this net assessment is an importiln t step 

tmlard identifying our position so that we may consciously 

influence its future trend. 

From this assessment--anel placing it.s analyses in the broader 

context of my own personal vantage point as CNO--I find that the 

u. s . Navy is today possibly at the na<1ir of i "ts capabilities 
, 

vis-a-vis a Sovie "t Union \·,rhich h as e::nbraccc1 n avu l power as a 

major clement of its foreign policy , and which has the capability 

to compete most effectively w1th us in the peacetime , paradiplo­

mati, c w;;e of nava.l pOl'ler. l!.~r the first time in modern history, 
'---...::.. . --.... 

VIC find oursel.ves denieel a full range of politieo-militQry c-~t~-~ 

in responding to cri ses like tIle Arab-Israeli war . We arc denied 

these options t:oday becauiZl \'!<3 fuce na opponent: \'Iho has buil 't a 

nc\·,' Nil.vy l:lhich :i.,s no'\',1 i1n mapy rCGgects on a tcchnolo~T ical pnr 

\'lith our ovm. l'h,,_, Soviet l~o.vy has strci3.cl ily gained on the U.S. 



\....... t:ccil.no logy every 20 y ears . Generally, the U.S . l end was 1 0-12 

"-

years in the I C) 5 0-19 5 5 time frame; but , that lead h as essenti . .nlly 

v E:.ni shed in many important areas today . In order to proviuc for 

future irnprovements in our relative capabilities , we opted to 

sacrifice force l e vels in order to gain fundiny for modernization 

programs . These programs , as r will shov; you , are designed to 

correc·t both the numerical and the technological imbalance--and 

. r think it is i mportant for you to understand why \'Ie must address 

both el ements . 

There arc several r easons for the dramatic sh i ft in n aval 

b a l ance . The fir st poi.nt upon uhich r n eed to re mCl rk is 

th a t the Soviets, having t o come fr or<! far behind in I:1aritime 

pm·cer , \"lore forced to optimize t!l e .i..r n ava l fo rccr; a s efficiently 

as possible aga inst ours. Second , I h ave traced h o·,·/ in the 

proce ss of optimiz a tion they took adv2.n tagc of the ir position 

as essenti.ally a l and power w.i..th concomitallt fr eedom from Cl 

requi re~:\en"'.: to US~ the seas l in order to concen t: r.nte first en 

d e ni a l of the use of tile seas to us , ~ !ld only latc l.y on cC1ltrol 

and usc of the seas tllUi'llSe l ves .. Tl1il'd I I have indicated the 

mi\ jor intenw·tional events Hhicll accolera·tcd , and t he pol i ticCll 

oppor'tuili tics \'lhich fac.i.li ta ted, tl1c Soviet mari1..i~:lC expQ.nsion 

al1(1 ,·!hic h inhib i ted our abili.cy to ncodc:cni:ce. Fourth, I ha\'8 

we acc8ptcc1 in orll u,l: to rnako t~lC 1.]YV-2str~lcnt~~ ; in li1odcrnizntioa 

') 



iJOi1 I shull g i. VC~ a () " ,-

strate i11 several differcl,t \--[iYS tte eJ.cmGnls of tlle rna r itj.De 

balance tllat exists b etwoen the u.s . and USSR. I shall also ~ive 

you acscssmcnts of the adequt.\c.;y of the U.s. ~'-1u.vy v.i.s--a-vis t:hc 

Sovict~ in caell ma jor w~~fure ar2a, now, and as projected for 

the future. 'flwn I shall di scu~;s t~le sc(!narios in vlhich n ilv.J.l 

forces must be compared in order t o give deeper insight into 

relative capab ilities. Finally, I shall give you a measure of 

• relative capability in terms of estima ted war outcome s . Through-

out the se disc\jssions, I \'Iill hi<:rhlight for you the impact of 

our current proqrams on the r es·coration . of the naval balance . 

