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1. Presentation bv Lutz Unterseher of the fnternationa] Study
Group on Alternatiwe Security Pol-icrr (SAS), Bonn, FRG-

Unterseher began by outlining the SAS view of the major
deficiencies in NATO's current defense posture:

** Whi1e NATO's current conventional forces are widely
perceived to be incapable of providing an effective forward
dof onco nf /'lormanrz i tq nrrg-g31. f ifSt-USe nO'l i r--r,, i s |rana-i ^^ I ^rrI L vr f rueruu! !!!o u-uoc yvrrvJ rD ucuutttlltg _Le>>
and less tenable.
** NATO, s 1^1rOwi no emnha q i q -n h.i r^rh-i-or.h daan_cf rr'lznr\nr\./ r gr_L/wrrrui urrrlJtro.rrr , CIegp-St'fJ-Ke WeapOnS IS
generatinq ever greater demands on its scarce defense funds.
tr'rrrJ-hor fhoqA 1116ar1^r'rq .aro -olatirrr:1rr rrnlgliab]_g and rrnl ikelrr ioull!srruvtrs qllg urtIIAgfy LU
mcoJ- nl annarq I oxneaiai- i nnc of h i crh ^r\r\rrranrz af I nnarltes u ylallllsl J u^yue Lq Lrvrru qvv u& qvj f angg .

** Infanw of NA.TO's forces are oeared toward nreemnt.ion or deenuvwqls I/!vurrry urvrr v! vvuy
strikes and., hence/ are "time-sensitive" and destabilizing. This
iq ocno-iallrr tfue of tactical nuc]eaf \.zFanrlns Frrrfher- i.heuqv urvur f rqursq! w9qpvttD . x u! LIIE! / utlg

al-l-iance's Iarge operational reserves and overl-y centralized
Iogistics system offer lucrative targets to potential- attackers.
** Given current demographic and economic constraints / NATO can
retain its large operational_ reserves only at the cost ofloarzinn t'n2nq" in its forward l-ine of defense. In shori- thp \rer\.rY*I/" v! uulslrJg. Ill pltv! u, LtIc vgry
contingency for which the operational reserves are maintained
a frontline breakthrough is made more likely by their size.
** NATO's overemphasis on armor-heavy forces dangerously
simplifies the challenge facing any potential_ aggressor.
** Given the coming shortage of potential draftees in the FRG
(and elsewhere) and growing alliance-wide pressures to restrain
defense spending/ NATO makes too little use of reserves and
dorznJ-ac 'l-nn -reat a nronort j On Of i tS nefsOnneI tO S'nnort rnl csv! r uo t/s! Jvtrllgl uv J up}/v! u ! vIgD
rather than combat.

The Spider and Web Defense

rT1rrrn i nn J-n f hg SAS SO]_Ution f n ihoco n''rrhl omq TInf orcg[g1ufruru yrvlr9rrro f VtL Ug!D
described the "spider and web" defense model. He maintained that
by combining a static infantry net with ( smaller than currenr )mechanized forces, it would, if implemented, provide a deep and
flexible forward defense without the current gaps. According to
SAS estimates, such a def ense coul-d hal-t and destroy a WTO
invasion force within 20-40 kni of the inter-German border.
Further, he craimedr dD sAS-styre defense woul-d conform to new
demographic and economic realities and would better contribute to
qf ahi I it-rr in l-rrrnna

Next, unterseher described in detail the nature, functions/ and
synergistic interaction of the network infantry web and



mechanized spider forces. The network infantry component consistsof 450 infantry battalions,. e-ac.i assigned to a fixed forwardarea ' Dispersed underg'round sheiters #oul-d af f ord the inf antryprotection against artif r_ery ba.rrag.es. Tmmediately ad jacent tothe inter-Gefman border, tha *caei'pre="ribe= estibt-ishing a firezone on which 
^nearby f orces cor.l-d clncentrate their f ire .Together the f ire zone and web wou]d 

-ext.end 
about 52 mil_es westof the border.

only 150 of the network battar_ions those deployed relativelycl-ose to the border -- would be maintained at irrri strength inpeacetime. Arthough the other 300 *o.rio have only 25 percentactj-ve peacetime personnel, a aecentralized mobiiir.tio' processwourd guarantee that they cou]-d quickiy be brought to fulrstrength.

