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REMnRES BY ADMIRAL E. R. GUMWALT, JB,, USM ?RrT) p :\T TH
FORCE PLANNING ISSUES SEMINAR, NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL,,
MONTEREY, CALIFORNTA, 6 SEPTEMBRER 1974

It's good to be back with vou again. I am going to
have almost nothing to say Tor my principal remarks in order
to permit as much time as possible for your questions, be-
cause I think in a course as technical as vou're going
through, it's very difficult for me to gage the areas of
your primary interest.

I will just recite for you the way in which program
planning confronts someone in the position that I held for
four years. I, of course, from 1966 to 1968, was the Director
of Systems Analysis for the Navy, and had the opportunity to
deal with it in a somewhat different manner during those
years than in my last four.

The difference in those two jobs is the difference ba-
tween analysis in the pure sense and judgment, and judgment,
in the job of a service chief involves things that are very
difficult to categorize in the program planning field. They
range all the way from the knowledge that you've got to
throw in a vector based on the strength of various lobbies
with which one has to deal, interna 1y, willhiln the Havy - the
aviation lobby, the surface lobby, the submarine lokby, the
nuclear lobky and all the rest.

One has to tack sail because of the problems and preju-

dices within the office of the Secretary of Defense, and



because of sgecial interests over on the Hill. 50, all of
these things are constantly throwing biases in to what would,
as an action officer or even, to na, as tha Director of Sys-
tems Analysis, seem to be decisions that are a little hard

to understand.

I used to comment, when I was Director of Systems Analy-
518, I couldn't understand why Admiral Moorer made so many
peculiar decisions. After I got to be Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, I found myself making those same kinds of peculiar
decisions.

One of the biggest probklems with which you have to deal,
as Chief of Naval Operations, is the problem of how you're
going to allocate as between mission areas.

As you know, T've tried to break them down into Overseas
Presence, Proijection, Sea Control, and the Strategic contribu-
tion.

In theory, as one does prograim planning, the decisions
with regard to programs in the strategic area are independent
of those in the other areas for the Navy. 1In actual fact,
over the years - even going back into the McNamara era - that
isn't the case. And when major strategic expenditures are
assigned to the Navy or won by the Navy, it has a rather sig-
nificant impact on the amount of money that's available in

those other mission areas. People say that it doesn't, but

As we got ready, therefore, to have to deal with the
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Trident issue, on my watch - and it was clear that that was
going to invglve very major expenditures ~ onz of the things
we had to worry aboult was what that was going to do our rapid-
ly diminishing capability in the non-~strategic area -
particularly with regard to Sea Control, where we knew we

were in . real tough shape.

Again, the decision that had to be made in the area of
Trident was not a purely military decision. If I were going
to have made that decision just based on military considera-
tions, I believe I would have favored - I know I would have
favored - going at a slower rate, in the Trident program,
than we have, because we're at greater hazard in the conven-—
tional field than we are in the strategic field. The odds
are that we're likelier to have to back away from the Russians
because of our lack of capability to control seas, today, than
because of any conviction on their part that they can bluff
us in the strategic field.

We had the additionai problem that over the long haul we
had to try to achieve essential equivalence. As I indicated
in my talk vesterday, it was guite clear that if we were
going to have.it, we had to be funding at an impressive rate
in the strategic field, in order for the Soviets to conclude
that we were going to get parity with or without a treaty,
and that, therefore, they ought to join us in reducing the
ameunt of monies that we pour into those strategic arms -

and that meant funding Trident, which was the thing they scemed
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to fear more than anything eslse, alt a greater rate than cne
would on pure&y analytical or prosrammatic r=zasons.

So, this is an indication of the kind of thing that gets
cranked in at the service chicef or naticnal level that makes
it difficult, sometimes, to understand Iforce level planning
which perturbs those things that one would do in a purely
analytical sense.

T think I'd like, now, to ask you to fire away with your
questions and lets see where that takes us, and 1'll see if
I have anything to add at the end.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
QUESTION: Sir, a recent article in U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT
indicated the Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock Company
was very upset with the Navy's contract for, nuclear carriers.
Basically, their allegations are: (1) They are only earning
about 2% on assets involved in the production of Navy ships,
{2} That the Navy has had 1,266 changes to the NIMITZ during
the time that it has been'under construction, (3} That tha
Navy contract indicated that they would only need about 33.5
million man-days or man-years of work. Now the current pro-
jection i1s about 42 million man-years of work. Based on this,
the Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock Company says that
they are not interested in continuing to work on Navy ships,
and that the Navy is doing a very poor job of contracting for
its ships. Could you comment on this and give us the Navy's

response to these rough allegations by shipbuliders?
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ZUMWALT: T think that they're largely accurate. We're in
real trouble with regard to our ship work and, particularly,

in the nuclear area. TIn my judgment, we have a long way to

go before we're being factually accurate in what we say

abocut costs of nuclear propulsion. There is a built-in

series of biases that lead to underestimating - part of it
brochuremanship to get the Congressional budget; part of it

is that each person throws in some caution in the direction

of his programs. I think it's particularly bad in the nuclear
area . — in part, because there's been this struggle within the
Navy with regard to whether or not we should be going as fast
into the nuclear propulsion field as we are.

Newport News went through a poriod of years when almost
the only work to which they had access was the Navy. Labor
costs overseas were so much cheaper that the commercial work
went elsewhere. The labor curves for both European vards and
Japanese yards indicate that they will approach ours in the
next two or three vears - they're converging at an impressive
rate - and they've got a lot of work, and there's a backlog.
Bzcause of the backlog and because of the increasing labor
costs, commercial work is coming back into this country.
Newport News has grabbed a hunk of it, and they're in a posi-
tion, now, to stop being flagellatzd and they're getting
tougher to deal with.

in my judgment, the people dealing with them are just
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going to have to be much more precise than they

5



previous years. I think the net of thal, over time, will

be to begin te bring out much earlier the true costs of
nuclear propulsion, and will facilitate our efforts to main-
tain a balance bstween nuclear-propelled ships and conven-
tionally-propelled ships in ordexr to have the numbers that

we so badly need.

