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Abstract o:f; 

T~ CSTRIKE. CRUISER: 

A CONCEPTUAL DISCUSSION 470287 
A discussion .of the concept of the Strike Cruiser frOil) an 

historical apd strategic viewpoint. The paper is an effort to 

place the contemJ?.Orary challen,ges facing :the Navy in historical 

perspective and to d:;scuss :the Strike Cruis.er concept as a mean.s 

to meet future challenges, A conceptual approach to the Strike 

Cruiser is uti,lized rather .than a discussion of specific design 

parameters and weapons· systeni capabi:).itiel!!. It concludes that 

the Strike Cruiser w.i:).l be a formidable total weapons system 

al).d a desirable asset to pursue the goals of national policy in 

the future, 
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THE STRIKE CRUISER; 

;A. CONCEPTUAL DlSCUSSlO!~ 
' 

CHAPTER I 

INTR,ODUCTION 

• Piirl,?-ose. • The ·purpose .o.f this paper is to discuss the 

concept of tl).e N1.1cle.ar Strike ·cruiser (CSGN). The approach 

take!) is primarily one of an h.istor.:i:c:al analysis of trends in 

naval pow:er and fleet composition rather than a technical dis­

cussion of the potential efl;ec±i:veness.of the weapon s;ystem in 

a p·articular scenario. My· i!).i t.i.al intention was the latter, but 

as my reading and research progressed I became increasingl.y 

fasc.i.na.ted with the concept per: se: what has led us to this 

conc.ept and its validity. Much wor·k has and is bei.ng done in 

the arec1·of solving the tc1ctical employment problems of the fiew 

systems to be included .. in the CSGN--HARPOON, AEGIS and the Sur­

:l;ace-Launc!l.ed C~icS? M.i.13sile ($~CM) • Al though there is much 

work yet to be done in this diffi~it area, it is certainly 

beyo;nd the scope of tf'ds paper. 

~. in the naval service often sufl;er from c1 common human 

failirtg-... becomip.g over,-engrossed with current specifics rather 

than J?uriiuing ,the ·genesis of an is.sue. It is my intention to 

discuss .,t:h"e ~llenges, cau,se a.nd effect, tha·t the u.s. Navy 

has faced in\)building and maintaining a capable fle.et from the 

post-World War I era through tl).e present. • I believe this serves 

cl useful purpose in placing our present situation in the proper 
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perspec·tive,, Following .the hJ,.storicaI di.scussion, l will 

introduce some·ba:sic s?".ategic and tactical. concepts that 

heavily influence the design of naval c·ombatants and the com­

position of- ma.jor mw;i.es. 

F6llo'llling a discussion of the future trends and challenges 

facing the U.S. Navy, the s:trike Cruiser wil.1 be introduced, 

As previously stated, the discuss·ion will not· deal with specific 

weapons systeI!I parameters and capabilities, but rather the CSGN 

as a conc.eptual, integrated weapons system. While at this 

writing a final. shlp design has not yet been made available 

within ge_neral naval circles, the result should clo-sely app:i;oxi­

mate th,at discussed ;i.i;i the press and other unclassified sources. 

The paper ~11 cohcl~de wxth ·an opinion ;;s to whether the 

Strike c:ruiser is the most appropriate course o.f action to meet 

the challenge:s of t!te future", 
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GHAJ;'TEl;R; II 

'KJ:STORY .AND EVOLUTION 

• As rt· wa:s·,· rt :i;s Now, • To those engaged in any ongoing 

purS\lit there. is a tempting inclination to consider what has 

occur.red prior to our arrival and what will occur after our 

delJarture as s.011\ehow less tneaniri_gful tlian that which \_\Te view 

through our conterq.porary Jceyho:).e. The h1mtiliating fact often 

• is thato the principle f·actor•s cmitribiltihg to the contemporary 

situa:ticm vary little, if any, from those of the past. A com­

parison of t>he U,S,·Navy in the post-World War I era and the 

present'vividly demonstrates t:his. 