IV NLT ASSESSMENT: CO:·IPi\RT~;ON OF ELm1SclTS OF W\Vi\L CiiPl'.BILITY 

SOI;18 of -che simplest compi;\ri sons of t h is type were sho'lm 

in the earlier s lides. '1'h e t.ypes and capabi.lities of ships and 

other weapon systems tllat a i~avy buys, indicate not only current 

capabilities, but give u s trends that we can usc in making b roader 

comparisons in future projectiO!lS. EO'.-iever , to ga in further 

insight into h o\'! 11e co,';parc IIi th an enemy; I.,e Vlentto a hi gher 

l evel of complexity in our not assess~eIlt and comparcrt specific 

elements of n ava l pO\'l~r . hTe exar:~ined the various indicators 

,·.'hid" when t.aken togl,ther , crave us a p icture of ·the trend of' 
, 

rclo.t:.':'v8 CClp2.b i litic3 of our t:~·tO n :.vies ovor the past five }'(;t...u:s. 

\~'c f·urtl:C'r--"·lii.":hin limits of o ur abilit.y t: o as sess i:. l .... c validity 

of i ntcll igc;ncc eS l=.inF\ tcs p..nd O:"l:r: :'J.:)ilit.y to r~ly on our o .. ·.--n 

and C'.T2.111 d. LC~:t the viabi! :i.ty of: 0::<.':: p:cogr .i.:n'3 .. 

r 

.1.0 



describing th.ese t.rcl:ds llrC! , ag:.:~ of tb.e::! forc('~, the ofi\.::n:;:,L·,)·r..:; 

pm-lor of each , tlw defensive ci\c)ilb.~lity of each , an,l, siw:e the 

force structures nrc asy~netrical ; the offensive pO\1Cr of 0110 

arrayed against the defensive capability of the otller, In iJ,cldiU.OIl, 

specific Harfare areas where nel-/ cap::tbil:Lties are e·ne;:ging are 

l'lor,thy of careful consic1er::ttio n. 

A. NET HOD8R~nZi\TIO;1 PTIOGRESS BY SillP '!.'YPE 

There are two things one c a n do to offset the aging of a 

force: Build new ships and retire old ones, In tlle case of the 

soviet Navy , the new construction rate of major general purpose , 

ships has been sufficient to offset the 'aging of existing ships 

and to pl'ovidc t~le Sovic t :~,,\Vy I-li th nel-:er more ca;:>able ships, 

(Slide i.' 6 ) The classes of ships which the Soviets have 

emplw.sized--as evidenced by relative ly h igh buildinq rates, 

increases in force size, and decreasing average age--are: 

lImphibious l\ssault Ships , 

Ai~craft Carriers , 

Nuclear Powered nttac]( Submarines, 

Hissile Ships, 

Unc1crWLlY Replcnishmi..-~n·t Ships , and 

Nuclear Po-:,·:ercd Cruise nissi1.c-: Subrnd.cinc!:> .. 

On bala.nec, the trends in the Soviet :~avy ov(!r i.::h~:.! pa:·~i: five 

years SllOW an cmp!lusi~ on Sllips to coun~or our own, to Sll?port 

opcr:d.:io!1.3 in rcmo t.c urC;lS f and to ca.L":r.y eu t-:. lhe pro J~ction 

11 
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the fJ.eet has s~runk a total of a7% over tt,e five year period. 

increase in num.beJ:s of ships in S(;V8n class c:' ~J I vTC c.1id -chis in 

only one , nuclear pm'Tered attack suhmarines. 'rhus , the major 

trend we see over the past five ye ars in the U.S . Navy is a 

large . decrease' in numbers a.s many of our 01U8£ ships have been 

retired. In numerical terms , only our SS0! force has had a 

rel,a·tively high building rate and an increase in nUlllbers, All 

others have declined . 

'rhe building and retirement schedules I have just discussed 

resulted in the age distribut,ions ,·;hich arc shm-Jn here (Slide ji7) 

for ma jor surface comb at2nts by mid-year 1973 . Both t his and 

the next slide sho~ that approximately one-fifth of these ships 

have joined their respective fleets within the past five years. 