QUESTION: Admiral, would you give us your views on combining
armed services, that we've been hearing talked around?
Combined forces? One service?

ZUMWALT: There hasn't been an awful lot of talk about it up
until the 30th ¢f June. Has there keen talk since then?

I don't think that we're ever going tc see, in your
careers in the Navy, an effort to do the kind of things the
Canadians did. TFirst, the Canadian system’has passed its
thermodore and i3 beginning to return to a degree of decen-
tralization - they just found that you can't call an admiral
a general and make it work. So, T think there's increasing
recognition across the border that they went too far.

Second, the services have very strong lobbies on the Hill,
Certainly, as long as Eddie Hebert lives, nobody is going

to combine the Navy with the Air Force. TIt's just too big a
job to ke undertaken. I think that, rather, we'll sea a
continuing evolution towards centralization of functions.

Thare has been talk, for ewxample, about a single medi-
cal servica, and we fought that va2ry hard bescause of the need
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to maintain the same kind of esprit within the medical sys-
tems and service related medical specializations. It's
always a very attractive proposition to budget cutters to
look at ways in which those kinds ol savings can be made.

Similarly, in the training field, there's heen talk
about having a single tiaining establishment. What we're
doing, in the services, to try to both be more efficient and
maintain the separateness that we think is critical to a team,
is to look very hard, within the services, at where we can
aggregate functions. The training commanders of the three
services meet frequently and have combined a lot of scheools
under one service or another, depending upon where it could
be done most efficiently. The logistics commanders meet fre-
quently and are looking for areas where they can do procure-
ment in common. The medical services have been much later in
getting started, but the surgeons general now are working to-
gether in trying to look at areas of commonality.

I thirk if the services continue to do their homework
well and stay ahead of thé efforts of the people in the office
of the Secretary of Defenss to do it by eliminating different
uniforms we can maintain both efficiency and separateness.
QUESTICN: Admiral, do you feel like thes results of the Project
2000 study - they're, I guess, just being published now - will
have any impact on the Sea Control Ship project?
2UMWALT: It's hard for me to know. I wasn't around at the
time the Congress made the final decision to take the monay
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out of this year's budget for the Sea Control Ship. Sco, I
don't know what the current thinking is about whether it's
dead forever oY sust for a while.

Project 200, I thought, was a good controversial study -
there was a lot in it to stimulate talk and discussion. I
would hope that Project 2000 and loits of other of the issues
that have been kicked around will continue to have people
lock very hard at, what I consider to be our greatest internal
problem in the Navy today and that it, excessive amounts of
money going into the very high-cost platforms. And, there-
fore, inadeguate numbers of platforms.

If you look at what the Russians have done, their
Director of Systems Analysis has done a much better job,
perhaps because Admiral Gorshkov doesn't have gquite the
problem with lobbies. The Soviets have never built a nuclear-
propelled surface combatant. Therefore, for that reason more
than any other reason -~ although there are others - they've
got 2,054 ships to our 508 - a four-fold advantage in num-
bers - because they've kept them cheap. The Russians are
still building diesal-propelled submarines, and there are
some distinct advantages, as you know, to having some. We
never picked one up in the most recent crisis in the Mediter-

ranean, and they were there to do their damage.

The U.S. Navy will never build anothier diesel-propelled
gsubmarine - not even if you could prove irrevokably that it
was an intelligent thing to do, could you even bulld onc.
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QUESTION: Admiral, are you saying that you don't think the

-

NIMITYZ class carriers should be nuclear-propelled

we made very smart arguments for that
nuclear power
ZUMNATLT: No, I'm saying that the justification for the
nuclecar—-propelled NIMITZ, which I strcngly advocated, was
that 1t was part of a Hi-To Mix, and that costs were getting
to be so great for nuclear-propelled carriers that we had
to have a balance by getting some flat~tops at sea of a much
smaller size, like the Sea Control Ship.

By killing the Sea Control Ship, we’'ve destroyed that
argument, and, as now, the Navy seeks to design something
that more nearly fits the reverberation from the Congress
that was initiated within the Navy ~ it will be an aircraft
carrier which, initially, will be suggested to bhe conven-
tionally propelled, very small in size, with arresting gear
in catapults. And then, Admiral Rickover will insist that
it be nuclear-propelled, and then you'll be back to the
billion-plus dollar class and the number will come from the
12 towards which we're headed down to six.

QUESTION: Admiral, a few months ayo, on this same subjact,
Congressman Bob Wilson from San Diego came up and spoke to
us, and he led us to believe - he sz2id that he was he thought

extremely fortunate because he ard his cclleagues in the

v

Congress, who think the same way ha does, were able to show
Ehe Navy the error of their ways and convince tham to put in
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nuclear preopulsion in thess DLGNs.

-

seems like this argu-
ment has almost gone full circle and I Jjust wondered if you’
comruant on some of the - what i1s the political situation on
nuclear propulsion for Navy ships? And who's bagging wio

to have what?

ZUMWALT: You know, there’s never bsen any doubt that nuclear
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ive than conventional propulsion.

And, there's never been any doubt that nuclear propulsion is
more costly than conventicnal propulsion. The issue has always
bzen whether the additional effectiveness is worth the addi-
tional cost.

In the case of submarines, you can make a very powerful
case for nuclear propulsion. It changes the name of the.
animal. TIt's able to divorce itself from the surface of the
seas to the limit of human endurence and that drives you
toward wanting a very large number of nuclear-propelled sub-
marines. If I had my say, we would still build a few diegeal-
propelled submarines, as the Russians have, and we could use

them in ways that would bz highly efiective.