In the years• that followed World War I, .the u.s. Navy 

found itself increasingly hard put to support the national 

interest in the Or.lent and Western Pacific.· Three principle 

issues c.ontrill:uted tci this situation: 

1. The airplane had created a new dimension in warfare--a 

dimension that required re:appraisal of traditional concepts and 

functions, 

2. Public disenchantment with things•· military and tight 

budget policies by successive Republican administrations were 

trans.lated into le.an years and limited 13';pendin!] for the fleet 

and its support structure. Therefore, maxintu:m fighting poten­

tial had to be derived fr.om every dol:lar spent~ 

3. The tasks with which the fleet was charged was believed 

by Navy planners to be beyond its capabilities. This unhappy 

3 



• 

• 

• 

:!;act was the outgr.owth of political b.argalnJ.nsr at the inter­

nation_a,1 level. • Iii could not, t:h:ere:f;o;re, be o,?POsed--it could 

only~ endured. 1 

:i:t was accepted that the days of fat military spending were 

over, that lean years lay ·ahead. Consequentl;y, any outlays for 

new weapons systems would n.ecessl;l.i:'il:Y cut into funds earmarked 

for established elements of the ~leet. The battleship, repre­

senting the largest s:uch .element, could not but suffer as a 

resul t--and the ''battlesh,ip admirals•• controlled the Navy. 

On 25 ~aI).uary 1921, _Seilatoic William E. Borah rose in th¢ 

Senate to offer a resolution that asked the House Naval Af.fairs 

Committee to furnish its o~.inion as to the pr~cticality of sus­

pending all naval construction for six months in o.rder to deter­

mine "what constitvtes a mode:t"n fighting Navy." The resolution 

we.nt on to ask for a report ". . . relative to the probable value 

of; s:ur·:l;ace ships in future . naval • wa:l!fare·. "2 

'.!:'he· Emerg·ence ot. Naval Aviat--ion. In 1922 the strategic 

situation of .the United St~tes 1:n the· l?acif;ic. had er.oded to the 

point where it could no!: be oortec.ted by conyentional measures. 

No remedy short of a .r.evolutionary advance in weaponry .and 

tactical concepts would snff·ice. Admiral William s. Sims, an 

innovative and • _advanced thinker , • was the. leading spo:(<esman for 

a group who saw the aircra;ft carrier as the agent that would 

revolutionize. warfare at sea. 3 However, .vision was cine thing~ 

feasibility as dictated by the rea·Iitdes o:I; the moment was some-

• thing else. 
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As stated above, .. the ''battl.eship admirals" controlled the 

Navy. ·They reniained convinced that the gun was the "sine qua 

non" of the fleet; p.o:wever,. they al.so realiz.ed that its effec-

. tiveness c·ould only be :m:ea_su_red ir1 terms of hitting power. Any 

arrangement that signi-ficantly increas.ed the number of hits 

would certainly spell dii,aster for a fleet not so equipped. 

This was the .essenc.e of acceptance by the "gunners" of the prin­

ciple of aerial spot, which had far-re.acning implications. 

Victory was hinged on the hitting power of guns; and hitting 
' 

power, in turn, was hinged 0I1 ;;erial spot. It then becaI[le 

impera.tive that no hostile aircraft be permitted to interfere 

witl:l the spotti.ng. process. What was involved, then, wai, nothing 

less than command of the air--local air superiority . 

Perl'.laps even more importa,_nt than the acceptance of aerial 

spot.was the . .impac.t of the Washington Naval Treaty of 1921. 

This treaty limited the total to_tmage of battleships, and ll)ore 

Significantly, forbade further fi::irtif.ication of the United 

States' ii,land possess;iol'ls of tl:le Philippines, Guam and the 

Alelltians. While the treaty applied equally to the J.apanese 

island possess·.ions that sat astride our Western Pacific sea 

lines of communications, _there was little hope that the Japanese 

'ljoqld abide by the treaty. 4 The Navy soon viewed a form of 

flee·t aviation- centered a.round the carrier concept ai, a way 

around the. Washington Treaty, _and thereby a method of under­

writing United States policy in the Far East. 

S' 
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The lengthy and ev'oluti.onc1ry ;p;i;ocess Of .. the rise of 

caiir-ier-based aviatlon wc1s thus l:legun, ult-imately building to 

and through World Wcl:i:- II. • The achievements of carrier air'power 

during World War II are legend. In fact, s.o much s.o that the 

carrier ~viation concept remains as the primary ingredient in 

an;y dis.cussion of power projection or strike wa:c;fare today. 

'l,'_he _Poi;t-worlg wa:_r JT :Pe.r;iod. Tl).er.e have been great •r-evolu-

tions in naval weapons in the past, but. that whi.ch has come in 

the years sil)ce 1945 ,dwarfs all others, in tl).at it h.as affected 

the very functions of naval power as well as the means of carry­

ing them out. I refer to nuclear weapons, nuclear propulsion 

and guided missiles. 

In ],9,57, tl).ere was an upturr:i, of 9onstructio;n in the fleet 

strike w.u:.fare mission a•rea. The change in the construction 

pattern can be explained by the use made of the increased capa­

bilities of the. For:i:'estal-clas.s carriers over their predecessors. 