'rhe U. S. additions (Slida f, 8) wi thin this time frame "lOre 

primal-ily ocean escorts, "Ihile the Soviet additions included 

cruisers , frigates , destroyers and ocean escorts to fill their 

perceived needs. 

In son\e of our projections for tile Soviet and U.~. Navi.cs , 

of the shipbuilding progra:r.:; nOi',r in prog~'css "i'fill not delivcr 

significc.;.nt numl:)(-~ rs of shli?s until after 1978. 

OLlr Pl::ojc!ci::i.on of the future sov'iet force !;tl.'ucl-..urc, 
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underway ): cplenish,.1(.!l1t cUJ.litlJ:i.1i tics cU1U in. cOlllcinuil!(1 v:; '.IorOns 

luildillg programs Zor misoiJ.8 c~cort3 and ntlcl car powered uttack 
~ 

submarines. They also attac h a high priority to c arriers , p re-

sumilbly to rcclress , to an exten-t , the obvious imbal ance in this 

area of n ava l warfare. In t:h.c aggregate, the nominal age of tll(~i.r 

£lGe t ,.;ill decrease slightly , but th e ir forces Hill grO\'T somel-That 

smaller at the same time . 

Hhen \'le examine the projec -ted U.S. force structure trends 

for 1973-1982 , we find that if we can with the support of 

Congr ess meet the- budge t ary goals involved, our forces as a whole 

,'rill sho';! a building ra te somc'tlhat higher ,than the Sovie-ts I. 

Our:; I'Till continue to grow ~lhile thei.rs are estimated to be ;t~·-....... "",=-"" 
":.".~ 

~ ~~,~ 
reclucing; l!. net gain li'hich I f ee l is critical to recJaining our 

chances of snccess in our defcm;e effort;] In addition, in -the 

"- future i:he nominal age of our ships can decrease fa ster than 

that o f the Sov iets--an indic2."l:.ion that we are capable of over-

coming the ir technological_ surge. I cannot stress too strongly_ 

that these increases are entirely dependent upon continued Cong-

res s i onal suppo~t. Specifically, our missile escort force position 

_i s dep8ndent upon procurement of: the PF <'U1d DLGN. i\ny r eduction 

In the proposec1 building r;::te of Lltese ships \'Iill itlPL:Ct ndv2rsely 

en ·ell :!.;:; bJ.J.ancc. .i\t the pr.esent -time, \';C are builc1in.g DJ.lG~Js at 

the mn~irr~l1!'n r ace l.'.'l1ich our i ndustrial b o.se Hill per:ni.t. )\:t -this 

rnte of one DLC:l per year , ~lC sllall achievo a level of thrcf~ 



'--
nU1nb2r~J of nh ips and consequent:J.y I spu_cing of ",capons systems, 

,.,ill ul ci,,1c!'l:ely cOIYtd.butc more to a succoss Lul ou·tcome than \'lil1 

individual sllip endurance. In I:his regard , I must note that this 

is the first time our budget has been adequate to support the 

procurCl1\en'l: of an optimum proport.ion of both low and hi9h mix 

systems. 

Another 10'1/ mix system ',;hich should b e highlig!lted. here is 

tile missile patrol hydrofoil wllich we are pursuing jointly \'lith 

our NNfO allie s. l'ihile t.his ship is admit'cedly limited in an 
• 

open ocean enviro;1ment, :L t has 11 very r eal and viable role in 

such a:reil~; as the North Se a and 1,'Jodi terranean and "'ill provide 

a handsome return in offensive capability in such scenarios. 