With regard to the aircraft carrier, your getting two

aircraft carriers instead of three when ycou make them nuclear
propalled, and we're paying the price for that - we've come

from 24 down to 15 and we're headed for 12. TIf we keep on
building nothing buy nucleax-propelled aircraft carriers
vou'll live to sea the day when there’'s 2 Ssix carvier Navy.

Tn the case of carriers, nevertheless, I strongly



that re building. I think, after

nuclearizing the three thad
k]
we qget a fourth or fifth ona, we cucht to really take a very

Wwe2

hard look at whether or not carrisrs beyond that - shouldn't
every other one be conventionally propelled.

It doesn't bother me - because that issue is close -
if they're all nuclear propelled. When you go beyond that,
we are killing ourselves by the kuilding of nuclear propelled
escorts.

I've done the analysis. I can tell you that in order to
meet the task I was given when I was Director of Systems
Analysis of justifying some - we had to tilt on every assunmp-
tion. It just is not cost-effective. We're paying three
and four times what we ought to bz paving. We can have five
Patrol Frigates for the cost of a single DLGN, and thogse
five ASW platforms and those five AAW platforms make so much
more contribution to the battle that you just simply cannot
justify having nothing but nuclear-propelled escorts.

It would not be so bad if we were building one DLGN per
vear, but we're going beyond that, now. The next battle will
he a stop the building of any G c¢lass ship, unless it's nuclear
propelled. You're already down at a 500-ship Navy and this
is driving you to a 300-ship Navy.

We ought to realize that there are two things that are

contributing to the United States Navy's incapability to

[

control and us= the seas. On them is the amount of ncney

)
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that the Soviets are spending, and the other is the fact that
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wa'ie spending our money vary stun

aly.
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QUESTION: Admiral, Secretary of Defense Schlesinger has
proposed a deterrent strategy of control and
that up with rather a large budget request and back
this up with a rather large budget reguest for a command
data buffer system to do fast, thz retargeting, of our ICBHM
assets. Based on your intimate knowledge of higher echelons
of our government, particularly the civilian-military inter-
face, do you think that the decision-making process would
support that kind of warfare where you make instant deci-
sions on what you're going to hit or not hit?
ZUMWALT: I give it .0001% probability. It's just the kind
of sophisticated talk that goes into deterrence. You wouldn't
retarget; you wouldn't have time to retargeﬁ. You've all been
through those kinds of crises, You know what happens the
first time you get a report that there's a ship 100 vards
on your starboard beam -~ you ask the lookout to take another
look - you don't believe it.

We've been through periods at the nationél level wher

the Presgident has been told their are enemy alrcraft on the

way, and it wasn't believed. Mr, McNamara's advice to

President Kennedy was, if a nuclear missile explodes within
the United States, wait until the second one explodes. And,
the reason was an intelligent one - it could well have been
a nuclear accident.

-t

A1l of the cemphasis 1s going

h

o ke on not doing anything
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after wa've bzen hit.

-

until
thal whatever ocur
that first strike, is
SPAaST.

QUIESTION:

ture of the carrier

in the past.

L wo've got to assume
15 and whatever survives

It will be a

Admiral, you have advocated ths invulnerable na-

Although I agrese

that it would take tremendous fire power to sink a carrier

it scems

damaging the
if you'd comment on that?

ZUMWALT: Sure. What I've always

you look at carrier vulnerability

relative to something. There are
that T think one has to conzider.

One is a nuclear war.
target that
an airfield ashore or an aircrafzt
destroyed. WMo fixed facility of
Some moving targets will, so ['d
carrier bridge when the missiles

firxed facility.

Shifting to a conventional war.

Asia,

we never lost an aircraft due to eneny a

We lost 400 destroyed on

The Xorecan War -~ all the airfield

gear or electronics.

gets hit, whether it's Monterey,

rather be con a

airfiealds

that it would take far less to neutralize it by

I was wondering

tried to say is that when
you've got to look at it

three frames of reference

In a nuclear war any ship, any

San Francisco,

carrier - it's going to ke

any ilmportance will survive.

alrcraft

start to flv than on any

In the war in Southeast

carriers operated in the Gul? of Tonkin for a decade -

ticn carrier.

0

orn a

ashore and 4,000 damaged.

overrun in the first few



weeks the ca;riers saved the Pusan perimiter and covered the
McArthur landing. DNow what's wrong with those two compari-
sons — Southeast Asia and Korean Wars - that the carriers
had sanctuary, in part, hecause of the prestige and, at
least, perceived invulnerability. So, go back to World War
II for the last was in which they were struck. There the
most modern class was now our oldest class, the ESSEX.

They were hit by as many as four of the most intelligent
cruise missiles we've ever had - the Kamakazi aircraft - and
no ESSEX class carrier was ever sunk. All got back into
action.

Since then we've built much more redundancy, armour
commanding control into the aircraft carriers. The most re-
cent laboratory test was the tragic fire on the ENTERPRISE
where the equivalent -of seven or eight cruise missiles -
U.S5. bombs exploded - and the ENTERPRISE could have been back
in action in a matter of days; hours really.

You've got to go back to the third frame of reference,
finally - cold war. We've dropped from 1100 airfields over-
seas to 50 - giving them up at an impressive rate, and we've
never had to turn a floating airfield over to the other side.

The next way in which I think you have to come at it is
- and this is the thing that I think Admiral Rickover so
frequently overlooks in plugging submarines to the exclusion
of everything else - and that is that there 1s no way that
this country can bring its - the 50% of its 0il into the
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United States and the 69 of those 72 critical resources into

the United Sgates, or troops overseas, or ammuniticn or bullets -
unless we can operate on the surface of the seas, marchant

ships. And in order for those merchant ships to operate,

you've got to have air-power to protect them. So that you

put to sea the most survivable surface ship you've got - the
aircraft carrier. If it can't survive, then, we're dead.