The Forrestals were the first ca:;-riers to be equipped with heavy 

attack squadrons (A-3Ds).which were capable of taking on a role 

in the strategic exchange between the United States and the 

Soviet Union. The i?).c:i;-eased j,mporta;nc:~ of tl).e carrier force a.s 

a re.sult ot this new ro.le indicates that they would become a 

target for Soviet ej;forts to prevent. the launching of a nuclear 

strike. Thus the need for the fleet escort to ;provide ·a screen 

against air ansI surtace attack while the F.RAM and CVS conver­

sions provided an ASW de'ferise for the strike 'force against Soviet 

• submarine attack. The •:increase in .submarine construction Illc\Y be 
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explained cn.i,e;l;ly-as an ASW measure, Both c.onventional and 

nuclear su.hilia.rines wer·e 'designed with ell)phasis qn c1-n extensive 

ASW capability. 

That the role of the fleet. strike forces, anq thus of. the 

entire construction program, was not e?_ltirely clear may be 

seen from the·fact that the period also saw the construction of 

two SSGs a?_ld one SSG.?-1. Thl:ise sublnarines were equipped with the 

Regulus sur:f:ace-to-surface missile, and intended for use against 

an enemy • fleet. Yet, the .soy.iet fleet consisted primarily of 

submarines which were an Unsuitable target . for Regl.llus.. 'l'he 

eventual unaerstanding of this cq:1c1tributed to the phasing out 

of the µij.ss;i.le ... 

'l'l).e eff,ect of the new lar.ge carriers· was to solidify the 

Navy's self-.iiuage in terms of a modernized World War II fleet 

built around •the carrier task force. A.lthough this era saw the 

initiation 6f a li:i;ili-;!:ed war doctrine. and the Chinese exportation 

of guerilla warfare t:ai;:,tics, the U.S. ?-lavy kept its traditional 

force of sl;l.ips. 

19Ji0 't;o··the 'I';re·s:en,t. During the early sixties the changes 

in mission capabi-J:.i'ty acquis1:t,ion rates :may be explained in 

terms of a chan<J.e in overall United States strategy, from a 

posture o;I; reliance on·nuclear weaJ?ons to an acceptance of the 

concept of limited warfare,. The. fleet strike capability procure­

ment rate slowed since tl):e :erol:>able tasks of car:c:ier airpowe;r 

were consider.ably lessened:. At the same t.uue, however, the 

7 



fleet woii.ld tend to be ll\OX'e .likely spli.t up into small' units 

• wi.th the result that the need for fleet esco.rts was s·ustained 

6r increased. The need for support capability was increased, 

reflecting that .operations w.ould likely be prolonged beyond a 

short nuclear war. There also was an increase in the need f.or 

an aniphibious capability, indicating a belief in the interven­

tion of gr:ou_~d :forces i_n a limited war sltuat:ion. 

• 

• 

The initiatiQn of United States"large scale involvement 

in Vietnam 1e·d to increased c:Onstruction of support, fleet 

strike and co.astal forces. This was a direct response to opera­

tional requirements o:f the wa:r. It is interesting to note that 

while the naval gunfire support mission wa:s a major Navy role 

., in Viet:q<II!l (and contributed tci an increase in AE construction) 

there was no significant increa:se in acquisition of this capa­

bility. This is vividly demonstrated by the fact that the 

cruisers. completed during this pe:i;'iod had no guns at all, but 

rather were purely defensive AAW missile ~latforms. This was 

probably due to the rather rigid adherence to the concept of 

airpower as the soie strikii:ig arm of the f.1eet. The sixties 

also experienced a further emphasis on SSN construction indi-, 

catinc.i- ai:l ever-increasing response to the Soviet submarine force .. 

The changes in nava,l policy brought about by the war in 

Vietnam are inconsistent. • Inc:c,eased acquisition in some mission 

areas were justified by th.e operational requirements of the war, 

others were seemingly ignored, _and still others were increased 

despite t!Je lessons of the war, i.e .. , surface compatapts with 

8 
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no o:efensive power. • .The .development of ship types has usu_a:J_ly 

b,een governed by a m:anbe.t. o:e- -:eactors, o;l; which the most con­

spicuous have beeri techno;Logical evolution and battle e~perience. 

