/ “Regthe- uﬁwmal "1‘1“*Whatv doe «the %avy
need?” [Mareh:I3): apcians
. - Ewaspieassd to see you emphasxze the im~
portanee OY'defending sea lanes. I think itisa
bit aptimistic to believe that our capability to
do this may not be endangered today because
of the risks that the Soviets would face. If you

arecfalking about-their just cuttingithe-seai
lanes:as an.action independent of other mili-;

lary coriflict, yowbave a point. Essentially the
Soviets would be attacking a vital interest of
the Umted States and elearly cannot afford to
dothat. - AT

Theassue homr, is if we: fanmto as pro-
longed- conveational counflict in Europe; a la
World“Wars kand I1, could the Soviets cut us
off? The scegamio may seem improbable to
manyi,-and:thereis evidence that-the Soviets

are qot. giving:high- prictity to'plaaniag for.a |.

campaign against-our shipping in the Atlan-
tic.. They have higher-priority tasks closer to
howme. Neither the Kaiser nor. Hitler made
such preparationseither. . .-
‘However, in: bethiinstances as soon as'war
broke out they-shifted the great bulk of their
naval.gffort to.-that.task. Also, in-preparing
for both of those wars, the Europeans and our-
seives. failed:-to look to this role and had to
redirect the majority of our naval efforts also.
In short, we all think-a- prolenged conven-
tiopal=war inBurope: isa ‘low-probability
event;, but our.preparations for such.a war are
one form of deterrence of ityandthe Atlantic

sea lanes are an-essential element ot pmpara- :

tion that isbeing overlooked. ;. s+

The fact -that:the Soviets. have 1ced-1n
ports, geogmphinal testrictions on‘the Baltic,
insuffieient. air ¢over for their carriers an_d
surface ships is not importantly retevant.The
‘real threat tothe sea lanes will come from the
150 submarines and the Backfire bombers in
the Kola'Peninsula. Neither is impeded by
ice. The submarines do.have to pass through
the gap betweemnr Greenland and. the United
Kingdom. but that’s not as easy tobottlenp-as
is the Baltic or.the;Black Sea. The. Sovie
don’t bave to-bring their carriers or-their sur-
face ships out“from-under. au- cover to pose
thisthreat.,.. - ....isapesien P P PN

}

~'size-of-Allied defensive forces. Under these

these terms. Battles for sea control.are.wars

- make judgments concerning where you want

-ing up into the Norwegian Sea to take out the

. in the Mediterranean to project power onto

circumstances.

'from ships, submarines, and aircraft.

‘evant to point out, however, that the prospect

‘To maintain our present fleet of about 480
:ships you then have to build 16 ships.a-year.
‘This .is just about ‘exactly’ what - we have
‘averaged for the past decade: To go to 500

.moreships a year, or 22, which is about-what
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ortu"nmages :is mere likely 'to- misfead - the
American public than to help. Instead, ther

are several subissues in which one can com-
pare commensurabies. The first is'the poten-
tial battle for the North Atlanticor the Pacific|
sea lanes. Here the issue is the. large number
of ‘Soviet submarines. and- Backfires vs.. the

L tmnk comparing total ‘numbers;of: shmj

circumstances whether the Navy has 450 or
600- ships is more relevant: when placed in

of-attrition,. and-yow're going to-have to take
substantial losses before. you have eradlcated
the threat.. e :

Another companson is - whether we €an
pro]ect our power from the sea to the land as
tbe Navy-is.desigaed to do. Here you can

41'.7 y;r I S

to-do-it. Sometimes the Navy talks about go-

Soviet forces in the Kola Peninsula. Whether
we could do that is'one judgment. Remaining

the other is another similar judgment:In beth
of these it isn’t 1,700-ships vs. 1:508 ships; it’s
what forees can be brought tmbear in those

“If you hypothesize a US-Sov1et naval con~ »
flict in some remote area of the world over|
some third-world issue, the 1,700.¥s. 1,500 is| -
almost totally irrelevant. Now we.re down to}
the quality of the shivsand. the kindsof tartics]
they are prepared for, i.e., the US Navy is
built around the aircraft carrier, and the So-!
-viet'Navy is built around the cruise missile’

- You rightly questioned whether the num-
ber 600 means anything. It would be more rel-

of going to 600 is almost nil. The most optimis-
tic mathematies are that a ship lasts 30 years: !

ships in 10 years, you have to build 12 more
ships a year. ~ or a tetal of 28: in 20 years, six

00020111-8

they.are- mscussmg m\she mw‘mm :
get..u 3 3 t?“!w, Freen E ﬁ‘i

Twenty years isa ]ong time away ' On top‘
‘of that; 30 years is an unrealistic figure for the
life of a ship. My estimate-is closer to 22./Af
this number we have been- sustaining only a
400-ship Navy over the last 10 years and would;
‘haverto increase’ by 200 to-get to a: smmp )
Navy. Anything like 600 is )ust not in
m the foreseeable future: -

<1 think you are guite optlmlsnc to. suggest
that the:argument youshave-nyade may Iridiv
-cate'that additional funds for defénse may not
benecessary. The deferred: mamtenance, the
need. for more operational money,: and the
problems of-personnel .alone would tax our;
«current budget: In addition; many of the sug-
-gestions for smaHer units. are xmt mssa%
going tobe lessexpensive. - g %

Clearly the initial cost ot small carriers is
less than that of bxg carriers. One of the- key'
reasons for going in that direction, however;
is to havesmore carriers: In that way they are
inmore places:at the same time; in that;way
you-canbe prepared for some losses in a'war
-0f attrition.. Operating three-small casriers
‘will very likely cost youwmore money than 0p-
erating one large carrier becau '
efficiencies of scale. iiress .

‘One of the-great risks I feel in. ad‘fecah;sg '
‘less-sophisticated and: Jess»expen51ve sytems |
is that the country will use that as an‘excuse-
for having ene'small cariier instead of. ong
large carrier,. etc. There is.no question: that
one small carrier is. !ess capame than" oné-

-large one. ..
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