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 Ahstract of

THE ‘STRIXE CRUISER:

X A CONCEPTUAL DISCUSSION \ 270287

A discussion.of the éohcept of the:Striké Cruiser from an
historical and strategic vieWpoint; The paper is an effort to
place the contemporary challenges facing the Navy in historical
perspective and to discuss the Strike Cfuisef concept as a means
to meet future challenges, A conceptuél\approach to the Strike
Cruiser is utilized rather than a discussion of specific design
parameters and weapénS'SYStem capabilities. Tt concludes that
the Strike €ruiser will be a formidable total weapons system
and a desirable asset to pﬁrsﬁe the goals of national policy in

the future,
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THE STRIKE CRUISER:
A CONCEFTUAL DISCUSSION
CHAPTER I

r INTRODUCTION
'éﬁfg&éef ‘The purpose of this paper is_to discuss the

concept of theNuclgar'Strikeféruiser (CSGN). The approach
taken is primarily one of an historic¢al analysis of trends in
naval power and flget composition rather théh'a technical dis-
cussion of‘the‘potential effectiveness of the weapon system in
& particular sceﬁérid; My'initial intention was the latter, but
as my reading and‘research'pr09r9§sed I became increasingly
fascinated with the concept pef7se£ what has led us to this
‘concept and its validity. Mnchfwcfk has and is being done in
the area of 501V1ng the. tactical employment problems of the hew
systems to be included. 1n the CSGN~~HARPOON, AEGIS and the Sur-
Aface-Launched Crulse MlSSlle (SLCM) Although there is much
work yet to be déne in this difficult area, it is certainly
beyond the scope of this paper. '

WE in the,naval service often suffer from a common human
falllng—wbecoming over-engrossed Wlth current specifics rather
than pursulng the genes;s o£ an issue. It is my intention to
discuss thb challenges, cause and eﬁfect, that the U S Navy
has faced 1nQbulldlng and malntalnlng a capable fleet from the
post-World ﬁér I era through the preéent. I believe this serves

a useful purpose in placing our present situation in the proper




perspective., Following the historical discussion, T will
introduce‘sqme‘basic‘sénategic and tactical concepts that
heavily influence the design of naval combatants and the com-
position of major navies.

Following a diséu&Sion of the future trends and challenges
fac1ng the U, s Navy, the Strike Cruiser will be introduced.
As previously stated, the discussion will not deal with specific
weapons system parameters and‘capabilities, but rather the CSGN
as a congeptuai,_integrated weapons system, While at this
writing a final ship design has not yet been made available
within general naval circles; the result should closely approxi-
mate that discussed in the presé and other unclassified sources.

The paper will conclude with an opinion as to whether the
étr:.ke Cruiser is the most approprlate course of action to meet

the challenges of the future




CHAPTER IX

HESTORY, AND EVOLUTION

'AS'It'WEs, It Is Now. ‘To those engaged in any ongoing

pursuit there is a tempting inclination to consider what has
'occurred prior to our arrival and what will occur after our
departure as somehow less meanlngful than that which we view
through our contemporary keyhole. Therhnmlllatlng fact often
-is that the prlnCiple factors contrlbutlng to the contemporary
situation vary 11tt1e, if any, from those of the past. A com-
parison of the Uos;-Navy in the post-World War I era and the
present.VLVLdly demonstrates this.

In the years-that followed World War I the U. S Navy
found itself increasingly hard put to support the national
interest in thé-Orient and Western Paciﬁic;' Three principle
issues contributed to this situation:

1. The airplane had created a new dimensdion in warfare--a
dimension that required reappraisal of traditional concepts and
fuanctions, |

2. Public disenchantment with things military and tight
budget policies by successive Republican administrations were
translated into lean years and limited spending for the fleet
and its support structure; Therefbre; maximum fighting poten-
tial had to be derived from every dollar spent.