But the apprfcat-ion of tbe~e 'factors to a ship d_esign has always 

bee_n a matter or .c;olil.promise and the exercise of informed, but 

:eall-ible j 11dgmeY.1t • 
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CHAPTER l;II 

STRATEGIES AND NAVIES 

• .!'usti:fic•ation of a Navy .• The· justification ef any military 

service lies in its "strategic concept" or role ·in implementing 

national policy. In considering tJ:le ·role of a particular ser­

vice, .one ,a~t describe t'he m:ean~ by w:t:iich the service can con­

tribute to tl:ie nation's required defense eutput. This contri­

bution is effected in terms of missions and force structures 

which can inake the required contri!Jution to various levels of 

conflict. 11. navy should therefor_e be structured to perform 

certain types .of missions. The missieris will be detern;tined as 

a result of national polic·y, n,atioiial policy being a respon.se to 

the strategic environment. 

Fleet :Stz:<u:C'l:u:r·e an:d 'Colll:Bgsi:'l:ion. No country has giveJ'.l a 

totally coherent account of the strategic ·ra:tienale fer its 

naval pregram. 1 Any goverrun.erit, must, however, implement its 

policy insofar as it must ma~ cJ.eci"?ic;>ns regarding the compos.i­

tion of its fleet. n·esp·ite demands for- balanced fleets, gevern-
' 

ments are.forced to be selective in their cheice of which 

specific types of warships they will, IJuj,ld, .since in terms of 

cost, nava·1· .combatants are. tl)'e most expenei:ve weapens system in 

. existe.Il.Ce. • Moreove,r, .the .lc:>ng life of warships Ille.ans that a 

single year's const,ruction .program will ·not result in a complete 

reshaping of 1:p.e flee·t. Ratheli , .. a cotl,lltry possesses a group of 

ships which is struct.ured in a' parti.cular fashien, according to 

lll 
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past decision_s. This group of ships is be.coming .older·, _and 

there!ore, m:ust be ·progressive:J.y rep:J.aced. In facing this 

question of replacement,. the decision makers ~ve essentially 

two courses of action. They 111ay build new warships of the same 

type as the ones being replaced, _or they may analyze their 

requirements as to naval capabilities and build new warships 

which will enhance the capabil-ity of th~ Navy ta carry out its 

curr.ent and projected missions. 

Pespite the large number of types and sub-types of naval 

combatants, only -a limited number of generalized missions exist 

far warships to execute. Warships are multi-functional, and 

distinctions between th6.D a.rise because of variations in the mix 

of mission capabilities demanded ta meet policy ;c,equirements . 

Since the prO'Cess of fleet renew.al is essentially a conti·nual 

proc·ess, the impact of a new de_finitian of required naval 

mission capabilities will be implemented in terms of a change 

in the construction program. This change will be incref!lental, 

rather than radical, and will result in a change in the mix of 

fleet m_isi;;ian c_apabili ties ·obtained. 

The freezing of a concept under which a pas.t war was fought 

into .a pattern far :t;uture action is always dan1:1eraui;, _b-ut never 

more so than in naval warfare. This nray eventuall.y lead to the 

wrong types of vesaels, aircraft, and weapons, _which in turn take 

a lo!_'Xg time to c.onatruct, _uae l:arge quantities of national 

reaaurces and cannot easily be 11\odified to correct an erroneous 

decision. Therefore·, the lack of appreciation of the pr_obable 

11 
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effec·t of new weapons can neutralize the requ;i,,I:'.e'd naval ro1-e 

in national policy . 
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CHAl'TER .IV• 

A ~OOK FORWMD 

The. B'i,--PoTar Power Structure. The present bi-polar politi­

cal orientation of the international arena with the Soviet 

Union and tl'le COllllllunist biock at one pow1fr pole, the United 

States and its allies at the o-ther, and i;ieu.:tralist.,.ell)erging 
I 

nationalist states .hi between, is the probable power pattern 

for many yearis to come. Although the power ai;id alignment of 

satellites, secanda;cy: powers an.d neutrals will vary from time 

to time, any ·aI,te:c:atibh in this pattern can be E!Xpected to be 

as a result of the deterioration o.f the power position of either 

the United States or- the. Soviet Union relative to each other. 
, ' 

The power st:ructure of :tne allied apposition to the Communi-st 

bloc is built around-the unimpeded use of t]:le world's oceans and 

its dependence upon maritime activities for.its sustenance and 

growth.. It follaws that the stability of allied strength is 

dependent upon such us_e. Cbns.equently, a deterioration of the 

maritime capab.ilitles of the· United States and its allies would . . 

cause a proportiana:I reduction in their in_fluenc.e in the wor.Ld 

power alignment. 

A fUrtJ:iEir complication arises -as the impact of the Chinese • 

Commun,ist influence in9rEiases·,. _and the major powe.ts bargain for 
; . . 

the loyalties of the emerg;ing 'nations. One must assume that 

more client states will achieve mi.lituy and naval forces capable 

of presenting a credible threa;t t:o units of opposing major powers. 