~1011 to gi vo a roug~l ideil o f the cilpabili ties of the t\·:o 

fleets to contend \"i th Oi'\cl1 other, \·/e can go a step beyond the 

comparison of building programs, and consiclcr--in the most . . 

clerc.e;:t:al \'lay---such things aschc offcnsh'e force each might use 

t.o protect: itself. Slnce these cOl~pc.risons \·;ill nece ssarily be 

lligh:ly aggrcgatcJ , and t11l1S oversi·~:·iJlified, they should by no 

real hatcl~::: bci.-:~ .. ;nen tJ1e t.\'lO flc;c:t !~" RV.thcr ( they ure intended 

l ,,·,~o, ] y -. "'("".~'''11~'' bc,tt·,,- i 1"11.'c·"·r, ·-,, " __ c.,, .. I." " )~I~ ...... \~_ l-l.,. \:... .\.;.:_ ...... " (,.;I.t_-,L . .) than merc ship CQUP..ts. 
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surfacc missiles (nSNs) if laullched from aircraft , and surface-

to·-aurface missil~s If launched from surface sh:Lps or 

submarines. 

We have included Soviet naval aircraft which are missilc-

armed , but have omitted other naval bombers from ,these coun'ts. 

'rhe Soviet naval bOIl11}crs not equipped ,-rith ASl';s have far l ess 

capubi l i ty agains t su)~face ships than do anti - ship missiles or 

attack aircraft. In addit i on , they have other roles to perform , 

such as e l ectronic countermeasures , reconnaissance , and i n-fl i ght 

refueling. Sovi et missile armed patrol b?ats are not included 

al 'chough they are very much a part of the balance in t he 

Mediterranean , North Sea and other areas c l ose to Soviet bases . 

Befor.e counting the numbers of offensi.ve systems on both 

sides , l'le looked at'the nuraber of platforms on which those 

systems could be carried . 

(Sl ide #9) At the moment, on the U.S. side, the platforms 

are mainly our carriers, which carry our attac!: aircraft. How-

ever , the introduction of the I~rpoon anti-ship missile will 

al 1 0'" , in the next five years I many addi"tional ships--as ,-jell as 

aij~craft and subm.1.rincs-·· ... to c:1J:ry of Eensi vc an ti .... ship miss ilcs. 

with co~tinu2~ CnngrE1~siol1nl DU;)0ort of tllis import~~t program, the 

Harpoon mis.silo )'lil] redress t.he ~ : 1 nUl\:~rical a<lVd..n"tCl'<::jC held 

by tllG Sovj.cts today nnct bJ~lllg 118 to nu~crj.cal 

form:;Ey 197]. (SJ.:Lde nO) 
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0;1 the Govic·t side, the 'inajorit.y 0:( pliltfo ~_- :n!.) are t.he 

nUGlcc1.r-po-,:c red, 'rhc ir for Gc level I.,ill continue to ri se "ith 

the introduct i on of n el l SS~- equipped surface shi ps. Toward 

the end of the IO-year period cove.reel here , aircraft-_ carriers 

equipped "l-th fixed-I·,i n g , supersonic, V /S'l'OL a ircraft will be 

introduced. 

The n e xt trend indicator (Slide #11) is the trend of total 

offensive systems carried by Sllips and aircraft plat forms , This 
, 

of course, i s a simplified comparison. \-7e count an anti-ship 

. missile as equivalent to an at ·tack aircraft. \·le recognize that 

the <Inti-ship missile :\.S p robctb ly more accurate and less 

affec ted by poor visibility. The attack aircraft , on the other 

~and , is of t en less vulnerab le to e l ectronic countermeasures, 

may provide damage as ses sme nt, and , ~bove all, is r eusab l e. 

None·theless , th is figure does give o_t least a first a pproxii.tation 

of offcnsj.ve capabilitY 9 

On the U.S. side , offensive firePOllrer has suffered [i.-om 

the reduction in our c arr i er and attack aircraft fo rces . \Iith 

your s uppo:r·t , t he :lntroduc tion of ·the Harpoon \·,ill rev,)rse this 

trend dranw.tically in the later years of the [-8rioc1. 