We simply cannot carry out our commerce and keep our economy
operating. So, the expenditures are worth it, and in a rela-
tive sense, I think, the aircraft carrier has a high degree

of survivability.

QUESTION: Admiral, the Russians the KIEV
operation . How do you see them using
that? To control the seas, as an ASW weapon, as a strategic

purpose, Or what?

ZUMWALT: I think they're calling it ASW, partly to mislead
us about what their program is and, partly, to facilitate
getting it in and out of the Dardanelles, in viclation of
the Montreaux Convention.

Gorshkov has done a brilliant job of thinking exactly
like a classical naval thinker on our side would think. And
he's done exactly the right things during his lé6-year or
17-yvear tenure. In coming from behind, first that huge sub-
marine fleet; second, cruise missiles on the submarines - some
of them - and on ajrcraft and on surface ships; expansion of
the surface ships; the development of the trailing concept -
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to be able to tag our superior high value ships in a first
conventional strike; the acquisiticn of real estate for naval
aircraft around LBurasia; and now ha's gonez about as far as he

can go to get a very high probability of cutting our sea

lines. What he next needs - and he certainly didn't nead
those carriers for this, for the cutting - what he next needs
is the ability to project power, and for that he's recognized
that he's got to have some air power at sea. I think that

the KIEV is going to be the first of a dramatically large

series of VSTOL-carrying aircraft carriers, and I'll just bet

you that he's already started the design of the next genera-

tion aircraft carrier which will be more nearly like what we

ought to be building.

QUESTION: Admiral, I wonder if you might talk about any

ships or trends in the autonomy ¢f power between 0SD and the

military departments in the last few years?

ZUMWALT: The shift of power to 0SD went on at a dramatic rate

from the time that the theoretically confederate Secretary

of Defense was created until Mr. McNamara completed his tenure.
I think that, in general, there has been a policy of

decentralizing somewhat, since McNamara/Clifford left. Mel

Laird and Dave Packard thought in terms of decentralization,

and they looked to their line managers more than anv Secretary

of Defense, in my recollection, to do the job. So they counted

on their service chiefs and their service secretaries to really

take the delegated authority and run with it, in regard to

16
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weapons acquisition, force level planning, and there was much

-

lesgs monitoring than there had been.

That process kind of brought the curve down for the first
three years of Mel Laird's watch, and then the reaction set it
and the 0SD crowd began to try to pull it back in.

In the last three or four years, the climb has been back,
somewhat, toward more centralization - but it hasn't gotten,
yet, back to the level of the McNamara era.

QUESTION: Admiral, may we have your rejoinder to the following
two plieces of exchanges in the testimony of William Colby,
Director of the CIA, in the Senate Subcommittee on Military
Construction? Senator Dominick said, "If we should pass the
DiegorGafcia enlargement, would we by so doing increase the
force of the Russian Fleet?"

Mr. Colby: "I think our assessment is that the Soviets
would match any increase in our presence in that area.

The second exchange was betwesen Senator Taft and Colby.
Taft said, "Mr. Colby, would you consider that enlarging the
port and the airfield, as planned, would be such an increase
or not.

Mr. Colby said: "I am not all that familiar with the
details of the plan, but I do think that the public impression
of what we do would probably be almost as important as what
wa actually do. In other words, the Soviets would believe

that if we weare to establish a permanent establishment capable
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of supporting a regular force in that area, that they would
react in some fashion in order to establish a countervailing

£

rorde.

FUMAATT: T know Bill Colby well. I was with him in Vietnan
and he's a good professional. I'm sure that he believes what
he says.

His judgment, in this particular case, unusual for him,
is dead wrong.

The Soviets are already there, as Fresident Ford has
said in two recent news conferences. They have, in the country
of Somalia - going back 15 years - have been in the process
of bringing about a series of facilities that are superior
to what we will have in Diego Garcia if the Congress funds
it.

I might just take a moment to describe the way in which
they did it. They started out - the details of this won't be
exactly accurate in sequence, but each thing that I say
happened, did happen. The Soviets started out with a sugges-
tion to Somalia that they help them with their port of Verbera.
They got them in debt. The Somalians were then persuaded to
remove the Western oil concessionair and turn it ovear to the
Soviets, as a way of paying off that debt. They were, then,
offered heavy eqguipment. They were, then, offered the training
of military advisors in the Soviet Union in corder to use- that
equipmant. Soviet merchant ships began to visit with increas-
ing freguency. Verbzra was completed. BSoviet warships besyan
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te visit wid
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‘n increcsing [reoguency. Somalian-traianed -
Somali pergonnel trained in the Soviet Union began to cone
home. One of them became a general and shot the President

and tock over. The Soviet penetraticon accelerated. They

now have completed the constructicn of a communications
facility, a naval communications facility - superior to what
we have in Diego Carcia. They've got a port in Verbera
superior to what we'll have in Diego Garcia. They've got an
airfield at Berbera and thaey're constructing a huge one at
Magadiscio , which will take any kind of aircraft - to cover
the whole Indian Ccean. 2And, they've got an indiginous pop-

ulation, which we don't have on the unpopulated coral atoll,

to provide the labor force for them.

Turning next to the People’s Democratic Republic of
Yemen. The Soviets are already using the old British port
of Aden, there, and an adjacent airfield. They have access,
to, as part of that country, the island of Socatra , which
has an airfield on it. They are not using it; they're using
the naval anchorage, and there are some buildings going up
around that airfield. They've got, in Yeman, a nat intra-
structure superior to what we have in Dlego Garcia. 1f we
get the money.