13 
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s·ovie't Trends.· • An analysis of 'the Soviet Navy during the 

• past dec.ade reveals a significant increase in warship capability, 

a similar increase in at-:sea operations·, .and an increase in the 

use of naval for-ces. to support political .goals. 1 While the 

United States apparently con.si.ders war at sea highly unlikely, 

it is apparent that 1:he·Soviet Navy is actively preparing for 

such an eventuality.· 

That the Soviet Navy is preparing fo:r; war a~t sea wquld 

suggest that the W~teri:i .!!ea sanctuary is considered by the. 

Soviet Union to have been a major factor in the resolutio;ii of 

crises in past decades. The key to the Soviet's increased 

emphasis ·on the. capability of surface combatants I(l_ay· be the 

Cuban Missile Crisis, where.in Soviet sul,:)marines proved themselves 

ill-suited to establish a presence and deter the U.S. blockade. 

The Soviet's cu~re_nt i,m.presslve naval capability is ideally 

suited to deter Western intervention in a th-ird world country 

where a cr-.isis has a.evelop_ed. The challenge of a fleet engaged 

in operations against land targets is a highly probable means 

of initiating war at sea. Th~ extensive soviet submarine capa-· 

bility is likewise ideally_suited to interfere with Western 

maritime coIIIIl\unications. While Soviet intentions are- <!,dmittedly 

subject to debate. and mult.ipile interpretations, the demonstrated 

Soviet naval capability is much less. so. 

• 
United. Sta·tes Trends. Ul'.J.less the United States pursues an 

isolationist foreign policy to the point where it becomes recon­

ciled to an invasion, _it must always have the capability to 

14 
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fight of;feris:ively... In the interest of national survival and 

for reasons o;e geog,r;aphy the fight must be take.ti to the oceans 

and l;>eyond. Inherent in this strategy is control of the seas. 

Estabiisbment of control of the seas il'I the past has proven 

to be a large and intrica.te t_ask--.a task that bec·omes -more dif­

ficult with technological advances•. :tn t.he future, control of 

the seas must be regarged a_s .an even 1119:t:e dynamic problem than 

in thf? past. Large and widespread opf?rations will be required 

and the command and control :f)lnctions will become increasingiy 

important. 

In a probable future war, the·ava.i.lability of escorts will 

be .even more critical than in the· past, o1-nd the current escort 

situation is unsatisfactory-. .Additionally, some system for the 

protection of tzade. lanes may be needed to supplement the con­

voy system.and prot~ct_independently sailed shipping • 

Democratic governments·have seldom gone to war unless 

severely provoked or attacked. While such action is probably 

inherent in the d.emo.cratic process, it I)evertheless assures an 

enemy the adircuitage of the initi_ative at the start of a war. 

Thus, strategic planning i:n deiilocratic governments such as the 

United States is hand:icapped from -t1'l_e start, .and the resultant 

plans are usl.4t.lly of a generally defensive or reactive nature 

rather than directed towards spe·cific offensive initiatives. 

Furthermore, force requireroent,s to meet a1.l possibilities of 

attack are necessarily large and are, .in t)l11n, magnified by 

·, . continuing obsolesei:ice. ~equirements for a truly adequate 

15 
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military establishment under these conditions ·are so large and 

require such a high level of sustained ex~erid'iture that demo­

cratic governments have :shown g;reat reluqtari'ce to support armed 

;f;orces in conc_ordance with their national interests. The-re will 

be a continuing need, as th_ere was in the 1920s, _to derive maxi­

mum fighting pot_ential for every dollar spent . 

16 
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CH.IU'fER V 

• · THE STRIKE CRUISER 

• ~ctckgrQ.und. Admiral, James L. Holloway., Jt.I, Chief o! 

