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A NATO Defence Plarll11ng Symposium was he1d at 
u::,erammergau, Germany f rom 16th to 18th January, 1978, with 
'Che participation of \·rell over one hundred civil1an and 
:~ilit'3.ry representath'e s trom NATO nations and organizatlons. 
':C': IC i iajor NATO Comma.;1ders, SACLANT and SACEUR, lIere a1so 
~)re:;cnt. 

2. This year the Defence Planning Symposium vas devoted 
e;ülre1y to consider<!tion of the Long Term Defence Programme. 
L" addition to a detailed presentation on the work of one of 
'~1e Task Forces, participants heard and discussed both national 
vie':!s and approaches ;.J resented by NATO clvl1ian and mil1tary 
aut:lor-i ties. 

3. The purpose of this document is to provide the 
~articipants to the ST~osium with one volume of the Proceedings 
containing the full -ce::ts of presentations as provided by the 
authors. 

4. ~lhl1e the overal1 1eve1 of classification of the 
~ttached Proceedings i 3 NATO SECRET, the indivldual papers may 
be treated according t o the classification L~dicated on each 
pas e. 

(Signed) 'of.F. MUMFQRD 

:;:.Tù , 
1 'j 1 0 Bru:: :;e1s. 
TIoi s d0Ct;:. 'C::!t c on Sl s t s of 110 p,, ', cs . 
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Opening Ren: ar!ts by the Chairman 

Report to the Defenee Planning Comm1ttee 

Coneeptual ':'pproaeh to the HATO Long-Term Def enee 
Prograt::me 

Ambassador Robert Komer, 
Department of Defense, 
'':as!1i nf.t on , VS. 

A NATO LO:lg·-TeT"!!l Defenee Programme as a '1'001 for 
Defence Plar~ing by SHP2~ 

General Alex~der M. Haig, Jr., 
S~preme Allied Commander Euro~e 

1 

2 

5 

15 

NATO's Approaeh to the Establishment of a Long-Te~ 
Defenee Pro€r~e .16 

lü-. ~.' .I-' • !~~l::l:-ord, 
hssistant Se~retary General for 
Defenee Pla~~L'g and Pollcy. 
NATO International Staff 

The Develcl-'t'lent of the LoM-Tem Defene. Prope 
KIft DEr '::~!21 . 

(a) Introduction 
R/Admiral C.E. Priee, 
SèLU'E 

(b) Task Force Methodology 
Lt.Col. D.M. BROWN 
SEAPl; 

(e) An Operational Concept for Land Based Air 
~efenee in Allied Command L~ope 

R/Adciral C. ~ . Priee, 
SliAPr. 
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(d) Required Capabilities for Weapons and Command 
and Control 50 

Air Commodore C. Baas, 
SHAPE 

(e) Air Defence Systems ~~ y. 

lb-. D.A. Facey, 
NATO International Staff 

(f) Conclusions and outlook 
Rear AdmiraI C.E. Priee, 
SHAPE 

United Kingdom Experience with the NATO Long-Term 
Defence Programme 

l'.r. Michael Cuinlan, 
Deputy Under-Secretary of State 
for Policy and Programmes, 
~~nistry of Defence, London. 

Experience gained by NATO Nations with the Application 
of the Long-Term Defence Program - German Experience 

Brigadegeneral von Eornstaedt, 
Assistant Chief of Staff (VI), 
Armed Forces, 
folinistry of De i ence, Bonn. 
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OPENPIG REMA..~ BY THE CH.UP,MAN 

It h~s been our airo in plnlming the annual NATO 
Defence Planning 3ymposium to select a theme of topical 
interest, closely relatej to on-going NATO defence planning 
activities bcth at the NATO Headquarters and in capitals. 
The Long TeI'!D Defence Programme was the natural cboice tb1s 
;'ecr both from the point of view of substance and timing -
,,,e are just at t he mid-point of the preparations for the 
i'iashington Summi t at the end of May. 

Wi tbin a few ~Ieeks the reports of the Long Term 
~efence Programwe will be available and aIl of us bere. in 
one way or another, ~dll be involved in the preparation of 
the comprehensive report to be submitted tiret of aIl to 
·~1e Defence Min1sters and then to Heada of State and 
Governmer.t at the StLlD1t. 

We are most fortunate in our speakers who, betwaen 
then , will be able to address the Long Term nefence Programme 
in ~ll its major aspects and we are most grateful to them for 
i'indJ.ng the time te be wi th us in Oberammergau. OVer the 
lle~t three daya, we shall have the opportunity in an informaI 
a "i:nospbere, and both inside and outside the Conference ROOIII, 
to express our views and volce any concerna we may bave about 
the remaln1ng stages of the Long Term Defence ProgrSlae. 
\'Ihl.ch, 1 am sure, we aIl wiab ta bring to a most successtul 
conclusion in the Spring. 
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REPORT TOJHB DEFENcn PLAlINING COMMIT'L'BE 

by the 

,gœ...!.rman of the SympOS~ 

1. The 1978 Defenr.e Planning Symposium was held at 
Oberammergau on 16th-18th January under the chairmanship of 
the ASG for Defence Planning and Policy. 

2. :.S in p:-evious years, the Symposium was designed to 
allow participo.nts to adciress a major issue of NATO defence 
planning in an informal and relaxed atmosphere, with the 
additional advantage that those taking part stayed in hotels 
in Oberammergau and were able to exchange views both outside 
as weIl as inside the conference room. With the endorsement 
of the Defence Review Committee, this year's Symposium was 
devoted to the Long-Term Defence Programme. The timing ws 
appropriate - at about the mid-point of the preparations for 
the ~" ashington Summi t - and i t brought together senior NATO 
officers and officiaIs and senior defence planners from 
national capitals and Delegations. 