On the Sov let side , the number of an ti·-ship mL;siles ris.",.§._ 

E,: an avc~ragc annual rate of about g over. the lO-year P.l~ :d_~," ';' __ ~~=.--'--_ 
t.he i nc.t:co.ce of ship- la~nchQd and 3ubl:1J.rinc -12.unchcd ant i- :~h:ip 

missiles is narc ·;:han enough ·to off:~ct the slo\1 decline in 

.1. 6 



be a small increase in capal)ility toward the end of the puriod 

~n the form of supe~soll i c V/STOL tactical airc~a ft operating 

from the nCvl larger Soviet carriers, but their nUmDer[; will 

not have a l a.rgc numericCl.l irllpact until after 1978 .. 

(Slide #12) The Soviets ' superiority has grown--bcbause 

of gains on -their side anu l osses on ours-E a 90'0 superiori_t;y~ __ =_ 
., rr 

toda~ but introduction of the Harpoon ','ill reverse the tren't.,._~ __ .= •.. ~ 

and bring us to a position of numerical superiority& 190 
Al,though readily apparent from these a:1d the previous graphs , 

the importance of the Harpoon program cannot be over-emphasized. 

It is the Navy's principal anti- ship missile . It is designed 

to be launched from all of our surface combatants, from the 

S-3 a nd P-3 ASW aircraft , from t he A-6 and A-7 attack aircraft , 

lnd in a special encapsulated versio n, fron all but the oldest '--' - . 
SSNs. 'l'herefore, should the program suff(~r any sort of reversal r 

~~ether budgetary or t echno l ogical , i t would reflect adversely , 

not only on the number of offensive platforms , but also on our 

total offensive capability. After 197 8 , we should expect to sec 

the combination 0 '" increasing numbers of Soviet carriers ac:d V/STOL 

produce a drareutic upswing in the SC7ie t l inG on th j. s nlidc . 

C. DEFENSIVE CmlPi\;nSO:~s 

Here we Bee the relative advantage enjoyed by fhc U.S. in 

nun."(~J: of defensive systems (Sli,lc "13). 'l'11e capahility \-Ihich 

is ui;:ipl~\yGc1 is the numb c:~r of s:i.mult.Q.r'i~ous int::::!rccpts possible 

ag3inst tllO otllcr side ' s attack ~J.(~r~2t and ~~ti-sllj.2 missiles. 

r 
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fired frola surface ships, and by i nterceptors. In making this 

comparison, I';e have counted olll.y a third of the u.ctu<:\l number 

of intex'ceptors in the inventory as u. \'/u.¥ of reflecting steady­

state aVi1ilability. Again, u.s j.n the offensive ca.pabili·ty 

comparison, there is a degrec of artificality in assuming 

equivalence beh.'cen dis~;imilC\r systCr:1s. For example, inter­

ceptors are extr'emely mobile , I-Ihereas missile ships are ·tactica lly 

stationary: interceptors have limited ammunition , while missile 

ships have relafively large magazines: and interceptors-- at least 

in ·the case of the F-14-- can shoot dOlm at 1m-I al·titude targets , 

while missile ships are inherently horizon limited . Therefore , 

\·,hat we sec here is only a first approxi mCltion of defense cap­

ability. 

(Slide #14) On the U.S. side , defensive capability has 

been relatively static in the recent past , but will double by 

. 1978 Ivi th the introduction of the F-14, vhich can intercept six 

targets simultaneously, compared to the F-4s single-target 

capabili ty. 'rhis improvem'3nt rasul ts not from a force level 

change, but from modernization. DUe Soa Control Ship based 

V/STOL's will become a factor in this equation in the late 70's 

and ';7i11 give our convo'ys and smallc!:" t~sk groups this elr:!!'1cnt 

of in-deptl! .alr defense whicll they have nevor bofure enjoyed. 

rl'h2SC V/STOL nircraf'c are ~ spin-o ff: from the larger j.'larinc Corp 

V/STOL p:cogrctm and arc OTIC e>:'1lUple of co~;l: s.J.ving through Bl1aption 
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fired f,roLI surface ships , and by interceptors. In ma):in9 thi~; 