Naval Operations., .has defined the tw~ principle functions of 

the Navy as sea control and power projedtio.n. I.n his most 

recent annual PQi;ture State}llent to C:O'figress, .Admiral Holloway 

has presented a most succinct and articu],ate statement of the 

integration of n.at.ional s-t:rategy, Navy missions and. functions, 

and the resulting requisite naval .force structure. 1 This 

statement was the synthes:is of a number of primary censi.der.a­

tions: 

I. Whe!J AdmiZ'al Holloway assumed hi·s present positiol'l 

he was met ·by Congressional objec-tcions tl\at the Navy was building 

• too many def~nsive ships. 2 

• 

2. The pass.i.ge of Title VII of the Fiscal Ye.ar 1975 Defense 

Authorization Bil:I. 1:'equires that all major warships· of the 

·strike forces be nuclear powered urtiess the P.res-ident certifies; 

to Congress that it is· in the pational interest to do otherwise. 3 

3. Congress has mapdiated that the Secretary of Defense 

submit a five--year new construction and· conversion program for 

the Navy each fiscal year. 4 

4, On budgetary grounds, officials in the Pentagon arid 

Congress have questioned wheth.er the ;N.avy will ever reach a 

600-ship fleet if it insists upon ciilocating i:f6 much of its 

shipbuilding bmiget to expensive nuclear-powered ships. 5 
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'l'he Navy's long range shipbu_:i.ld_i_ng plan has evalv.ed into 

the pursuit of a balanced fJ.eet of app;rox.i.mateTy 600 ships. 

The attainment of this obj'ectiye is to be accomplished through 

a high-low mi,i: of ships: a reiativeiy smalJ. number of high 

value surface combatants with greatly increased offensive and 

defensive capabilities and a larger nurnbe_r of less sophisticate·a. 

ships-primarily witp. an ASW mission to neutralize the Soviet 

submari_ne threat. 

Since World _War II, the Navy's primary offensive punch has 

been delivered by carrier-based tactica:i aircraft. Surface 

cOil)batants, including large nuclear cruisers, _have been primarily 

equipped to function in the e·scort role.. With declinj,ng carrier 

force levels, _the reappeara:p.ce of a s't-rong naval adver.sary, the 

same oyerail_ global commitment.s, and ho forecast decrease in 

potential crisis areas, the Navy need_s a balanced and effective 

!orce of sur!a.ce combatants, In reco.gnitlon of these requlre­

me:nt.s, the Navy has identified the need for a class of major, 

multi-purpose, nuc:Lear-powered §urface combatants.' The Strike 

cruiser has been concept:qall_zed to :fulfill this need and is the • 

fir.st step i-n attaining tn.e .high-end portion of the mix. 

$hip• Cha'ra:cte1;;istics-:---As conceptu:a1i•ze.c:l. The S-t;rike Cruiser 

is to be a large ship intended to regain the offe._nsive at sea. 

With its bala_nced capability it ls intended to increase the • 

United St;ates naval capacity to destroy enemy ships and land 

targets in the face of an intensive eneniy multi-threat environ­

ment. The CSGN ics c::onsider.ed to be a gr$atly improved successor 
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to the "California;' and :nvi:i.ginia" class c.tGNs and is con­

ceptualized to have th:e foliowing Cha,racteiistic·s: 
6 

Displacement: Approximately 14,000 tons, ,fully loaded • 

Length: 1\pprt>~intately 600 feet overall. 

Beam.: Approximately 85 feet, 

Missiles and Launchers: Two, twin combination SM-2/ASROC/ 
HARPOON laancl:lers firing standard 
medlmn range surface-to-air mis§liles, 
HARPOON sui;face-to-surface missiles, 
and ASW rockets .(ASROC) ." Approtl­
mately six tubes for surface launched 
cruise missiles (SLCM). The SLCM 
specifics are in doubt but have 
generally been described in the. 
press as a conventional warhead, 
S'Ubsonic mis.s"ile with a range of 
300-2500 miles.7 

Guns: fyo 20llll)I Vulcan/Phalanx otws and possibly an 8" or, 
5n light weight gur_t . 

ASW Weapo_ns: ASROC and two triple ~ 32 torpedo tubes .. 

Aircraft: Two advanced ~s helicopters or V'i'OL aircraft. 

·::_..:. ~ain Engines: '1.'Wo geared turbines, two shafts. 

Reactors: Two pressurized, water-coolea reactors. 

Speed·: 30+ knots .. 

_Electronics: Probaple SQS-53A So!'!ar arid the AEGIS. integrated 
.air defense system. The Significant features 

Design: 

6f the AEGIS system are remarkably short reac­
tion. times an_d a :cap~.il·ity for- simu_ltaneous 
multiple engag-ements. • • 

Standard displacement.hull wit:p. over,;lll size 
being driven primarily by the requirements .. of 
the nuclear p:ropulsion plant'S c!I_ld the AEGIS 
system:. The weapons systems will probably be 
designe:d on a modula:i:- basis, allowing common 
canniste.r loading and relatively easy replace­
ment and retrofitting of future systems. 

