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ln preparlng our FY 79 budget and FY 79-83 FYDP, we havc pald spoclal
attcntlon to lmprovlng our contrlbutlons to tlATO. Thls ls conslstent wlth
thc emphasls you havc placcd on havlng thls country lcad the Alllancc to-
ward an lmproved mllltary posture that wlll maan grcater securlty for all.
Although wc stlll havc a longway to go, thc sltuatlon ls a hopaful onc.
Contlnuatlon of our progrcss wlll dcpcnd ln part on dcclslons u,c make now
on thc FY 79 budgct. Accordlngly, I thlnk lt ls uscful to stcp back from
thc dctalls of thc budget rcylcw to takc a broad look at thc Inrprovemcnts
wc and our Nllles arc plannlng.

Thc cnd of U.S. lnrrolvemcnt.ln Vlctnam pcrmltted a hcelthy shlft of our
attantlon to Europc. Studlas of thc mllltary plcture thcrc ldcntlfy tu,o
prlnclpal concerns. The flrrt ls the.t our currGnt rough parlty wlth thc
Sovlctc ln strttGglc forcas mry mekc thcrn bolder about uslng thalr convGn-
tlonal forccs, or makc our Alllcs lcss confldent ln reslstlng Sovlct
prcssurcs. Our sccond conqarn ls thlt thc changc ln thc strateglc rela-
tlonshlp hts not bccn accompanlcd by any rcductlon ln thc Sovlot advantage
ln conventlonal forceg. To the contrary, slnce thc latc 1960!.s Sovlet
mllltory rcsourcGs havc bcan lncrcaslng stGadlly, whllc U.S. defense
spcndlng dccllncd untll last ye.r. Thc Sovlets hava been out-produclng
thc U.S. ln tanks by ncarly clx to ona, tactlcal flghtcrs by two to onc,
and artlllcry wcrpons by clght to onc, to clt6 Just thrcc lnportant
cxarnplcs. lltran wc lncludc our All lcs thc plcturc lmprovcs, but thc baslc
problcm rcmelng. The capablllty of Sovlct forcs: ln Europe and the spccd
wlth whlch thcy could rpunt sn rttack havc lncrcescd mrrkcdly.

tlc chould not and probably cannot mcct thls drngcr by lncreaslng our
prcsent rcllancc on 3trat6glc forces. lt would be vcry rlsky to lat tha
Sovlcts take a substantlal and vlslblc lcad ln strotaglc forccs. Wa wlll
hava to contlnuc to rcspond approprlataly wlth actlons of our own to
thelr strateglc forces changcs, whllc strlvlng for stablllzlng SALT
llmltatlong. 8ut sri lttcmpt to rcly on strongcr strateglc forces to
offset thc Sovlct convcntlonal forcc bulldup uould bc dangerous, lncon-
slstent wlth our Brms control efforts, and probably futlle to boot.
tnsteed, lrc must lmprove NAT0|s thcatcr forces, partlcularly those that
urould be avallable ln the carly stagas of a war that starts wlth llttle
warnlng. llc must also mke sure thrt the Sovlets see no ml lltary advantage
ln thc usc of tactlcal nuclcar weapons.
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Thls Admlnlstratlon lnherlted and has cxpanded a substantlal program for
modernlzlng.our conventlonal forces and lmprovlng thelr capabllitlcs to
fight against Sovlet forcss ln Europe. lf we carry through with our
progranrncd rnodernlzatlon and procurement' ure wlll havetrhc,avied uprr eleven
of sixtecn Arny dlvlslons and fleshed out a full 26 tactlcal fightcr wlngs.
From FY 77 to FY 83 we arc plannlng to purchasc roughly 51000 tanks and
18,000 antl-tank gutdcd mlsslles for the Arrry, and rpre than 2,000
advanced tactlcal alrcraft (A-10's, F-15's and f-15's) for the Air Force
alone.

l,le must contlnue that modernlzatlon and pcrhaps aven accelerate lt ln key
arces. But thls Admlnlstratlon hcs rccognlzed that lt ls not cnough Just
to lncrcasc rcsources for NAT0. llc rnust maka sure that those rGsourses
are used effectlvely. Buylng tho heavy equlpment that an Army dlvlslon
needs to flght cffectlvely In Europe ls of llttle value lf that dlvlslon
takes months to gct ready for combat or lf lt errlvcs only aftcr a fatlure
of llATOrs conventlonal defenses has forced us to resort to nucl6ar wcapons.
Nor ls that lnvestment of much value unless tha dlvlslon can fight cffec-
tlvely with our European Allles. These premlsas set thq tharcs for my
guldance to the Servlcas ln the preparatlon end revlew of thls yearrs
Defense Program: relnforcerrcnt, readlness, and coal ltlon warfare.