The mobil-e e]-ement comprises 150 combat batta-l-ions (including B0non-FRG formations). Most wour-d-deproy within the aiea_coveringnet and have about 90 percent of theii personnel on active dutyin peacetime. To ".,"ntl optimal .*pi"itition of the terrain, themodel- incorporates a variLty of *oLir" force tvp""-(armor,cavalry, and light. mechaniz6d i"fu"iry units ) .

According' to unterseher, the mobir-e and area-covering, er_ementsare desig'ned to interact ]ike a spiaer and its web. The networkinfantry units^y?"rg suppry continuous j_nformation on enemymovements and operate a decentrarized system of stationary supplydepots for the mobile forces. They courd arso brock, deray,attrite, split up, and canalize invaaing units.
Because the mobii-e forces wourd be abr_e to mass for shortperj-ods, they courd brock, contain, counterattack, and urtimatelyoestroy an intruder. since the web wourd rr..p"r an intr,raer,smovements and support as wel-l_ as provide coverinq fire for mobileelements, these courd be smarrer Lnu. today,s armored andmechanized forces. rn turn, the web would benefit from thesupport of the spider formations, which could extricate exposedinf antry or help repair gaps in ifr. .r"f .

The sAS-proposed defense would offer tl,e enemy few lucrativetargets because its network units wou]d be oi"per"eJ*ana itsmobile ones woufd be rerativery 
"*;ii;-. And, unterseheremphasized, since the mobire firces cour-d op"r.t"-opt.*.rry onlywithin the net, they would not contribute to Eastern fears of across-border attack.



2. Response bv Professor Barrv Posen' HIT Center for
fnt
professor Posen launched the discussion segnent of the workshop
with his own reflections on the sAS model". He structured his
remarks on several Ievels: grand strategy' operational/theater
strategy, tactics, and the f,r-t*-. Ievel. He also addressed the
implici-tior," of the sAS model f or arms control.

** posen noted that if nuclear weapons are taken out of the
equation, the deterrent value of NAto's forces is greatly
reduced. The sAS force structure does create a very high level
of uncertainty- ior the Soviets, however unc9rtqintv is only one

kind of deterrent value, and real catastrophe is another' There
is not much potential- here for a real catastrophe for the
Soviets at the conventional level '

** AIso at issue is what is needed to deter this adversary at
thi; time. with the changes Gorbachev is making it may appear
that the kind of military capability that the sAs is advocating
can dissuade this ad-versary at this time '

** Posen also warned against being overly doctrinaire about the

^^-+rr'r'i I i qinn ef fects of of f ensive capabilities ' It may be

possible thr5ugh different arrangements of forces to maintain
io*" of the qo5a things that offensive capabilities convey --
Iike greater uncertainty about the potential costs of aggression
-- without necessarily lausing the kinds of mutually interacting
preemptive incentives that some offense capabilities can create '

** Suppose either Northern or Southern Europe is threatened
pt.i.ilr1tiaIly. Under the.SAS proposal we must ask what kind of
irefp can the l".rt.t provide th; North or South. "The effects of
the possibl-e battle" inherent in whatever offensive forces NATO

has on the central Front wiII serve to fix some soviet forces
which can not be used for attacks to the North or south' If we

remove these offensive forces we need to consider what effect it
wiII have on other areas '

** The sAS posture removes the risk of counteroffensives a}l
along the fiont. However a lot of the adversary's forces
normally are committed to screening; this creates a lot of
uncertainty in the adversary's mind and fixes a lot of its
forces. Do we want to give up this uncertainty?

