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® Their Navy is being upgraded and
increased in size with additional units of
the KIEV-Class carrier, KIROV-Class
and KRASINA-Class cruisers and the
SOVREMENNYY-and UDALOY-Class
destroyers. Their modern attack subma-
rine fleet continues to grow with the ad-
dition of OSCAR-and VICTOR-Class
cruise missile units. In addition, develop-
ment continues on a larger, more capable
aircraft carrier.

® With one antisatellite (ASAT) system
already operational, development con-
tinues on more advanced applications of
Soviet military power in space.

THE RESPONSE

The facts are clear. What they portend is
equally clear.

Military power continues to be the principal
instrument of Soviet expansionist policy. Year
in and year out, for the past two decades, the
Soviet Armed Forces have been accorded an in-
ordinately large share of the national resources.
The capabilities of those forces—relative to our
own and those of our allies—have been steadily
augmented in every dimension; and there is no
sign of abatement of the scope of buildup. They
have been readied for war at any level and at
any time. Doctrine, structure and offensive
posture combine to constitute a threat of direct
military action that is of unprecedented propor-
tions. However, the Politburo’s grand strategy is
to win, if possible, without wholesale shedding
of more Russian blood save as necessary to com-
plete the subjugation of Afghanistan. Thus, the
main operative role of that formidable war
machine is to undergird, by its very presence,
the step by step extension of Soviet influence
and control by instilling fear and promoting
paralysis, by sapping the vitality of collective
security arrangements, by subversion, by coer-
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cive political actions of every genre.

The lengthening shadow of Soviet military
power cannot be wished away or ignored. But
neither does it provide the slightest basis for
despair. We have the capacity to restore a stable
balance and to do so without jeopardizing our
other national goals. The combined resources
of the United States and its Allies dwarf those of
the Soviet orbit. More to the point, we have
reservoirs of strength without counterpart in the
Soviet Union: the concepts and values of the
great civilizations which are our priceless
legacy.

We must —and we can —invalidate the Soviet
strategy. In conjunction with our Allies, we
must — and we can— convince the Soviet Union
that it cannot profit from the use of force or the
threat of force in the international arena. We
must stay the course our predecessors had the
wisdom to plot in forging the North Atlantic
Treaty, the Rio Treaty, the ANZUS Treaty and
the bilateral pacts with our Asian Allies to pro-
vide for the common defense.

Deterrence of direct attack on US interests
and those of our Allies must command our
priority attention and shape our defense pro-
grams. The capabilities needed to prevent
war —war which we will never initiate —are fun-
damentally different from those that drive
Soviet force development and deployment.
Given these asymmetries, there is no require-
ment to match the Soviets unit for unit, weap-
ons systems for weapons systems. What is
required is a nuclear and conventional posture
that makes any Soviet military option too uncer-
tain of outcome and too high of cost to be pur-
sued. That posture is in part military sinew and
in part national resolve. The combination must
convince the aggressor that we have the stamina
to withstand an initial onslaught and the will to
respond in a manner that denies attainment of
the objective of aggression.




Apart from the deterrence of direct attack,
we must prevent the Soviet Union from exploit-
ing its growing military strength—on and off
the Eurasian land mass—to further its objec-
tives through coercion and other indirect
means. Our collective security arrangements —
strengthened by the mutually supporting assets
of our Allies, our forward deployments and our
rapid reinforcement capabilities—provide the
barrier against such threats. Our alliance struc-
tures must continue to make evident to the en-
tire world that we stand together against all
threats to the territorial integrity or internal
security of any members.

The defense programs we have set in train
will help to redress the adverse trends in the mil-
itary balance and assure that the Soviet Union
cannot capitalize on the power of its armed
forces for political advantage. Our programs
thus promote the security and stability of the
world community.

Those programs reflect difficult choices.

Given the immediacy of the threat and the in-
herited deficiencies of our force structure, first
priority has been placed on the modernization
of all three components of our strategic nuclear
forces and associated command and control sys-
tems, and the readiness upgrade of our conven-
tional forces. But we have also recognized that
defense is a long-term effort, unless and until
the Soviet Union becomes a fully cooperating
member of a world community of nations func-
tioning under the rule of law. Thus, we and our
Allies have also begun to modernize our conven-
tional forces, increase their staying power and
expand their numbers to be able to cope with
the continuing growth of Soviet military power.

We must demonstrate a constancy in our own
programs. Of equal importance, we must have
the resolve to work unceasingly for the security
of all free nations. Only then will the Soviets be
convinced that their military buildup is futile
and the way be paved for restoring peace at the
lowest level of armaments.
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