As I survey ths rcsultlng defcnse ,rotg."r, I sec sorc real progresa belng
madc, Probably the slnglc most lmportant declslon thl3 year was.to
acccleratc planncd lnprovelrnts ln U.S. reinforcemcnt capabllltles. By
thc cnd of FY 83, these plans wlll result ln a dramatlc lncrease ln the
speed with whlch U.S. Army and Alr Force retnforccnrcnts could arrlvc ln
Europe. Currcntly we could only augrrnt our deployed ground forcas by a
llttle ovGr one dlvislon wlthln ten dbys of a deploymcnt dcclslon; by
end-FY 82, wc plan to bc ablo to dBploy flve rclnforcqrEnt dlvtslons ln
that limc. At present, wc could probably get 40 tsctlcel alr squadrons
frsn thE Unlted States to Europc ln a weak; by cnd-FY 82, we plan to novc
60 sguadrons. Thc resultlng lncrcaso ln U.S. ablllty to ralnforce ]lAT0
Is sunmarlzed ln the tablc bclow.
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Dramatlc as these results are, they wlll be achleved wlthout large cost
lnereases. ln the case of thc Army, we wlll reallocate war reserves and
equlprnent not nceded for tralnlng US-based forces to prcPositloned storage
ln Europe, ready for the all-lmportant unlts that arrive early. ln the
casc of the Alr Force, we plan to explolt the grcater avallabillty of
tenker aircraft madc posslble by your declslon on the B-1.

Our changes to thls year's defensc program also lncluded a wlde range of
mtrasures to lmprove thc raadlncss of our early-dcploylng forces. Ue
lncrcascd mennlng of crltlcal combat cqulpment, such as tanks and alrcraft,
and the dcnslty of ertlllery and antl-tank ureapons. l{ore arrnunltlon will
be loadcd on combat vehlcles, and wc plan to contlnue lmprovlng the reallsm
of our tralnlng exerclses. Flnally, our readlncss beneflts from Improvcd
morale and a contlnulng reductlon ln drug and racc-related dlsclpllne
problems. ln sum thcse changas should slgnlflcantly lrprove the day-to-
day readlnass of our forces ln Europe.

Our European Al I les, who supply the maJor portlon of tlAT0ts conventlonal
conbat cagablllty, havc not bcen standlng stlll elther. llon-US NATO

antl-tank gulded mlsslle launchers ln Central Europc wlll increase next
year by alnpst 2,000, and ctocks of qhe mlsslles thensclves by 141000.
Gcrmen stocks alonc of antl-tank mlss'lles wlll total 110,000 by l!82.
Thc Unltcd Klngdom, Belglurn, and The Nrtherlands all rcport plans to
ltprovc thelr relnforcenpnt capabl I ltles.

!n order to cl inlnate dupl lcatlon ln thesc Indlvldual plans and make sure
that llAT0 can f lght effcctlvely, thls Admlnlstratlon launched tr.ro lrnprove-
rmnt cfforts at the llAT0 lltnlsterlal nnctlng ln llay. Our Short-Term
lnltlatlvcs Program has elready produced promlslng results in three critlcal
areas -- rcadlness and relnforcement, antl-tenk capabllltles, and war reservG
munltlons. The tlATO Long-Term Dcfcnsc Program wlll lntegratc long-range
programs ln ten crltlcal arcas of NAT0rs conventlonal and thcater nuclear
capablllty. That cffort wlll challenge many vcstcd lntercsts and chcrished
but costly cormitmsnts to rtgo-lt:aloncrt natlonal prograrmlng. But if we
are successful, ws ghould get a further incrcase ln NATOIs effectiveness.