** Is it rea]Iy true that aII capabilities to cross the line must

be weeded out to increase strategic stability? If your ground
forces don't have the capability to do operational l-eveI offenses
then why are tactical fighters and shallow strike weaponry so
1-hraarenino? Perhaps tac air can substitute for some of the

!.

missing operational reserve capacl-ty'



** The nrohl em of cross-corps support and the interdependency of
spider lnd web forces. If spider forces are drawn out of a

sector to support another corps then the dissolution of the
effectiveness of the corps of origin may be quite fast.

** The resilience of static infantry forces to a determined
breakthrough attempt is a critical questiou. what happens if the
adversary i" free to throw large numbers of tactical fighters
with large numbers of high-explosive bombs and fuel,-air
expJ_osiv6s, and large numbers of artil-Iery undeterred. f rom
coircentration becauie you have no counter-attack capability up
and down the front? I; this force structure resilient to that
kind of force, oT does it have a certain kind of brittl-eness?
Anyone who has used even a simple simulation program knows that
if you find yourself short of mechanized and armored units and
you try to move around with a volksgrenadier or static infantry
unit you will be in a nightmarish situation'

** perhaps even the web infantry forces need a tank-l-ike weapon
/ col f -nr1-.;nel I ^i =--nrarl lri no1- i r.-onorrr\z ^r1n nl :tf nrm ) .
( Serr-y!vysrreLl / O'IlLtUIEu 7 n !rrE Lrv

Hi=tori"rify infantry forces have placed a priority on acquiring
tanks and tank destroyers when they were available.

** Barriers create two kinds of problems. If barriers are
namanant tha :rlrrorqarrz wi'l 'l /rrsi no modern 'i nt.el I j oenCe
PUllttarrgrrL urru o.L.avulJqlY wlrr **:-"

.en^hi'l i ti es ancl nrec j si on nrlirlod weat)on'\ I anal-a thopr suppressuo.Pollar urso qlru }/!uur Y ulueu

thLm, and move around them. If you are setting up barriers after
mobilization and you are very dependent on the cohesion of this
barrier/obstacle system then the adversary wiII specialize to get
in there before you set things uP, thus creating incentives to
move to a more preemptive doctrine -

** Cohesion at the human level is an issue. Some of what keeps
solcli ers ooino 'i s, the hone of relief . Question here is can
ovIuIU! u Y v+rry

infantrv have a reasonable expectation of relief from the spider
forces? If as the spider forces get worn down and exhausted, if
there is no operational reserve to come to the rescue, does the
qrzqtam, q mnra'l a jeorarle n.1^Fr- in'i torrsl w?oJ o usrLt r r(rvruIE qsY!uvu

** The SAS approach works best if it is run by one army. The
tvDe of command and control- and the level of cooperation amongst
uiit. reouired. is best achieved under one national army. Having
a multi-national force under the SAS concept is a littl-e more
complicated than Lutz has suggested.

** The SAS reforms could cut two ways regarding mobilization
d.ecisions. If one has an explicitly defensive posture then it
marz Lro y-\.,qqi hl o nol i t'i r--a l lrz .i.n cret an eafl-ief mobilizationItla y !9 yvJJr!f E }/v!r ureurr-I

delision. On the other hand, given the expanded role of the
Bundeswehr under this plan for the initial- defense, there is a

l-ittle more political and diplomatic onus on the German decision
under this slructure. We have to ask ourselves whether this



would, be good for achieving good mobil-ization decisions '

The lion,s share of the blood price for combat, if dissuasion
fails, is q"i"g to be paid by berman soldiers; the other allies
specializing ii mechanized .ia air forces are paying a price more

:-i c-pitar, whire the Germans pay in blood. This potentiarry
makes the German decision to mobilize more difficult '

** Foa:r;ino 6amnoranh'i cs and economics, the SAS model appears to
r\E9C!u!rrY

be substituting e5rm-an bodies and blood for capital at a time
when eermany i6 probably richer than it has ever been, but has a

manpower shortage. countries forced into this situation before
havL not been i; a happy situation. In L944 the German army was

forced to use infantry-irmed with simple weapons (bazookas'
medium machine guns, mortars, mines) o.,the western front' These

forces often g..i" siellar defensive performances. The exchange

rate for mateii-l *-u very favorable, but for manpower was

unfavorable. Such infant?y has to pay a very high bl-ood price to
stop highlY mechanized forces '

Do we have populations we want to ask to wage this kind of war?