3; The tasks w1th,wh1ch the fleet was charged was believed

by Navy planners to be beyond its capabllltles. This unhappy

3




fact was the outgrowth of pqlitical bargaining at the inter-
national levell 'Tt could not, therefore, be dppqseﬂw—it could
only be endureﬁ.l |

It was accepted that the days of fat mili?ary spending were
over, that lean years lay ahead; Consequently, any outlays for
new weapons systems would necessarily cut into funds earmarked
for established elements of the fleet. The battleship; repre-—
senting the largest such element; could not but suffer as a
result--and the "battleship a&mifals“ controlled the Navy;

On 25 January 1921, Sehator William E. Borah rose in the
Senate to offer a resolution that asked the House Néval Affairs
Committee to furnish its opinion as te the practicality of sus-
pending all naval construction for six months in ordér to deter-
mine "what constitutes a modernrfighting Navy."” ‘The resolution
went on to ask for a report “f . .relative to the probable value

of surface ships in future:naval”warfaré.“?

situation of the United States in the Pacific had eroded to the
point where it could not he corrected by conventional measures.
No remed§ shaft of amrevoluéionar§ advance in weaponry and
tactiaél concepts wculd snffiég.‘ Admiral William S. Sims, an
innovative~and'advanced thinker;’was the leading spokesman for

a group who éaw the aircraft carrier as the agent that would
revolutionize warfare at seé;3 However, vision was one thingé-
feasibility as dictated by‘the fealities,of the moment was some-

thing else.




As stated above,. the "hattleship admirals” cpntrblled the
Navy; 'Thej'reMained éonvinced that the gun was the "sine qua
non® of the fleet; however, they also realized that its effec-

. tiveness could only be measured in terms of hitting pawer: Any
arrangement that significantly increased the number of hits
would Ce:tainly spell disaster for a fleet not so equipped.

This was the essence of acceptance byuthe "gunners™ of the prin-
ciple of aerial spot, thch'had far-reaching implications.
Victory was hinged on the hitting power of guns; and hitting
power; in ‘turn, was hinged on aerial spot. It then became
imperative that no hostile aircraft be permitted to inté?fére
with the spotting process. Wwhat was involved, then; was nothing
less than command of the air-==-local air'superiority.

Perhaps even more important than the acceptance of aerial
spot .was the .impact of the Washiﬁgton Naval Treaty of 1921.

This treaty limited the total tohnage of battleships, and more
significantly, forbade further fortification of the United
States' island possesgsions 6f the Philippines, Guam and the
Aleutians. While the treaty applied equally to the Japanese
island possessions that sat astride our Western Pacific sea
lines of communications, there was little hope that the Japanese
would abide by the treaty.4 .The.Navy soon viewed a form of
fleet aviation centered around the carrier concept as a way
around thE.Washingtén Treat&,'and thereby a method of under-

writing United States policy in the Far East.




The 1engtﬁy and evoiutiqnary PEOCESS Qﬁ #he rise of
carrier~based aviation was thus begun, ultimately building to
and through World War II; " The achievements of carrier airpower
during World War II are legend. In fact, so much so that the
carrier‘gviation concept remains as the primary ingredient in
any discussion of power projection or strike warfare today;

The Post-World War IT Period. There have been great revolu-

tions in naval weapons in the past; but. that which has comre in
the years since 1945 dwarfs all others; in that it has affected
the very functions of naval power as well as the means of carry-
ing them cut. I refer to nuclear weapons, nuclear propulsion
and guided missiles.

In l957;]£here was an upturn of construction in the fleet
strike warfare mission area. The change in the constructien
pattern can be explained by the use made of the increased capa-
bilities of the Forréstal-class carriers over their predecessors.
The Forrestals were the first carriers to be equipped with heavy
attack squadfrons (A-3Ds) which wére capahle of taking on a role
in the strategic exchange between the United States and the
Soviet Union. The increased imﬁcrtanCE of the carrier force as
a result of this new role indicates that they would become a
target for Soviet efforts to prevent the launching of a nuclear
strike. Thus the need for the fleet escort to provide a screen
against air and surféce—attack.while'the‘FRAM and CVS conver-
sions provided an ASW defense for the strike force against Soviet

submarine attack. The <dncrease in submarine construction may be
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explaiﬁe& chiefly.as an ASW measure. Both conventional and
nuclear submarines were designed with emphasis on an extensive
ASW capébility; .

That the role of the fleet strike erceé; and thus of the
entire construction program; was not egtifely clear may be
seen from the  fact that the period also saw the construction of
two SS8Gs and one:SSGN; These submarines were eguigped with the
Reguiué surface-to-surface missile, and intended for use against
an enemy'fleet; Yet, tne;SoviéE fleet consisted primarily of
submarines which Weie an unsuitable takget for Regulus. The

‘eventual‘undérstandipg‘of'this contributed to the phasing out
of the missile.