Turning next to Irag. They've improved the port of
in Irag for the Iragis, and the Soviets are using it. They've
built four or five airfields for the Iragis, and the Soviets

are using those. So, they've got an intra-struciure, thoroe,

v
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for a decade that their
ic objective is to gzt the Sus=z Canal open so that
they can take advantage of this irmressive inter-structure
that thevy've got down there. The Soviets are there, and T
don't kXnow what more reaction they could have to us - re-
¢ting to their action.
QUESTION: Admiral, given what you just said concerning the
goings on in the Middle East, what do you foresee in the way
of Ethiopia, given the movement, and the current
semi-coupe going on in Ethiopia? Do you foresee radicaliza-
tion, as you mentioned yesterday, through the Soviets? Or
do you possibly see a Somali expansion - a conventional war
in Ethiopia?
FUMWALT: 'The Soviets are interested 1in increasing their
holdings. They've got a tremendous digestive capability.
They've already approached the new Ethiopian military regime,
and said - don't you fellows need some aquipment and don't
vou need some help.

It's just unbelievable to me that our people in Congress
are not able to recognize this. I do think that it's too
early to predict how Ethiopia will come out - but the soviets

are doing their best to tilt them in their direction.

I should have also mentioned, with regard to Diege Garcia,

that +there ig another thing that Colby has complately over-

1=
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looked
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v that testinmony, and that 1s we had onm single airfiel
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available to us that made 1t possible for us to reinforce
the Israelis in the last crisis. All our allies stood asides
except the Portuguesa. We had to brutalize the Portuguese to
force them to give us access to the Azores. The regime has
changed, since then, and may well not bz with us the next
time around. If the Azores is not with us, the only way onc
can fly airlift into Israel, with sufficient refueling capa-
bility to get equipment there, is by way of Diego Garcia.

So, it's the backdoor route up the Red Sea to the Middle East.

QUESTION: Can't you usz the Spanish bases 2
ZUMWALT: The Spanish bases r we think, would not ke

available to us.

QUESTION: Admiral, would you give us your comments on the
strength, weakness and use of force effectiveness studies
like Navyv fighter study, NETEC or Phoenix?

ZUMWALT: Yes. I guass they've each been used in a somewhat

o

different way. The Navy fighter study is part of a continuing

series of studies that were usad first to demonstrate that the
F-111B was the most cost-=2fifective airovolans that we had -
given the assumption that Mr. MeNamara gave us, and that was,
Clial we had to assume that 1t could land and take off of an
aircraft carrier. What it demonstrated was that the Phoenix

missile aug 9 system could beat arvthing that you could put

in the air. As a result, as soon as we wore able to demonstrate

i
[oN

that the assunption was fallacicus - and four contractors came

{ i o

in with new air frama2s that could larnd and take off con an
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ireraft cavrier while carrving thz Phosnix aug 9 system -
R

ition, in another study, to demonstrate that

h £

woe were in a
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that was the way to go. The continuing studies since then
have made it possible to save the ©-14, as people perennially
tried to go back to a lower cost fighter.

With regard to the Pheoesnix study, it's been of use, I
think, primarily to help demonstrate what the range of losses
attrition, might be in an war, and has helped add some credi-
bility to the judgmental probakilities that we've been giving
to the Secretary of Defense, as to what the outcomes of war
would be.

The NETEC study was, I think, the first time that a
service has ever, during a crisis, tried to demonstrate what
the outcome would be. And, the reason I asksd for it on a
crash basis was that I wanted to be very sure that the Sec-
retary of Defense and the President knew we were up against
very tough odds in the Eastern Mediterranean. We had given
that as our judgment. Admiral Moorer had joined us in that
judgmant. The calculations demonstrated, I think, pretty
effectively that we were at real hazard, and served a useful
rote in getiing the Secretaryv of Defense convinced that our
maritime capability has suifered badly.

QUESTICON: Admiral, some time ago, Rdmiral Train came out and

gave a presaentation to the student body on your net assessmen

.
i3
o
i

of the U.S. and Soviet Navies as you gave to Congress

problem is there scem to be some contradictions in the variou

r
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approaches used in that study. ©Oa the one hand, they sort
of counting comparisons which placsd high emphasis cn
the Harpoon missile as the answer to some of our problems,
and, yet, in the combat analysis or campaign analysis - he
mixed portions -~ it didn't seem to us that the Harpoon had
that much of a role in demonstrating that we could do much
hetter in the, sort of, objectives we have. Could vou comment
on that?

ZUMWALT: Yes, First, I agree that there were a lot of bean
counting parts to that comparison. The reason for it, is
that's - you know, we were competing with being counters.

The people in the Congressional committees were saying
the United States has built more tonnage than the Soviet
Union has built, therefore, the United States will will win.
We were trying to demonstrate, in a whole series oif ways, if
you like to count beans, there were ways to count those beans
downn. If the Congress would fund us in the out vears, we
could hegin to add those beans back up. Then we tried con-
sciously to go beyond that to the next level of sophistica-
tion - to loock at cowmparisons in warfare areas and that kKind

of thing; and then to the next leval of sophistication - the

)

U

war outcomas ~ with regard to specific calculations; and, then,

to try to sum it all up by saying not 2ven that is sophisti-
cated cnough - and you've got Lo go beyond that to crank
judgment in. That's why we give vou these probabilities.

e

That net assessment was just an effoxt to try wo



demonstrate the state of the art fzn’'t very good, but that
we had gone a leot farther in trying 2o push back the frontiers

than those who were throwing tonnags at us.

I think it did fulfill a wvery useful role. The Senate
Avpropriations Committee stated that they had never seen any-
thing guite as dramatic, and urged that some way be found to
get it to the American people - obvicusly, much too complex in
that form. The problem, I think, in some, was that it was
the first definitive effort to really lay out everything we
knew, and march all the way from the lowest to the highest
vossible level of sophistication.

QUESTION: Sir, what effect do you think that current inter-
national the Soviets from new political and
aconomic alliances will have on our economy and on their
economy? And, what effect do you think that will have on
future efforts in that field?