The issue frerb is that massed infantry warfare, nationalism,
militarism and the cult of the offensive have frequently traveled
L-gether in history. Thls specter wil]- not appear immediately if
you move toward this kind of posture, !"t if you weed nucl-ear
weapons out of this structurel if you depeld 9tt the wiII of the
individual fighting sol-dier and cohesion of the front, countries
begin to act in *-y" that encourage these val-ues.

** It would be great if we could get more specialization in NATO

defense industri.es, but we are noi going to get it. . Independent
sovereign nations have to be concelned with the possibitity that
they wiif be on their owrl someday; countries that have 3 \r'eEpors

".plnifity 
will try to maintain tf,at capabitity as a hedge ' This

is very significant barrier to cooperation'

** In a conventional arms contro] context aspects of t'he sAs

structure may provide density and depth that would make
hroakthrouoh less likely than if the current structure were

err! v \4f 4'

simply mai;tained with fe.er units. In an arms control context'
if both sides are reducing the size of their armored forces and

increasing the density of truly defensive forces up and down the
l-ine, then some of these defensive defense ideas seem to be a iot
more stable than if carried out unilaterally'

** The sAS approach raises some very important all-iance cohesion
questions as well. Posen suggested that the American military
appears superfluous in the sAS concept. There are many members

of the Alliance community, amongst them many Germans, who fear
most of all the u. s. leaving the Alliance. It might not be a
good idea to create a structure which wil-l- allow European
neutralists or American isolationists to say "They can do it on



+hoi r Arr)r1 iharz
ulIU!! vrtrl,'

c Amo mnn a\7
don't need the Americans, Iet's go home and save

3 - Workshop Discussron

During the discussion segment participants explored three issue
Aroas: / I \ macro-l-eveI Concerns about maintaining extended' \*/
nuclear'deterrence/ the costs and benefits of counteroffensive
.ar)Abi I i t-ies. and the likely ef f ect on alliance cohesion of
i mnl omant i nrr ^n SAS-stwl e 6l of ense: ( 2 \ micro-leveI concerns aboutIILLP-Lt'l.ttsrr urrly qrr rnu \ - ,/

tfrl Uattlefield effectiveness of the SAS-proposed force elements I

=nrt /?\ 'imnlications of the model for arms control-.GIlu IJJ lrrryrr\

Responding to Barry Posen's comments regarding nuclear
deterrence, Unterseher pointed out that the SAS model in fact
includ.es a sea-based minimum nuclear deterrent to
forestaft a WTO nuclear attack and to increase any potential
invader's uncertainty about the price of aggression. Further,
although the presenca of battlefield nuclear weapons may compel
an enefry force to disperse, that can also be accomplished with
modern conventional weapons of I0-20 km range.

pol'l nw.i no 1.1 6 pneonf c crrooestion that a NATO non-preemptivel. UIIVWlrrY uy t vrerr

cross-bo;der counterattack capability might strengthen crisis
cr:hiIifrz qo\/er^I narticinants insisted that NATO also needs toJ Uqlrrr ul,
rarr jn a doan-qtrite r:anabj I il.r,'. One arclrrod that simnlrz dan'lnrzinrr

-*r**-rr uJ ' vrlE qly ueu -J -"4

t_he MrrltiDIe Launch Rocket System (yIRS) with rockets having a

100-150 km range would provide a "defensive way of extending the
battlefieId. "