The efiéct of the new large carriers was to selidify the
Navy's éelf—image in terms of a modernized World War II fleet
built around the carrier task force. A;thOﬁgh this era saw the
initiation 6f a limited war doctrine and the Chinese exportation
of guerilla warfare tactics, the U.S. Navy kept its traditional
force of sbiﬁs;

1960 ‘to the Present. During-the early sixties the changes

in missiop capability acquisition rates may bé explained in

terms of a change iﬂ bveréll United States stratégy, from a
posture df relianée on'nuclear weapons to an acceptance of the
concept of limited warfare. The fleet strike capability procure-
ment rate slowed since the probable tasks of carrier airpower

were considerably lessened. At the same time, however, the
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fleet would tend to be more likely split up intp small units
with the result that the need for fleet escorts was sustained
or increased. The need for support capability was increase&;
reflecting that operations would likely be prolonged beyond a
short nuclear war. There also was an ihcrease in the need for
an amphibious capgbility, indicating a belief in the interven-
tion of ground forces in a limited war situation.

The initiation of United States large scale involvement
in Vietnam led to increased cdonstruction of support; fleet
strike and coastal forces. This was a direct response to opera-
tioﬁal requirements of thefwar; It is interesting to note that

while the naval gunfire support mission was a major Navy role

‘in Vietnam (and contributed to an increase in AE construction)

there was no significant inerease in acguisition of this capa-

bility, This is yividly demonstrated by the fact that the
cruisers. completed during this period had no guns at all, but
rather were pﬁrély defensive AAW missileﬁgiatforms. This was
probably due to theé rather rigid adherence to the concept of
airpower as the sole strikin§ arm of the fleet. The sixties
also experienceé a further emphasis on SSN construction indi-
cating an everwincreasing response to the Soviet submarine force.
The changes in naval policy brought about by the war in
Vietnam are inconsistent. ' Increased acquisition in some mission
areas were juétified.by the operationa; requirements of the war;
others were seemingly ignored;_and 8till others were increased

despite the lessons of the waf, i.e., surface combatants with
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ho offensive pov;rer:. L'.T]:Le' .develépme—_nt of ship types has usually
been governed by’l a number of -_faetors, of which the most coen~
spicuous have been teé'hh'o;l.ogical evolution and battle ei_{periEnce-.
But the app}fic-at—i'on of ~théf_se- .'factors to a ship design has always
been a matter of gompromise and the exercise of informed; but

fallible judgment.




CHAPTER IIIX
STRATEGIES AND NAVIES

" Justification of a Navy. The justification of any military

service lies in its "strategic concept" or role in implementing
national policy. In considering'the'role of a particular ser-
vice, one must describe the means by which the service can con-
tribute to the nation's required‘defense'output; This contri-
bution is effected in terms of missions and force structures
vhich can make the required contribution to various levels of
conflict. A‘navy shoﬁld thérefé;é be structured to perform
certain types of missions. The missions will be determined as
a result of natidnal pqlicy;_natioﬁal policy being a response to
the strategic environment.‘ * ‘

'Fleet{Struqture and Composition. No country has given a

totally coherent accountrof the strategic rationale for its
naval prpgram.l Any goverhmént, must, however, implement its
policy ipsoﬁar as it must make decisions regarding the composi-
tion of its fleet. DEsgite-dgmands for balanced fleets, govern-
ments are forced to be ééléétivé in their choice of which
specific types of warshipsltheﬁ wiil build, since in terms of
cost, naval combatants aré the ﬁost expensive weapons system in
.existence. Moreover, the long llfe of warships means that a
gingle year's construction program will hot résult in a complete

reshaping of the fleet. Rather, a country possesses a group of

ships Whlch is structured in a partlcular fashlon, according to

19




past deci;iéns; ThisAérbﬁﬁ of ships is becoming older, and
thereﬁoré; ﬁust be prpgressively replaced; 'In facing this
question of replaceﬁent;,the decision makers haveaeSSentialiy
two courses of action; They may build new warships of the same
typée as the ones being replaced;.qr‘they may analyze their
requirements as to naval capabilities and build new warghips
which will ehhahce the capability of the Navy to carry out its
current and projectéd missions.