'-- comparison, \'; 12. h elVe counted only a t:1ird of i.:l18 ,\ctua.l number 

of interceptors in the inventory as a way of reflecting steady­

state availability. Again, as in the offensive capability 

compari son , there is a d e9ree of arLificallty in assuming 

equivalencc between dissimilar systens . For example , inter­

eep-tors are extr'cmelY mobile , where as missile ships arc taetic c:ll ly 

stationary: interceptors have limite d amr.mni ,t ion , while missile 

ships have relatively large maga zines : and in terceptors--clt least 

in the case of the F-14--can shoot doun at 1m-I al 'titude targe'ts, 

while missile ships are inherently hori zon limited . Thcrefore, 

";hat we sec here is only a first approximation of defensc cap­

ability. 

(Slide #14) On the U.S. side , defensive capability has 

b een relatively static in the recent past , b~t will double by 

1978 with the introduction of the F-14 , whicll can intercept Sil: 

tar~ets ,simultaneously, cODpared to the F-4s single-target 

c apabili ty. This improvement resuJ. ts no t, from a force llovcl 

change, but from modernization. Our Sea Control Ship based 

V/STOL's \,.'LLl become a factor in this equation in the 1;l\:C 70's 

and i1ill ~Jive our convo'ys and !:1I~laller.: t~s1: sroups this clrInent 

of in-c1cpt.h .air dcf:~n!:;c \-ihich. they hz:.vc I'!.C72J.:' bcfo!:'c \"~l1jO.~,· eLL 

'.Plicsc V IS'J'OL airc);af"c arc a spin- off f r:om the lar(jGr L'l2.. r:i.l"\'c:'~ Corp 

V /S'rOL P):-o~J1:-Rn and are one e.xa~~l;?lc of: CO~.;t savin'=.; t::.h:COllgb ndaptio:1 

()~ CXi3~j. :!~J assets to developing nccdH. 
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On t!1C 

81\1-1 S:lSt8nlS bD.scd on surfL\cc ships, 

ilverag (~ annu2.l 'rate of about }is21 O'ler - the period. '1'01'/ ard the 

end, their nevI aircrc,ft ca,rrie:cs ".'1.11 add some h.ighly creuible 

intercept cc\pabili ty, but not .in suf.ficient nunJJers to signi-

ficantly affect the total until after 1978. i\nd even then, we 

do not expect that , t:hesG carriers \,/ill be able to support an 

intercGptor with capabili'cies like that of the F-11 , although 

• their naval V/STOL aircrilf ·t, the Yi\K 36, refleci;s the most advanced 

V/STOL technology in the \'!Orld today • (Slide U5). 

This shmls a different kind of def~nsive capability--anti-

submarine warfare (ASH) forces. Here again , to get a rough 

comparison , vie count suitably equip;?ecl SS~ls , surface ships with 

an ASW capability (sonar and A5H weapons ), and A5W aircraft , both 

fixed and rotary wing, and both land Llnd sea based. 

On the U. 5. side , total 1\5\'1 forces have dropped markedly 

L1 the pas·t five years. Only in the SStJ category has there been 

growth.. ThG retirement of our AS\-l cilrriers (CVSs) hils reduced 

the' number of sea--based helicopters and fixed-wing ASh' aircrnft 

(S -2s). He have a lso retired some surface coriliatnnts and land-

based patrol aircraf l:. Over the n8xt five years, hm'iever, ·the 

t.rend Hill be reversed.. 110 will continu8 to retire more p.B\"7-

cilpable ships than we build, but at a rate far less than that 

of the past five years. The nu,~~el' of land-based patrol aircr::tf't 

will !l tnbljzc, the SSM building progr::tm will cOiltinue to enl::trgc 

L~nnt fOl'CO r ancI onr sCcJ.-·bas(~d, l\.SH ai l_' craft:. forces Hill inc!.'cws-2; 
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vTit.hthe in·troduction of the S-3 end the L,::llnps llel.i.eoptcL, 0'.",1 

the Sect Control mlip ,'lith its SIl-3 Helo:;. 