I am optlmlstlc about our prospGcts, but it wlll take a sustalned effort
to reatlze thesc plans. Greatar cfflclcncy ls necessary, but efflclency
alone ls not cnouEh. lt wlll not do much good to get forccs to Europe
faster If they lack'the mdern equlpnrcnt necessary to be effcctlve ln
European condltlons agalnst lnproved Sovtet forces. Thls modernlzatlon
requlrcs an lncrcase ln Dcfensc cxpendltures, although not as large an
lncrease as the Ford Admlnlstratlon progranmed. Our early ilscrubrt of
the FY 78 Ford budgct cut $3 bllllon -- before the further $l bllllon net
reductlon ln the FY 78 B-l amcn&nent. l{e have contlnued worklng thls
year to reduce proJected spendlng for FY 79-82. ln FY 79 elone these
reductlons anpunt to about $6 bllllon In sonstant FY 78 dollars. This
stlll leaves us with a gradual lncreasc ln real defense spending, but
we need thls lncrease to contlnue our maJor conventlonal force
modern I zat lon efforts.
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We also need that Increase lf wa are to malntain the mornantumof our NATO
lnltiatlves. At the Hay NATO lllnlsterlals we secured wlth some dlfflculty
a Joint cornmitment to a 3 percent real lncrease ln defensc spending. Wc

dld not urent a greater U.S. effort slmply to become an cxcusc for our
Allles to do less, wlth no overall lncrease ln thc conventlonal capabillty
that r.rc need. ln tha recent Past, of course, lt has been the Unltcd
States that reduced its efforts. Between FY 7l and FY 76, U.S. real
dcfcnse spcnding dect lned by about 2 percent per year (even after excludlng
thc drop ln Southeast Asla expandlturcs), whlle the Europcan allles
combincd achleved lncreases In real dcfcnse spendlng avcrag'lng around 2
to 3 pcrcent per yaar. I do not thlnk wc can contlnue to get neaded
lncreases from our Allles wlthout a rdal Increasc of our own.

The only nGasure of budget that our alllcs or our adversartes wlll credlt
is the total budget. Huch -- perhaps all -- of the real lncrease whlch
we plan wlll go to strengthen forces dlrcctly connected wlth NATO. But
thc strength ;f NAT0 forces is not scparable In a mEanlngful way from the
totality of our defense. tte could not force othors to accept only certeln
budget accounts as the proper nuasure ln assessing our defense cormltmcnt, ''

even lf we belleved -- 6s I do not -- that such an assessment would be
rneanlngful. l{oreover, playlnq wlth a,llocatlons ls too easy a gamc -- and 1/
at| sai ptay at-l-t. t E|EE-dltreffi t'-
ffiearchanddcveloPmnt,orlntelllgancc,orcerttrat
support servtces, then our Allies could say thc samc. ln
f that svc had decreascd hls real ts h'hl I c
ncreas9
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Perhaps cyen ulors6, our crcdlblllty urould be qucstloned -- and that
crcdlblllty ls central to thc sucssss of thc cntlre effort. Our Alllcs
ncver have bcen as cnthuslastlc as vrc about lnprovetrcnts ln convcntlonal
forces. Uc havc had some success ln pushlng such Improvemcnt, In part
becausc thcy value the overall U.S. cosmltrnent. That coornitnent has been
enhanced by the actlons of your Admlnlstratlon. Thc NATO inltlatlves of
last spring, and your rcafflrmatlon thls suilncr ln PD-18 of thc comnltment
to 3 percent real growth of the U.S. Defensc budget, werc Ereated in Eu'rope
as a demonstratlon of our serlousness and our crcdiblllty. The Europeans
at last have begun to belleve that we are scrlous. lf we were te back off
nov{, I am afrald we r.rould see a reductlon and fragnEntatldn of European
efforts, Soma Allles rrculd be llkely to Put mre emphasls on thelr
lndependent nucteEr capabllltles and less on convcntlonal forcc lmprovcmcnts,
Others could well seek e polltlcal acconmodatlon wlth thc Sovlct Union on
the latter's terms. lt would be a long time before wc ever could Put the
pleces back together agaln, or rccreete a franrerork as promlslng es thc
present one.
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