Despite the large number of types and sub-types of naval
cambatants;_only'a limited mumber of generalized missions exist
for warships to execute. Warships are mUltirfunctional; and
distinctions between them arise because of variatioms in the mix
- of mission capabilities demanded to meet policy requirements.
Since the process of fleet renewal is essentially a continnal
process, the impact of a new definition of required naval
mission capabilities'will‘bé implemented in terms of a change
in the construction program. This change will be incremental,
rafher than radical, and will result in a change in the mix of
fleet mission capabilities obtained.

The freezing of a concept under whith a past war was fought
into a pattern for future action is always dangerous, but never
more so than in naval warfare. This may eventually lead to the
wrong types of vessels, aircraft and weapons, which in turn take
a long time to cohstruct, use large guantities of national
resources and cannot easily’béfmpdified to correct an errénecus

decision. 'ThéréforE}_the lack of appreciation of the probable

11




effect of new weapons cah neutralize the required naval role

in national policy.

12




CHAPTER IV -
A LOOK FORWARD

The BiéPﬁlar Power Structure. The present bi-polar politi-

cal orientation of the international arena with the Soviet

Union and the Communist b10ck at one pQWéf.pble; the United
Statea-apd its allies at the other, and neutralist-emerging
nationalist states in between; is the prbbablé power pattern

for many yedrs to come. Although the power and aligmment of
satellites; secenda;y powers and neutrals will vary from time

to time, any alteratioh in this pattern can be'expected to be

as a result of the deterioration of the power position of either
the United States or the Soviet Union-felative to each othef.

The power st;ﬁdture of the allied opposition to the Communist
bloc is huilt aroupdvthe unimpeded use of the world's oceans and
its dependence upon maritime activities for .its sustenance and
_growth. It follows that the stability of allied strength is
dependent upon such use. ‘Cbnsequentlf, a deterioration of the
maritine capabllitles of the Unlted States and its allies would
cause a proportlonal reduction 1n their influence in the world
power alignment. : ' . : ' -

A furtpér-compiicafion.arisesléé the impact of the Chinese
Ccmmunist‘infiuende ipcrédseS{fand thé major powers bargain for
the loyalties of the emerging'natiens;. One must assume that
more client stateslwill achieye military and naval forces'capable

of presentiﬁg a credible threat to units of opposing major powers.

13




'ﬁbfieé'Trends."An analysis of the Soviet Navy during the

past decade reveals a significant increasg in warship capability,

a similar increase in at-sea operations;,anﬁ an increase in the

use of naval forces to support political goals.® While the

United States apparently considers war at sea highly unlikely,

it is apparent that @hegSDviet Navy is actively preparing for

such an eventuality. k | '
That the Soviet Navy is preparing for war at sea would

suggest that thé Western sea sanctuary is considered by the

Soviet Union to have been a majo:.factor in the resolution of

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

emphasis on the capability of surface combatants may be the

Cuban Missile-Crisis,;whérein'Soviet submarines proved themselves

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

The Soviet's current iﬁp;essive naval capability is ideally

suitedrte deter Western intervention in a third world country

where a crisis has developed. Thé’challenge of a fleet engaged

in operations-against land targets is a highly probable means

of initiating war at sea. =fhg extensive Soviet submarine capa-

bility is likewise ideally suited to interfere with Western

maritime communications. ﬁhile Soviet intentions are admittedly

subject to débate and multiple interpretatiéns, the demonstrated

Soviet naval capability is much less so.

isolationist foreign policy to the point where it becomes recon-

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

14




fight offensively.. In=tﬁe interest of natignal survival and
for reasons of_gedggaphy,theifight must be taken to the oceans
and beYond: "Inherent in this strategy is cOntrQl of the seas;

BEstablishment of control of the seas in the past has proven
to be a large and intricaﬁe task-—-a task that becomes more dif-
ficult‘with technological advances. In the future; apntrol of
the seas must be regarded as an even more dynamic broblem‘than
in the past. Large and Widespread operations will be required
and the command and control functions will become increasingly
jmportant.

In a probable Euture:war,Nthe'availability of escorts will
be even more‘critidal than in the past, and the current escort
situation is unsatisfactor?Q .Additionally, some system for thé
protection of trade lanes may be needed to supplement the con-~
voy system and protect independently sailed shipping.