Unterseher retorted that because of the underlying political
instability in Eastern Europe and the proximity of Berlin to the
FRG border, any NATO cross-border capability woul-d be
nr.rrr..)rrAf i rra _ tr'rrrihcr - he 31^"a^ ^oon-f 

i fe WeaponS afe tOO
Pruv(JUd.LIV€. r'u!urrs! r tLe

Lxpensive and unreliable / and place unrealistic demands on
i n j-ol I i rranr-o qrzqtems - Bv cOn1. rast - rhe shnrter-ranoe)y J LElttD . u'l uvlr u!qr u t

indirect-fire weapons suggested by SAS are l-ess provocative/
r-hoanor, anrl mclre denenciabfe.UlIsqys! / urrv

sprzera I narf i r-i nant- s io i necl Posen in wondering if the SAS's heavy
Je v c!4I tru! rruty J "t'^-'

reliance on rapid mobil-ization reserves would not exacerbate the
\zFr\z nrotrlems nf nrcl\lrlcation and vulnerability to preemptivev 9! y v!vsruitrr

attick the model- is meant to alleviate. Would Western
mobilization of the net appear to the East as a prelude to an
assauft? And would the mobilization centers be attractive targets
for a WTO Preemptive attack?

,Toshrra Eost-ein answered that the degree to which raising an

B



sAS-type shield would threaten the East depends on the size and

nature of the mobile "sword" forces that complement the shiel-d'
Unterseher quictcly added that his model's mobile element does not
constitute an offensive operational reserve in the usual sense:
it has smaller component units and fewer personnel' In addition,
it= weapon mix is not geared toward deep-strike missions '

o^-nnnrlinnfnConcernsaboutalliancecohesionUnterseheragreed
i;:i";;;"il'rii.a States would have a smarrer parti PYt it and the
other allies would stiII play a vital role, furnishing mobile
ground forces and., most ifrpoitanllYr. tactical air and naval
power. I"Ioreover, lfti= diviiion of labor would make the most of
ifr" unique strengths of each nation'

How Big a "Bumblebee"?

workshop discussion of the battlefield effectiveness of the
SaS-preicribed forces began with one participant asking, How big
a bumbl-ebee can this web handle? Among the particu-l-ar issues
raised were the vul-nerability and f l-exibility of the- web units t

their ability io perform all the tasks required of them, and

possible moril" pioblems arising from their decentral-ized
organization.

Regarding force-to-spacg require*?lt: r !ome p"::l:ifants noted
that the web/ once *onifi"ed., would be denser than current NATO

forward forces. However, others thought that its more static
character would make it quite vulneribl-e to mass attack ' cou]d
such an attack overwhelm sections of the web defense? Joshua
np=l"ir] noted that answering this question for the SAS-proposed
forces or any others requir6s a m.-tCh more thorough analysis of
the force-to-space problem than currently available.

Examining the mission of the web infantry/ some_workshop
n:rr.i r-inants wondered if the infantry units coul-d indeed perform
ih;;;";5ly"l"=r." under pressure. (rhlse include intelligence
gathering, engaging the enemy with direct and indirect fire, and

iurnishiig fo[iitics support for spider forces. ) Along simi]-ar
Iines posen srlggestea t-nit decentral-ized deployment might have
the ef fect of ,liaermining the morale of individual units' when

under attack and without much prospect of reinforcement or
relief , would these isolated ,-,i-tit"- b" able to adequately f unction
at all?

Reoardinq the net's resiliency, Unterseher responded that' each
infantrv battalion would be quite flexible within its own sector
i;;;;;;i";-i;4 sq kilometers in the forward portion of the web) '

inder irtillery attack, they would have recourse to numerous
,.-.ro-^rnrrnrl shLlters. And support would be provided by both
LllIuE!9!vurru

infantry in adjacent sectors lnd by spider elements which could'
if necessary, 6ompletely extricate embattled infantry units ' . -As
for the auirity of net irnits to function under stress / he said



they would be more successful than current NATO forces in
nerrrzi n.r orrt f ho i r assi oned missions . In part, their superiorUo,rryrlr9 vu u :^^--

"-p.6itities 
derive from their operating within a fixed and

familiar zone, and fighting from a variety of prepared positions'

r.nnkino at the mobile element/ one participant contended that its
rodrrr-ed I oai stics " tail " woul-d impair its rnobility' and thus
! vusvvs

render the entire defense vulnerable to massed attacks along one
or two corridors. This critlcism, Unterseher argued, iginores one
of the model,s key elements: the system of decentralized supply
depots overseen ny tne net infantry. This system wo9]d facilitate
qu!-ck response by the spider elements operating within the web
,if,if" still Iimiting their cross-border offensive capability. He

also reminded the w5rkshop that FRG territoria.l- forces already
furnish substantial- Iogistical support to NATO's mechanized
units.