ZUMWALT: I hinted at it a little... {(lost in tape change)

...and, then, superiority in that Zield in ways that arc not

likely to stir uo the people. I bzlieve that, having tried
for sudden dramatic changes in the conventional f{ield, as

they did in the Korean War, they dzcided that that has low
pay-off, and added to our strength bacause we reacted to it.
I bezlieve that having tried it at the sub-limited level
in Southeast Asla, they decided that that was better. But,
nevertheless, it also created soms problems for thnem.
I balicve theyfve now found o= gimmick that they thiak

3,
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r.l
8]
o+
—
S
(3%
g
-
7
n
‘_l
=
or
Hh

o
I

o e n o ena et i A ARA SR e e A+ PR PO e RPN SV T T MR SRS 1 TSI T LA o b S T SR S R T M M P 5 A R Wl T B R N R R



bresk it off in us econconmically - using thelr superior

strategic power and thelr superior conventlional power to
give us no choice, ecxcept to backdown and accommedate graca-
Fully, as they do to us what they just did in the Yom Kipper
War. They've got, I think, a very fine tuned capabllity
through their Abartof (?) Institute which reads us better
than we read ourselves, and through their Soviet Embassy
which has emissaries all around the Hill every day, rapping
with legislative assistants and senators - to know exactiy
the degree of concern in this country. If they suddenly

saw the people in this country beginning to get concerned
that it was Soviet power and policy that had trebled those
0il prices, they'd back down and bhe very cautious for a year
or two, until our people were lulled. As iong as they remain
satisified, as they are today, that our people do not relate
the Soviets to having their hand in the cookie jar, they're
going to continue the peolicy of investing those monies in
Iraqg and in Libya, encouraging them to keep this wound open,
and looking for the orchestra that they're plaving to permit

them to raise oil prices or create anothar oil embarge, to

U

lieve

stav ahead of our efforts tec deal with inflation, I b

]
{

that they're in the process of trying to get the same scheme

organized with regard tc other commodities, and that they hav

fourd what they considsr Lo be ths ideal tool for so buggering

!

ey

up the eccnomics ol the uncommitted and free world thabt thev

can begin to radicalize regimes at an imoressive rate.
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QUESTION: Admiral,

.

T

vou did with William F. Buckley on FIRING LINE,

saveral of us saw a taping on the

— Ty ey
SO

I zssums

which

from the conversation, was, at leazst,; more than a couple of
weeks old. DBut it brought up a couple of points I'd like to

ask you about, First, it has

Secretary
Kissginger
and

SALT,

two views are, and what you think.

widely reported that

of Defense Schlesinger and Secretary of State

have differing views on how we should proceed with
I'd like to know if you could give us what these

Secondly, and perhaps a

lot more controversial - you touchaed on it a little bit with

\

I
from your level during the last days of
tion, and how vou saw policy being made
policy was related to, not only his own
that you saw.
ZUMWALT: All right.
of
With regard to your first question,
that

tary Kissinger's view is

mission is to gelt the best,

I think that

ir. Buckley - could you give us a view of how you saw things
the Nixon administra-
and how much of that

problems, but problems

That show was taped in the First week

Secre-

Amarican people don't have
anything other than second best, and that his

second hast deal he can get.

T think that Secretary Schlesinger's view - which T

th

l{F

and that should hold out

we

Fh
4

straterqic field, and 1f we

26

American people are not willing to

for
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begin to make, it clear to the American people why we're not
getting it - we haven't made sufficient strategic expendi-
tures.

J

With regard to thes view of that last period under the
Nixon administration, it was very much related to the first
point because the only real, major issue - everything else in
the government having come to a halt for two years, as Water-
gate began to destroy the administration - was the position
with regard to the summit. That, in itself, was Watergate

related because the real question in Mr., Nixon's mind, in

my judgment, was whether or not he could get a deal that he
could wave in front of the American people as such a kudo

that it would take the pressure off of him. Therefore, there
were fearsome pressures to put together a package that would
be acceptable to the Soviets. I, for one, fought tooth and
fang against those proposals, and was delighted when the final
decision was made that you couldn't call it ice cream when it
smelled likxe spinach.

QUESTION: Admiral, since the ¥-14 is a rather sophisticated,
expensive money machine, would it not be appropriate for us

to have also a Hi-Lo Mix or fleet dependent aircraft?

ZUMWALT: ‘To my mind, the fighter aircraft is the best Justi-
fication for not having a Hi-Lo Mixz bescause it is the cutting
eduge for your whole capability to maintain the control of

tha seas through airpower, and it has to operate from extremely
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limited decl spacce - deck space which is going to get still
more limited as we continuse to try to make the carriers mors
and nore exXpensive.

Therefore, T have favored, and have fought hard, for
keeping the F-14. T would hope thalt, over time, the Congress
will come to recognize that all of these cheaper alternatives
that are being designed are really giving us far less, in
terms of cost effoctiveness, than we'll get from the F-14.

I said yesterday, to one group, that I like to look at
the F-14 as a low-cost DLGN. It's a hell of a lot cheaper
thing to make - and you know how badly a destroyer man hates
to say something like that.

QUESTION: Admiral, you said that we're going to do down to

12 carriers, and it appears that forward basing is going to

be almost a necessity. From what I understand, the forward
basing in Japan has not been real successful - that they've
been unable to get a sufficient number of volunteers to man

the carriers that want to go to Japan, live over there. I
wonder if you'd comment on this and, perhaps, the future of it?

ZUMWALT: Yes. I qguess it's a guestion of whether the glass

A

ig half full or half empty. The dependents who are there

p

and their husbhands and fathers are vory happy, and the re-
anlistment rates are good. It is true that the Bureau has
not been able to get 100% voluntesrs from among the bachelors.
I belicve that, over Lime, as the recrulters get more and more

, we're going to

o

focused with regard +o the recruitiny effor

28



0
®

2 the capability to f£ill those ships 100% with volunteersg,

=
Y
ke

ried and bachelors.