Democratic gevernments'hafé:Seldom gone to war unless
severely provoked or attacked, While such action is probably
inherent in the democratic process, it nevertheless assures an
enemy the advantage of the initiative atkthe start of a war.
Thus, strategic planning in demecratic governments such as the
United States is handicappéd fiam the start, and the~reéultant
plans are usually of a generally défensive or reactive nature
rather than directed towards specific offensive initiatives,
Furthermore;_force requirementg to meet all possibilities of
attack are necessarily large and are;_in_turn; magnified by

continuing obsolesence. Requirements for a truly adequate

15




military establishment under these conditions are so large and
require such a high level of sustained éXPEﬁdithre that demo-
cratic_governments_havefshéwn great reluctarce to support armed
forces in concordance with their national interests. There will
be a continuing need, as there was in the'19205;‘to derive maxi-

mum fighting potential for every dollax spent.
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~ CHAPTER V
- THE STRIKE CRUISER .

‘ﬁagkgrgnnd. Admifallﬂames‘L; Eolloway,,xil, Chief of

Naval Operations, has defined the two principle functions of
the Navy as sea confrol.and power prejedticn: In his most
‘recent:annualfposture Stateﬁent to.CDﬁgreés; Admiral Holloway
has presented a"most succinct‘and articulate statement of the
integration of national strategy, Navy missions and functions,

1 This

and the resulting requisite naval force structure.
statement was the synthésié-of a number.of primary considera-
tions: -

1; When Admiral Holloway assumed his preéent position
he was met by Congressional objections that the Navy was building
too many defensive ships.2

2. The passaqe.of'Titie VII of the Fiscal Year 1975 Defense
Authorization Bill requires that -all major warships of the
strike forces be nuclear powered unless the President certifies
to Congress that it is in the national ipterest to do otherwise.3

3. Conéress has mandated that the Secretary of Defense
submit a five~year new construction and conversion program for °
the Navy each fiscal year34

4, On budgetary grounds, officials in the Pentagon and
Congress have questioned whether £he-NEVy will ever reach a
600-ship fleéf if it insists upon allocating 6 much of its

shipbuilding budget to expensive nuclear-powered,shi‘ps.5

17




The Navy's long range shipbuilding plan has evolved into
the pursuit of a balanced fleet of approximately 600 ships.
The attainment of this Objéctive'is to be ‘accomplished through
a high-low mix of ships: a relatively small humber of high
value surface combatants with gréatly increased offensive and
defensive capabilities and a larger number of less sophisticated
ships-—primarily‘ﬁith an ASW mission to neutralize the Soviet
submarine threat.‘ |

Since World War 1I, the Navy's primary offensive punch has
been delivergd by carrier-based tactical aircraft. Surface
coﬁbatants, including large nuclear cruisers, have been primarily
equipped to function in the escort role. With decliming carrtier
force 1evels,_the-reappear§nce of a strong naval adversary, the
same overail.global commitments, and ho forecast decrease in
potential crisis areas, the Navi'needs a balanced and effective
force of surface combatants. 1In recognition of these require-
ments, the Navy has identified the need for a class of major,
multi-purpose, nﬁclear-powéred gufface combatants: The Strike
Cruiser has been conceptualized to fulfill this need and is the-
first step in attaining the,highﬁend portion of the mix.

- Ship Characteristics-~As Conceptualized. The Strike Cruiser

is to be a large ship intendea to regaih_éhe offensive at sea.
With its balanced capability it is intended to increase the '
United States naval capacity to destroy enemy ships and land
targets in the face of an intensive enemy multi-threat environ-

ment. The CSGN is consideréd to be a gréatly improved successor

18




to thé WCaliforniaﬁ.ahdﬁ“virginia“ class CLGNs and is con-

. “ .o '.-, B RN | --6
ceptualized to have the following characteristics:

Displacement: Approximately 14,000 toné,,fully loaded.
Length: Approximately 600 feet overall,
Beam: Approximately 85 feet. |

Missiles and Launchers: Two, twin combination SM-2/ASROC/
HARPOON launchers firing standard
medium range surface-to-air missiles,
HARPOON sunface—to-surface-missiles,
and ASW rockets (ASROC).” Approxi-
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,
subsonic missile with a range of
300-2500 miles.”’

Guns: de 20mm Vulcan/Phalanx CIWS and possibly an 8" or
5" light weight gun.