Inplications for Arms Control-

In his presentation Unterseher warned that unless conventional-
arms re-ductions in Europe are combined with defensive
rael-rrrnrrr.i nrr i-hor.z r:orrld ar-1-tra'l lw rrncl ermine rather than improve
Ie5 LI |'-lU LLLI I119 / urrEJ uvu!v

stabil-ity by increlsing both sides' vulnerability to surprise
attack. Posen agreed, but judged that any significant shift
toward an SAS-tlpe alternative is not now feasible' Instead, a

step-by-step proi"rs of bilateral reductions and restructuring
mirrht *ork- A-s a first-step, the two sides could reduce the
rtonq i rrz of f lai r nrnrrnd f nrces but retain Some " ShaIlow strike "
UEIIJI UJ v! urrEI! V!vulru
nffonqivo cAnahilitv. This would increase stability and create
u!!gllJ!vs

the basis for more iignificant modifications later. With both
sides proceeding in this wdY, Western fears about adopting a

nonoffLnsive defense might gradually dissipate '

Randall Forsberg expressed concern that efforts to restructure
military forces uniiaterally would complicate the negotiation of
bilaterll arms control measures. Nevertheless, a process of
roni nrnr-e I rrni 'l af rrra -l stenc micrht he easief to initiate than!gvI}/!vvu! urr.LIA Ug!qr r uet/u

biIaleraI reductions because it wou1d not hinge on negotiating an

intrusive verification regime. But Unterseher thought that even
with unilateral initiatives, "transparency" is essential-. Before
either side would reciprocate moves by the other, their nature
and extent would have to be clear.

Tn raqn6-,nse prrr<l-rorcr srrooeste{ that verif ication problems mightlll lsoPullue Y "*YY-
bedevil alt efforts to effect dramatic reductions or
restructuring in the near future. In the short term, she said,
the only negotiabl-e measure might be an offensive-weapon
withdrawal zone. Several workshop participants concurred' But
Unterseher countered that such a zorre could actually decrease
stability because its borders would constitute "trip wires ' " If,
in a criiis, either side sent some of its forces into the zone t

the move might be viewed by the other side as a casus belli.

10



In concluding, Unterseher decl-ared that the SAS model- is very
,'arms control friendly.' Although it does not require bilateral
arms reductions, it would mitigate their possibly destabilizing
side-effects. As for implementing the SAS model step-by-step,
Unterseher insisted that the model's unique value depends
cruciafly on the overall balance and interaction of its
-.rmr1r-rnontq Diqrrrntino this balance for instance, byuvrlryvrrerr uJ .

"o*Li.rittg the net with today's large offense-oriented operational
reserves and deep-strike systems -- would produce a force
structure more destabil-izing than the current one. Nevertheless,
he acknowl-edged that any reduction in NATO and WTO offensive
capabilities would signal progress.

t1
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Appendix 2

I when the sAS first began designing,its "spider and web"
nrrny-rr.)\rr')r:af iwe defense model, ia conf ined itSelf tO the land
Irvrry!

defLnse of the inter-German border and to the West German role '
Perturbed by NATO's continuing heavry reliance on theater nuclear
weapons and d.isillusioned by the failure of arms control efforts
to enhance security in central Europe, the sAS advocated
unilateral restructuring by the frontline FRG army.

while the original emphases have been maintained to some degree'
the l-ate-1988 version of the SAS model embodies the group's
response to changing circumstances and to criticism of the
.u.rii"t version. The revised model incorporates ( 1 ) an
integrated air defense component/ \zl a scheme for closer
Danish-West German cooperation to improve Western defense of the
Baltic coasts and exiti, and ( 3 ) a plan for distributing
responsibilities and integrating the contributions of NATO

members.