What we're trying very hard to do is to be able to as—-
sure a young man in Peoria that if he wants duty in Japan,
he can get it, or if he wants duty in Greece, he can get it.

Reenlistment rates with regard to the destroyers that
have bzen homeported in Athens are much higher than the com-
parative reenlistment rates for destroyers in the Atlantic.
The question as to whether or not we can homeport the carrier
in Athens rests on this now very great concern about how the
Greek government is going to come out after the coupe and
after the Cyprus crisis where the Soviets have maneuvered
to pry the Turks and the Greeks apart - and to convince the
Greeks that we're not supporting them as wéll as we should
have. My own guess would b=z that we'll not be able to home-
port a carrier in Athens for several years, if ever.
QUESTION: Admiral, going back to the discussion you had on
the fighters and the limited deck space of the future, as we
go to the CV concept, bringing in multi-missions to the car-
ricr, and in regard to the statement that yvou didn't think
that the Hi-Lo Mix in aircraft types would ba nacessary duc
wc the F-14, do you foresee what manv of thes low level fighter
types in the field would bs the degradaticn of the system by
cutting bombk wraps all over fighters, as was tiie case with

the F-4 - do you believe that the F-~14 will, in fact,

[}

remain a nuare Ffighter ard not a alr/mud tvpe of thing?

29



ZUMWALT: T think we'd be vexry fcoolish to try to give tha

b

'-14 that mizsion. When I said I faveraed aircratt being at
the hich end of the mix, T was talling about F-14. I think

we do need to try Lo reduce unit cost with regard to the

other kinds of aircraft. I favor - erring in favor of the
A-7s rather than the A-6g, for example. A mix, but more low
than high. The F-14, even if we buy it at the optimum rate,
is going‘to come in at $15 or $16 million a piece ~ and that's
just too much money for air to mud.

QUESTION: Admiral, when you ware telling us about Athens,
I didn't see anything about when the Greek problem got pretty
severe the Israelis gave us an invitation to bring some of

our down there. Would you care to comment on that?

ZUMWATT: T'm not personally aware that they did. You're
talking about homeporting in Israel? (Yes, sir.) I'm not
personally aware that they did, although I recommended several

times we find out whether or not they were interested.
That's ohvicusly a very tough one from a foreign policy

standpoint because it would make it even more difficult to

nalntain the bhalance that this country is trying to mainktain

so wa can both carry out our commitments to the survivability

of Tgrael, and our promises to the Arabs that we'll be good,

they continuae to give us the oil.

QUESTION:  Admiral, yesterday vou menticnad that at a time

when labor costs have soared rolative to the many other designs
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and our defense dollar, perhaos, chould be concentrated more
in the capital intensive services - at least some cut. iiould

you ~ could you, personally, to onz step further and see any
problem in the near future for the Alyr Force justifying its
strategic mission - relative to our strategic capabilities in
the Navy?

UMNALT: T do. If I were Secretary of Defense 1'd not be
building the B-1 bomber, and I'd bes putting additional money
into regaining sea control capability on the conventional
side. I think the B-1 bomber's principal virtue is the
negotiating wampum - but it's a hell of a lot of money. If
that's what we were really interested in, in the strategic
business, it ought to be going into building twice as many
Tridents.

QUESTION: Admiral, yesterday there was a comment about
Admiral Moorer's 1970 assessment - that if we took on the
Russians in conventional naval warfare, we'd get a bloody
nose. Your answer was very tersse, Could you elaborate on
that and update it to 19747

ZUMWNALT: Yes. When I went through the calculations that had
been done after I left the Systems Analysis Division in 19568

and before I took over Lrow Admiral Moorer on 1 July 1970
F

=

decided that as the prospective "Jimmy the Greek" for naval

O

dds making to the President that I thought we had about a
55% probability of success on 1 July 13970. T started saying

that and made it clear that with the reductions that we were
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going to have to make under postulated budgets, that those
odds woulid continuz bto cone down. When we briefed the
President in December of 1970, at that time the program
called for the elimination of about 106 ships, as I recall,
and I predicted that we would be down to a 35% probability.
T"he President restored some, and we showed 245% a year later,
35% two years later, 30% three vears and four years later.

We have always showad that we could begin to recover and

come back up above the 50% probability by 1980, if the
Congress funded the range of ships. As a result of the
Congressional reductions that have just been made, in my
judgment, we stay at 30% and will not recover.

QUESTION: Admiral, given that if Congress, for some reason,
justified those ships, do you believe that'with the all
volunteer service thalt we have now, we'd be akle to man them?
ZUMWALT: If w2 maintain a balance of adeguate numbers of
conventicnally-propelled ships, I believe we can. I think
we're going to have all kinds of trouble manning the number
of nuclear-propelled ships we're headed for. We, in Navy -
as well as the Air Force - have be=n able to meet our guotas,
both gualitatively and quantitatively, essentially, since the

summer of 1972. The manpower regulred to go up in those ships

!,_-I

from the 508 to the 600 is not a vary large number becauso

wa're hoaded for gas turbinss 1f we et the PF. We're doing
a lot of automaticon and the crew sizes will be much smaller

than they would b2 in thz ships that have bezen disestablishad.
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QUISTION: Admiral, you gaid befors you were vitally con-

cernnd with cur hardware status, and I've heard somo figures
banticd aboul concerning manpower Levels in the Navy - somo-

thing to the effect that they're un 450,000 military and a

u

324,000 civilians in ths naval establighment. Don't you
think, in view of our manpower cosi, that might be a very

high level of support force, and no way to project power?
ZUMWALT: Yes. There's no question but what we have had to
cut the fighting forces harder than we've cut theé shore es-
tablishment. It took nearly six years to get the authority

to make the major reductions that were made in - right aftexr
the election. Admiral Moorer had tried for three years,

and I tried for two and a half years. Right after Mr. Nixon
was reelected was the first timsz we were abls to get political
support for cutting back tha shore establishment. As you'll
recall, we wipped out most of Rhode Igland and Massachusetts.
T wish it could have besn Wisconsin. And, in other activities
around the country. DBut even so, the resistance to going far
enough was just unbelievable - we had not yone as far as w=a

ca

can go. There are additional consolidations that could be
made if yveu could get political sucport for doing it. It
doesn't bother the average senator or representative a bit to
see a bzautiful ship go into the grave yard, but it just kills

him to gee that awescme powar of the locel [leet
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QUESTION: A%miral, in the past couple of nonths in NAVY

TIiES there was this article concaroning the war recall plan -

a war plan for naval reserve forces - a lack thereof. ¥ould
you care to comment on that?