ASW Wéapcné: ASROC and two triple MK 32 torpedo tubes.

Airc?aft: Two advanéed LAMPS helicoptefs or VTOL aircraft.
.. Main Engines: Two geared turbines, two shafts.

Reactors: Two pressufized, water-cocled reactors,

Speed: 30+ knots. v

. _Electronics: Prehahle SQS-53A Sonar and the AEGIS integrated
alr defense system. The §ignificant features
of the AEGIS system are remarkably short reac-
tion times and a capaglllty for. simul taneous
multiple engagements

Design; Standard dlsplacement huli with overall size
being driven primarily by the requiremernt$s .of
the nuclear propulsion plants and the AEGIS
system. The weapons systems will probably be
designed on a modular basis, allowing common
cannister loading and relatively easy replace-
ment and retrofltting of future systems.

+
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. postulated Employment. While little information is avail-

able on the planned future employment éf themStfike'Cruiser,_
if ohée looks closely at the'cﬁneeptual weépén and sensor Suite;
several alternatives become readily apparent. Althohgh'none
of these roles are particularlymuniqUe to the Strike Cruiser,
the magnitude of the breadth and depth o:.the-cépability in a
gingle hull is.

The Strike Cruiser will be-capable;of operating: indepen-
dentlyf;as the major unitiof é cruiser task force;'ih support
of other task forces; and; eVen.witﬁ‘merchant convoys. With
the c¢apability to operate "in harm's way” independently; the
Strike Cruiser will be a valuable tool of national policy.

Such a highly capable ship would be most appropriate for peace=
time presence missions. Tﬁe capability to employ an effective
naval peolicy when dealing.with third world countries is becoming
increasingly desirable in order to deter opportunism prior to
the emergencé.of an actuai crisis. Once a crisis occurs, the
presence of a étrikercruisér may be preferable to a carrier

task force; either td signal a less provocative iintervention or
to actually attack land targets with reduced risk--both in terms
of value of units and without the political consequences of

lost pilots.

As the major unit of .a cruiser task'force;,the'Strike Cruiser
could perform the above missions and more. By adding additional

surface combatants, direct:support nuclear submarines and

20
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possibly a V/STOL support'ship, the‘task.fOrﬁgfcdﬁld do a
credible job of efﬁédting\lqﬁél‘éir{wsuxface'aﬁd subsurface
superiofity; With‘the re&uceé number of airérafflcarriers;to-
accomplish this task, the cruiser task force becomes an attrac-
tive alternative. |

One or more Strike Cruise:s operating with'é carriérytask
force would ﬁugmentaand complemnent the offensive ané defensive
capabilities'of the force. ihg advantages to be realized by
such an employment include: increased difficulty for the enemy
to effect a satufation attack; relieving the carrier of force
defensive responsibilities; adding to the offensivé punch of
the force and contributing to the survivability of the forte in
a threat intensive énvironment.

The Strike Cruiser would assume a more defensive role when
operating with amphibious or logistic task forces. The role
would be one of prdﬁiaing anti-air and anti-surface misgsile
defense. “The strike Cruiger would also have the capability,
once in the amphibious operating area, of striking land targéts
and providing tactical air defense for the amphibious task
force. In the convoy escort role the Strike Cruiseéer would again
assume a defensive posture and become a deterrent to adventurism
by enemy units. |

At this point ia time, the concept of the SLCM appears to be
the mo8t tenuous. The final decisions as to the'quantity;

targeting, guidance and range of the SLCM will have a profound
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impact upon the capabilities offthe Strike Cruiser. Although
the issue of strategic cruise missiles is embroiled in SALT
negotiations;,no reétrictions'are expacted aon tactical cruise
missiles,. The'question yeét. to beAresolved,,hdweVer; centers
on the distinction between strategic and tactical cruise mis-
siles. It appears that thé'SALT negotiations fay limit the
range of tactical cruise;ﬁiésiles to approximately 300 miles..9
Without at least a tactical cruise'missile‘capability, it
would appear that the Strike Cruiser would hardly warrant the
"strike" portion 5f its Eitle} but rather Wp@ld_revert to the
familiar defensive éscert'role albeit ﬁitﬁ a greatlf increased

capability. . . - i E
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS

drawn from the foregoing, the éonceptual approach taken in
regpect to the Strike Cruiser must be'emphasized. At this -
wfiting final design parameters of the CSGN were simply not
available. Addressing the future effectivenéss and utility

of a concept without the benefit oﬁ specific capabiiities is,
admittedly, at best, an imprecise science. Nevertheless, the
validity of the concept aﬁd the future-trend,it may porteﬁd
must be openly discussed at the eariiest possible time if sound
decisions are to be made~-décisions which may affect the siée,'
composition and capability of the U.S. Navy for many years
into the future.