The following is an edited excerpt from spider and web: The
case for a Pragmatic Defense Alternative by Lutz unterseher
(SAS, Bonn: 19BB ) .l

Air Defense ConPonent

A future air defense of NATO's frontline in central Europe
should comprise the following elements:

** Surface-to-air missile deplolments at a string of clustered
nositions aII along the border and at several rear-area sites.
The latter would frefp protect the military infrastructure as weII
as air bases earmarfea- to receive transatl-antic reserves in the
event of war. The dimensions of the system would be roughly the
same as now. NATO would continuously modernize it not only
technofogically, but also through such measures as hardening,
rii cnorq:l :nrl innrcrrrpd carrrlrtf laoino of f irinn and qcnSor
s4vvv! esL r *-^Lf fl.tPr|.JvEu ualt'vu!ruYrrrY v! rr!rrrY

.,.,=lt-jons in order to make them less tempting targets. Because
itli" ground-based air defense system woufd have to be
i ntorrratecl wi th the anti-air Component of the West Germanrrr uvY

infantry network, its personnel would be drawn primarily from the
West German Luftwaffe (air force).

** A force of 4oo to 500 air defense fighters that would cover
tho qne.os bpf r.a^^n r-ha nrn11n6l-fased missile cl-ustef s, thuSLllg DPqus- vc LwEs1l Llre yt"

rrrorrirt.i ncr f Iexible force concentration within a static defensey!v v

i-retwork (again the spider-web approach)- These aircraft, derived
from existing models, should possess STOL capability and rely on
a mobile base infrastructure, including makeshift runways (such
as stretches of roads ) and flying club airfields. If NATO

abandons its current huge air bases, it would take a major step
toward a Iow-target profile and, consequently, enhanced

1A
,L .t



stability on the central front '

rn^ -nmn6nqatr: for the disproportionately Iarge FRG q'round force
IV

contributions, the other NATO states should furnish a much
.i nnro: qod norr--ontacre of the alliance' s air f orces .
IIIU! gOJ gU

** As an optional element' a certain number of
cl-ose-air-support aircraft to flexibly and directly back up the
forward defending forces on the ground. For example, 200 to 300
such planes .ith.t highly agile propjets or aircraft with
VTOL iapability could operate from unprepared fiel-ds in
r-antra'l Erirooe-. Such an air defense woufd require no f ighter
bombers whatloever for deep penetration attacks.

Naval- Defense ComPonent

A future naval defense of the Baltic coasts and exits should be

closely integrated with the West's l-and defenses and comprise
the f ol]owinq elements:

** Rorroh'lw ?O coastal- def ense batteries composed of antiship
missile launchers on light armored carriers, which move randomly
among dispersed, hardened, and weIl camouflaged emplacements '

** A continuatly upgraded contingent of mine warfare vessels
-rrmnarahle in sire-io the current one and having a good capacity
to i.y semi-intelligent minefields in straits and vital coastal
:ro:q

** Thirty to 40 medium helicopters, based at dispersed
heliporti, and 4O-50 fast patrol boats-armed with anti-ship
missiles. These would make possible flexible defensive
concentration.

For reasonable endurance this defense woul-d demand only limited
personne.l- reserves from the coastaf regions and decentralized,
iobust togistics with spare parts, fuel, and -- most
importantiy ample missile stocks. Such a naval defense would
-eorr.i re no f i.thter hombers for bombarding the opponent's Coast!sYur!u

u.,d rro submarines for attacking the Baltic fanes of
communication.

l.ho .i mnrorred nrotection of the Baltic coasts and exits clearly
Ilrg rittl/!

roclrires c'losLr Danish-West German cooperation than currently
exists. In light of the hear,ry demands on the FRG both in this
role and in diiect defense of the front l-ine, the traditional
blue-water navies of the Netherlands, the UK, and the United
States should take over much more responsibility for performing
the al-liance's sea control missions.
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