ZUMWALT: The naval rescrve forces are far from ready. That's
true, I think, of all reserve organizations. Ouf policy,
articulated by the President, undzr the total force concept
was that we were going to have tb...we could no longer hack

it with active duty forces - we were going to have to count

on the forces of our allies who are only with us if they're

in trouble. And, we're going to have tc count on the reserves.
Therefore, all the services have been under notice that, unlike
the Southeast Asia War where we were not pérmitted to mobilize,
that tha2re was recognition at the national level that in order
for us to do a job in a crisis we were going to have to have
reserves. It's been unbelievable, to m=, to see how hard it
has been to try to improve the readiness of those organiza-
ticns. UWe have done soma things; we've cut back the number

of reserve training centers with o0ld eguipmant and have con-
centrated on trying to create somzs readiness centers - smaller
in number but of more modern equipment. My young associates,
who were with me in Scoutheast Asia and got out and are in re-

serve organizations arourd the ccountry, continue to tell ma

rt

hat wae've just got a long way to go. We're stiil showing

thom first ailde movies and all kinds ofl out-of-date things.

T T L L T B L R I R e O R



I left that with Admiral Holloway as one of the things
that T considored, together with the shipbuilding oroblem, as
of highest priority to try to deal with in the vear ahead.
Our contingency plans need overhauling. Our reserves ncead
better training. We should get rid of a tremendous amount
of overhead in the senior personnel. A real job needs to he
done there.

QUESTION: Admiral, would you commaent on the recently con-
cluded conference in on the law of the sea, and what
you think we should loék for next year on the table?
ZUMWALT: Well, it was very inconclusive. It's regrettable.
The pecople who were at the Geneva Conference back in the late
'50s tell me that if the United States, on that occasion, had
been prepared to buy a 6-mile terrvitorial sea, that we'd have
been able to bring it off, and have e€liminated what has come
to pass. Since then, there's been this proliferation in
ciaims and, although we have the Russians with us on this

and all thea other principal maritime nations, that we should
not go bayond the 12-mile territorial sea, and if these 200-
mile contiguous seas should be linmited to environmantal and
pollution and resource control .- they just weren't akle +to

it 0ff at that

onference.
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T believe that we will sce the principal maritime nations
just refusing to honor any claims insofar as wars

concarned, and I hope that by the time of thae next conference
F

that rofusal will bring the smaller nrations, who are pushing
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thoese 200-mile contiguous soaz, ins recognizing that thay've
\ 3
got to recognize free passags in fhan

QUESTION: Admiral, what are your —sicws on essential equiva-

sions for a long time? Do we hava to get into the busineas
of hard target kill capability and matching numbers with the
Russians, or can we gel away with saying that this is equiva-
lence as we define it and stop at some point?
ZUMWALT: What the Soviets are doing with the 40% superiority
ol land-based missiles and the 34% superiority of sea-based
missiles that they got in SALT I is to tell their allies and
ours that they have strategic superiority. As I have
traveled around the world, I've found not only service chiefs,
not only Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, but ministers of defense
saying to me, "Why have you Americans let the Soviets get ahead
of you?" They look at those missile numbers as gold at Fort
Knox -~ powaer - and they tell me that their ministers for
foreign affairs and their liberal members of thelir Parliaments
are leaning on their governments 4o accommodate to the Russians
because thiey see the Russians as the wave of the future with
those superior numbers.

S50 gquite apart from the military significance, there's
a very important political significance in having the percep-
tion of strateqgic superiority. That's the answer, in my Hudg-
]

» Lo Henry Kissinger's plaintiZf question - what is stra-

teglc superiority? -~ whai do vou do with 1it?  You get ev:
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body to start leaning toward Moscow, as you get it.

Another answer to what is strateqgic superiority is that
it ls the obverse of strategic inforiority, and that's what
we've got = and it is generally recognized.

T believe that what we ought to be saying to the Russians
is that we are prepared to sign a deal which 10 vears from
now yives both sides eyual numbers, eqgual megatonnage with
freedom to mix, and which arranges for a phased program for
getting there. And, that we tell them that the alternative
of that is that we will walk away from the whole field of
relationships that are being set up, including the trade
and the technology which the Soviets are trying so hard to
get.

QUESTION: Admiral, in thinking abouk nuclear versus nuclear

powered ships, I was wondering, in war,

ZUMWALT: T bslieve that the war will be lost much more rapid-
ly for lack of platforms than it will for any propulsion ad-
vantages. T believe the analysis is gquite clear that there

can be no argument on that to any one who has walked through

The oil that the United States reguires for its defense
establishment is 3% of the energy that it uses, and, for the
Navy, it's 403 of that. For the Navy, well over half of that

Tt

snips are just, kind

(wa

has Lo be used Tor the airplanes, so tha

£, riding along. Tt does reguire tanker 1t does reguire
’ - -1
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some proteztion to the tanke

e, but when you wvap that all
up and include the costs of evewrything, you're paying a
fearsome price in loss of combatont

capability for the air
war and the submarine war to have t

he advantages of nuclear
propulsion in escorts.
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