In performing Uee lI.Si'/ function, our navill opcrQti.ons can be 

divided essontial l y into two types--ilttrition (offensive) and 

pro t ection (defen:::;i vel operations. Our a !:.t.r5.tion 02~i'\tions 

invo l ve such forces as P-3 pa trol aircraft , SSN bilrriers, Captor 

Mine barriers, SOSUS surveillance systems , etc. Analysis shows 

these forces to b o relatively adequate to the need. It i s in 

our pro t ection f orces--which a1101-1 naval and troop resupply 

operat ions to b e c arried out in a timely manner (without waiting 

weeks or months for gradual b arrier attrition to t a k e plac e )--/--
that ou r great e st d eficienc ies exist . lit is h ere that 11C.-,~~;1~--

the greatest danger of losing control of t he sea:;] I n t hese 

protect. ion operations , all our Cvs are committed to sea l a ne 

d efense. They are emp l oyed in t!,c highest threa t areas , where 

Soviet airpm.;er might be brought to bear , Hhere the l ar,]est 

c oncentru.tions of Soviet submarines arc expected , and ,-,here ~ .. Ye 

h ave f~equcnt and high-inlells ity requirements for surface forces, 

naval and nerchant. !3u·t the cost of: a Cv is sinply too greClt 

to C QJ; lIn 1 t one to each illdividuCll force or CO>:lvoy thal: mus·t 

opera'ce in the more distant reaches of the \lOd.d- -the South 

, 
lI.tlantic, the IndLm Ocean, the Hid-Pacific, the Pil:Lll~p[linc SC.:l,. 

and even in areas 1 ike the Caribbean , the l~:!.ste:cn Pacific, the 

~\i,,:.~stc)~n Ecc1i tc:r:C Cln(~an I anc.l t:ht3 L1id-)\tlantic I !"iouth of 30<:' N. 

\Ie c,mnol affon} leo cnploy it ':ii'.::; ~;c:',ll 

;>0 



The thrcc-cl:L1l1C'n~:.; LOll a l t.hre a t ).:J such :':'hat He s i mply must provide 

our forces. A Sca Cant.rol Ship fill.s this need. 

'1'he SeCt Control Ship (SCS) schedulLd to enter the fleet 

comm2ncing in FY 1978 is a rela·i:ively small, austere ship 

designed to support sustilinecl sea-bilsecl aLe operations in 10\"1-

threa t environments. 'I'he Sea Cont rol Ship I·;i l l p rovide sca-bo.secl 

aircraft (V/STOL and helicopter) for the protection of unaer\-laY 

• 
replenishment groups , amphihious grou?::;, and convoys in 101"1 a i r 

threa·t areas where pro teet ion by the nore costly and capable 

CVs lvill not be available. You JnC\y recal~' that in :~orld \"lar II , 

evcn though we h ad vas'.: numbers of surfacc escorts , a large 

D.ttac); carrier force and essential ly unlimited budgets , \<Ie still 

found it necessary to develop the CVE--a 101,. cost air capable 

"-... . 
escort which provided long-range air surveillance and defense 

for our convoys and Shipping . The Bes grew out of a simil~r 

need in a modern era • 

. The Sea Control Ship give s us this 1m-fest possible cost 

through a cor.lbination of V/STOl,s and helas. (The smallest ship 

\Ie could build \-lith cClta::mlts v.nd an·osting gear , capable of 

opcratins convcntiOl1u.l-takeo£ f·wand ~-l:::.n f·'.i!\ g aircrC1£ t, \"lould I if 

conventionally po\;ered , c os t s()rr.e three! tlE:c ~; as 111l 1(;11 a s (in 

and , if n\.~clcnr po\:"erc:c1, ';iould b :2 uuch I;~orc.) 