, 



• 

• 

• 

• FOstuiate4' Emp:lo'.Ylll,erit. While little information is avail­

able on the pla:r:med :f.t;1;t:ure • eniploymerit of ~ Strike Cruiser, 

if one looks closely at the ·conceptual weapon and sensor suite, 

several alternatives become readily apparen't. A.lthough none 

of these roles are pa:t'ticularly unique tp the Strike Cruiser, 
J 

the magnitude of the breadth and depth of.the capability in a 

single hull is. 

!Fhe Strike Cru,iser will be capable ,of operating·: • indepen­

dently; .as the major unlt .of g, cr1,1iser task forc.e; i'n support 

of othe.r task forces.; and, even .with: merchant c:onvoys. With 

the capability to.operate "in harm'.s way" indep.endently, the 

Strike Cruiser will be a valuable tool of national policy. 

Such a highly capable ship, would. be I!)pst appropriate for peace,-, 

time presence missions. The capability to empl9y an effective 

naval policy when dealing witl;l third wqrld countries is becoming 

increasingly desirable in order to deter opportu:nism prior to 

the emergence of an actual crisis. Op.ce a crisi.s occurs, the 

presence 0£ a Strike Cruise.r njay be pre£erable to a carrier 

task force; either to signal a less provoci;ltive intervention or 

to actually attack land targets "'1'ith reduced risk--'both in terl)ls 

of value of units and without the politi.ca:1 eonsequences of 

lo_st pilots. 

As the major unit of .a cruicser task ·force, th.e Strike Cruiser 

could perform the above missions and more. ·sy adding additionai 

surface ~tants, direat.::support nuclear submarines and 
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poss.ibly a v /STOL support· sh:ip, 'the task fort:e could do a 

credible job of ef:t.ect.i:n\r lc;fc:al air, '.sur,f;ace and sm,isurface 

superiority. With the reduc.ed 1rurnoer of aircraft carriers,; to 

accomplish this task, ,the =-uise:i:, task force bec'omes an attrac­

tive alternative. 

One or more Strike Cruisers ope:r:.ating with a car-rier .. task 

force would augment· artd complement the offens-ive and defensive 

capabilities of tne -force. The. advantages to be realized by 

such an employment: include: • increased diff·iculty for the enemy 

to effect a saturation attacki relieving th,e car-rier of force 

defensive responsil;,ilitiesi adding to the offe_nsive punch of 

the force al'.ld contz:ibuting to -the su;rvivability of the fort:e in 

a threat intensive environment. . 

The Strike Cruiser would assume a :i;nore defensive role wl'len 

operating with amph4;biou_s or logistic task fo:r;ce.s.. The role 

would be one of provl.ding anti-air and anti-'surface mifSSile 

de,i;ense_ The S'trilce .cruiser would also have the capability, 

onee in the $phibious operati.ng area, of stri:king land ta_rg'ets 

and providing tactica-1 air· de.fense for the amphibious t.ask 

force. In the eonvoy escort role the Strike Cruiser. woul:d again 

assume a defe:i:isive. posture and beeoll)_e a detetrent to advei:iturism 

by enemy units. 

At this point in time, the co,ncept of the SLCM appears to be 

the most tenuous. The final dec·isions as to the quantity, 

targeting, guidance and range of the SLCM will have a profound 
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impact upon the capabilities of the Str:ike Cruiser. Although 

the issue of strategic .crulse i:llissi:les is embroiled ln SALT 

negotiations, no restrictions are expect~on tactical cruise 

missiles. The question •yet. to be resolv~d, .however, centers 

on the distinction between s.trateg'ic and tactica_l c:i::-uise mis­

siles. It appears that the SALT negotiatlons iQ.ay limit the 

range of ta<::tioal cruise- ll)_issiles to approximatel;y ~00 miles. 9 

Without at least a tactical cruise missile cap.ability, it 

would appear that the Str_fke Cruiser would hardly wa:n:ant the 
. . 

"strike" portion of its title, but rather wpµld revert to the 

familiar defensive escort role albei-t with a greatly increased 

capability . 
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CHAP,TER VI 

CONCLUSIONS 

Gave·at. • Prior to di:scussing conclusiori_s that ll)ight be 

drawn from the foreg.oing, the cqnceptual approach taken in 

respect to the Strike Cruiser must be emphasized. At. this 

writing fi~al des_ign parameters of the CSGN were simply not 

available. .Addressing the fut1g·e effectiveness and uti-lity 

of a concept wit.ho-gt the b.i,mefl.t of specific capabilities is, 

admi tted·ly, at best, an imprecisE!! science. Nevertheless, the 

validity of the co:i!cept and the future trend it m.aY portend 

mu_st be openly discussed at tl)e earliest possible time if $O'qnd 

decisions are to J:,e i::nade-deciaions which ,may a·ffect the size, 

composition and capability of the u.s·. Navy f,or many years 

into the future . 