Discussion. The similarities between the exterhal and

internal problems faeing the'Neﬁy-iﬁ the post-World War I era
and the present are most éEQniﬂigeﬁt:' The-ex;ernal problems
centered on a very ambitieﬁe cﬁmmitment'ef'limited naval forces
in support of national Poliéy.fxThis was compounded by severe
budgetary limitations and the increagiﬁg naval capability of

a potential enemy. The internal problems were characterized

by "community parochialism” and a traditionalist approach to
naval warfare, both of which tend to thwart innovative thinking
and commonality of purpose. In the 1920s these problems were
largely overcome through a major eruption in international
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relationsi a'corresponding rapid change in natiqnal strategy;_
and technological advances in'haval warfare. When these
problems would have been;overcpme had not the attendant chénges
occurred when they did is academic; It can be'assumed; however,
that the evolution of carrier-based airpower would have been
considerably slowed had tﬁe domestic and international situg-
tions remainéa stable;~

The situation the U.S. Navy finds itself in today is not
far removed from that of the 1920s. The parallels are obvious.
While many of the problems are uncontrellable by those of us in
the naval serVice, same'solutions are within our contrel. It is
imperative that we behefit from the lessons of the past and
project our awarenesé»and Knowledge into-the Future.

The great advantage of naval forces in support of national
policy has been and continues t§ be theif flaxibility. Whether
a naval force or ship is merely deployed or actually used in
combét; it is employed to affect the'wir;‘éf the opposition.

The will of the opposition mayrbe affecﬁed gither through actual
cambat; or through the threat‘0f1cdmbat action. If a threat is
to be effective, it must bé viewed as visiblé and gredi@le by
the opposition. The Strike Cruiser is the embodiment bf a
visible and credible threat. | A |

The que&tion;_hOWEvef,Ais.notfwhéther the St;ikerbrﬁiser _
will be useful. That is almost never. the question to be set;leéﬁ

in determining whether or not to build a particular naval unit.
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The question is whether the same ampunt-qf mpneyzcouid not
be better spent on other‘navél units to achieve the same or
alternate'objectives; Tﬁé'allocation of resources for militaiy
purposes is something that always involves difficult choices
between competitivékdémands.‘ The»sums involved are always
limited in view of the maﬁy needs'pressing'fbr fulfillment.
Painful eliminétion of legitiﬁatewélternatives i's the order of
the day.

In such a situation there canhot be only one co:réct anSWEr;~
The final de¢ision must bé;hase&-on caréfui<anq1ys;s ané sub-
jective judgment. While ﬁhe Sffiké'crﬁisér<is-obviqusly.nog
the only solution to the quure*Challenges that must be met by
the U.8, Navy; it does pOSséss'thefendurance,_flexibility and
multi-mission capability-reqﬁired }n a major uﬁit of the
strike fbrces-ecapabilities‘wﬁiéﬁ are rivaled only by an airCraft(
carrief. Whether operating inaependentif; ieading a cruiserg
task:gnbup,,augmenting a carrier-Stiike force or sﬁpperting‘oﬁher
forces, the Strike Cruiser will be a formidable total weapons
system that will enable .t—_ljfg United Stdtés to regain the in»id;ia—
tive at sea and create serious problems for potential enemies
across the full spectrum of naval plamning.

Although ‘the subtleties of national leicy.and strategy may
change with the wind,‘the desire of the United States to main-
tain a forward defense will, in all probability;_continue:

The foundation of such a posture is the capability to rapidly
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applj flexib;e,‘offensivé:haval p§wer where and when it is
needed, 'The.Strike‘Cruiser will prgvide thg Nayy with a
quantum increase in this capaﬁility; ‘Thé‘Navy”and the Nation
would be wise to allocate 'the réSOGrces reguired fo press on

with the acquisition of such a tcol-of,nétional policy.
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