Op~rat.Lonally, t!10 Sea Corltrol Shi~ gives us 24-·hour 

.'. 

r 
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miles fo:c surface contucts and Deyond <J)out 5 f(1,ilcs f~): SUbr:1o.l~in( 

contacts. We can gct out to about 100 miles and 50 miles 
, 

r:esp<:!cti vely with the Sea Can trol Ship , I t· g1 ves us the cat)~ 

ability to locate aad kill surface shi;:;s , missile boats , and 

submarines , be£o):e they can tarCJet us H11:h their mir3siles; and 

it provides a modest capo.biLU:y to i:ltercept and destroy threat 

a i rcraft , 

Thus , the Sea Control Ship Hill provide sustained sea­

~ased ai r s uppor t to the mnny dispersed t ask groups ~nd convoys 

\-Ihicb eanilOt , d ue to lacl: of n umbers , be provided the protection 

of o u r CVs . It f orc es t h e Sovie t s t o re~ct t o a comp l ete l y 

ne,'/ i nit i ative , d es i gned to attac]~ t heir ,'Icnkes t points--the 

l ack of sea- based air , a~d t he reliance on l ong- r o.nge recon-

n a is sancL a i rcraft f or anti-ship miss i le targetin~ ass i stance. 
, 

This concept i s Bound , proven by wartime experience , and validated 

b y 2 1/2 years of intensive analysis and test . No other forces 

(ships , aircraft , subm<lrincs ) above "lhilt He nOvl plan to have 

could give us as much capab ility of this kind for the dollar. 

In addition , there are otller current Navy programs ,~~ich 

merit mention as they contribute sig~ificnntly to the achievement 

of. u . S . P.S\'l force superiority . .'\1 thouCjh the older IJ. S . l'.8\''[ 

carr iers (CVS) have been r.ct.i rcd, tl:ere r('p~Zling a "CcCJu irer:1en t 

for AS"iI platforms to provir1e a viable capability ilt light of 

the SO'liet t:echnological advtIDccs. In 19 -/ 2, the ;co Ie of i:ile 

nt1.:.ac];: c2...Y."x:icr (CVi\.) ~:'as (~~·:pund('d t.O include on l:..S:l capability 

ICV) . Dy 197~, e10vcn of our cilrrier~ ~ill be CO;lv0~ted to 

CVs vice CVj\~). 



\'l i "th expc:uu;:;ion 0 f the 1\[,\1 plct t f orm c 2pabil i ty a.nd provic1c!=.i lln 

effecti ve, r.~ode rn sys l:em to opera La both from the CVs and from 
, 

the Sea tontrol Ship. 

The 8QQ-5 sonar is a t e chnologi ca l improvement which 

si,]nificant:ly expands tile 1\51'1 cilpilbili ,ty of the SSll & the 

extent that hlo DQQ-5 equipped SSNs Ciln nOl} effectively patr~ 
an area which formerly ~equired three ssr;) ~ 

On the Soviet side, all categories of l\SW- cilpable forces , 

ilnd particularly the airborne components , have increased over 

the past five year s and will continue to :10 so over the n ex't 

five years. 'l'hcse total increases , h O\';2ver , \"ill no 't b e a[; 

great as ours--with the single exc6ption of ASI' surface ships--where 

some of the older ,and smaller single - purpose escorts \"i ll be 
\.....-

retired. 

These comparisons do not reflect tIle qualitative differences 

in U. S . and Soviet l\SW forces , such as: (1) Surveillance cap -

C\bility (e.g. , SOSUS) I (2) Submarine se l f -noise levels l (3) Long 

range capabilities of detect ion se~sors on ASU platforms ; C\nd , 

(1) var i at ions in pla tform capabilities. Th e U.S. generally 

leads in the above areas , but th,1,S lend is at. l east partially 

d i min i shed by the asynrmctry in u ~ s ~ D"~1d SC)"Iict n OBcl. for US8 of 

the sen. Fur t her , these qualitative diffcJ-ences do not change 

the princ ip al significance of the trc~(1s indici!.tcc1 by t.he fiSJurcs. 