Discn'S's'.i;on. The similarities beitween . the external and 

internal problems f11;eing the Navy iii the, post--wor:jcd War I e:ca 

and tJ:ie present are. most sign:iif:i,gant. The external problems 

cen:ce:t'ed on a very cµnbitiou.s c'6!Jllllitment ·of limited naval for.c·es 

in support of national policy. This was comp·ou:nded by severe 

budgetary lim.itations and the increag.i.:iig naval capability of 

a potential enemy. The internal problems were characte~izE!!d 

by "community parochialism" and a taraditionallst approach to 

naval war-tare, _both of which tend to. thwart innovative thinking 

and commonality of purpose. In the 1920s these problems were 

largely overcome tlµ'oUgh a major eruption in international 
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relations; a correspondi11g rapid change in nat0ional strategy, 

and tecl¥jological advances in .naval war;f;are, Whein these 

problems would have 1,;e·~ overc.ome had not thei attendant changes 

occurred when thei'.Y did is acaqeni~c. It can be assUI1ted; however, 

that the ev'olutio~ of car:i:::ier-based airpower would have been 

considerably slowed had the domestic and international situa­

tions remained stable •. 

The situation the u.s; Nayy finds itse],f in today is not 

far removed from that of the 192t'.Js. Ti)'e pa:tal1els are obvious. 

While many o;f; the problems are uncontrollable by those of us in 

the. naval service, some s6ltiti:.ons are within our control,. It is 

imperative that w.e benefit from the J.essons of tl)e past and 

project ou:i:: awareness and ~owledge into the future . 

The great advantage of navai forces in support of na.tional 

policy has been and continues to be their flE!Xibility. Whether 

a naval force or ship is merely .deployed or actually .used in 

combat, it is employE?d to affect the w:ir;i. of the opposition. 

The will of the opp.Qsition may );>e affected E!"ither through actual 

combat, or through the ttJ_reat of combat action. If a threat is 

to be effective, it must be viewed as v.i..sible. and credible by 
' the opposition. The Strike crud.ser is the embo,d·im~nt of a 

visib:le and credible tlu;ea"b .. 

The guei3tion, however, is. not· whether the Stri_ke cr·uiser 

will be useful. That is almost nev:er: thei question to be set.tled 

in determining whether .or • not t!!i bu.i.;td a particular naval unit . 
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The que~ti9n is wh:etl.E=r p!_le same amount of mon.ey .. couid not 

• be betu;u" spent on other. nava:l. units: to achieve :the same or 

alternate objectives.· The allocation of r.esoilrces fo;i; military 
• 

• 

• 

• 

purposes is something that always invo.lves 4.if_ficult choices 

betweeri CO!llpetitive dE!Illands. The sums involved ar.e always 

limit/:!d in view of the many need1;1 pressing for fulfil~ment. 

Painful elimination of legitimate alternatives is the order of 

the day. 

In such a situation there c.anhot be only one correct answer. 

The final dec·ision must be ·bas.ed on carefu:i ,an~lyS~s and sub­

jective judgment. Wh.ile the Strike ·cr,iliser is· obviqusly. no~ 

the only solution to the future' challen·ge.s that must be inet. by 

the U.S. Navy, it does possess t!le'endurance, fle~ibility and 
, 

multi-mission capability required i~ a major unit of the 

strike forces--.capabilities wh"±ch are rivaled onl:y by an aircraft 

carrier. Whether operating independently, ieadi.ng a cruiser 

task gr:oup, augmenting •a carrier Strike force or supporting other 

:f;orces, the Strike Cruis.er. will J;)e· ~ formidable total weapons 

system tha-t will enable tl:fe U!J..ited States to regain. the ini·tia­

tive at sea and creat~ serious problems for potentiai enE!Illies 

across the full specttuin of naval planning. 

Although. 'the subtleties of national policy and strate·gy may 

change with the wind, the desire of the Unite\i States to main­

tain a forward defense .will, .in all prob.ability, .continue. 

The foundation of such a posture is the capability to rapidly 
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apply f1exibJ,e, offeru;iye. na;val power where and when it is 

• needed. • The :st:r;ike Cruiser w,i.11 p:r,oy.'µie .the N<1Y:f with a 
quantum increase ip this ca.'pability. The Navy and the N·ation 

• 

• 

♦ 

• 

• 

would be wise t;o allocate-the ·resources required to press on 

with the acquisition of such ~ tool -of Jlational policy . 
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