3. The topicality and major interest of the subject 
this year attracted participation at a high level, and the 
Symposi'lIII was pê.rticularly fortunate in having among the 
speakers Aèmi~al f~dd, General Eaig, Ambassador Komer and 
"'.1'. Quinlan (Deputy Under-Secretary MOD, UK). Dr. Sttltzle 
(Chief of Planning Staff, ~10D Bonn) unfortunately had to 
withdraw at the last moment but his place was ably filled by 
General von Bornstaedt (Assistant Chief cf Staff, MOD Bonn). 
Representation from countries included 2- and 3-star officers 
and civilians. 

4. The first day of the Symposium 'tlas devoted to the 
broad a sp~ :ts of the LonE-Tero Defence Programme, with addresses 
:rorn A:nbas sador !Com()r, General Eaig ar.d fT. Humford. The whole 
cl the secuncl day \ ... as given over to a highly professional and 
impressive presentati~n on the wori. of the Task Force en Air 
DeIence led by Rear-A~~iral Priee, the Task Force Director. 
On the tt.1rd oey we hc~-d :lt~ut the impact .of the Long-Term 
De:'>."lce Progr.:>=e on national planning frolll ~1r. CUinlan and 
Ger.-.. r cl 'Iron Bornsteed-c. The discussion per10ds proved 11vely 
and .... ere used by the p:1rticipants to air a range of problellls 
in a constructive debate. 
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5. AlI participants in the Symposium expressed their 
views on a personal basis and not as representatives of their 
Authorities. It is not, therefore, the purpose of these 
gatherings to seek agreement on Issues. But is was possible 
on this occasion to identify irom the discussions a broad 
consensus of views on major aspects of the Long-Term Defence 
Programme and about Its future handling in the run-up ta the 
Washington Summit. There was general acceptance that the 
Long-Term Defence Programme was building on and was not in 
conflict with ongoing NATO actlvities to improve defence 
capabilities ; the special value of the Programme included the 
engagement of the attention of Heads of State and Governœent, 
the early demonstration it had given of the coœütment to NATO 
of the new P~erican Administration and of the corresponding 
opportunity it provided for a rec i precal response from the 
other members of the Allian=e, and the emphasis it was giving 
to co-ordinated, co-ope rat ive action in the defence field. 
The initiative provided new opportunities to transform staff 
plans into public policy and to draw together coherently as 
in the case of the air defence study a number of previously 
diverse strands of current activities and generally to 
increase the momentum of i'IATO' s defence planning. 

6. It was recognized that Ministers would be presented 
with a mixed bag of recommendations, some expensive and seme 
pro ce duraI but aIl important, a!ld that i t would be prora '"l'.y 
necessary to allocate these specific programmes to various 
categories according to the degree of commitment which it 
would be desirable to s eek at the Summit. The possible nature 
of the categories and the range of commitments were discus &ed 
in some depth. The problem Nhich would arise in seeking to 
establish ?riorities was recognized, particularly as between 
one Task Force and another and between the outcome of the 
Long-Term Defence Programme as a whole and other demands on 
defence resources. 

Z. lh th rer ard t o impleoe:ltatio!'l machiner)", t her e was 
a large body 01: opinion i n f 2-vour of ma!dn& t; le m<c.xilDUlll use of 
existing NA'î'O machiner; " hich , it was fe l t , in general should 
be adequate for the task including the pro'fision of the 
necessary monitoring at a high l eve l ; although some strengthening 
of international agencies might be needed. The Long-Term 
Defence Probramme had in itself carried KATO planning into the 
long-term in a number of important respects, but there was a 
broad measure of concurrence that NATO collectively should and 
could give more help and guidance than at present to national 
def~nce planners in consiàering longer term needs, particularly 
in the field of operational concepts and the establishment of 
requirements - and i f possible co-ordinated programmes for major 
equipment replacements. 
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8. The importance to the 8uccess of the Long-: e nn 
Defence Programme and to NATO's force planning cctivities 
in general of the provision of increased real resources for 
defence was widely supported and it was noted that so far 
only fOL~ NATO countries had indicated their intention to 
achieve the 3 growth target in defence expenditure. The 
ne'!d for careful PH preparations and handling was also noted. 

9. Perhaps the most useful function of the Symposium 
was as a forum for the exchange of ideas among those, both in 
r;ATO célpi taIs ar.d Headquar',;ers. who will be closely invol ved 
in the further development and Implementation of the Long-Term 
Defence Programme, together with their other defence 
responsibilities. The insights gained st Oberammergau should 
provide a valuable input to the more formal proceedinga of 
the Executive Working Group, the Military COIIIIII1ttee and the 
Defence Planning Committee in the montha ahead. 
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Conceptual A~roach to the NATO 
"'"'Lông::'erm Dëence PÏ'Ôgramme 

by 

Ambassador Robert Komer, 
Department of Defense, 

Washington, USA 
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1lITitO;XJCJJ 9l! 
l an delighted that the ASG for Defence Planning 

end Policy, l'ir. Mu:ûord, decided t :> devote this year's 
~ynposiun ta the L~P. l guess he asked ~e ta lead off 
b~sau~c ! was the cr~ef arc~tect ai the US initletive et 
the S~.!!:li t and ~PC l a s t Nay which led ta the LTDP. But let 
ce EC.y ct the outset that ~ role is sioply thc.t of a staff 
offlcer - ~d expediter - kmerican style. The real oovers 
and shakers are the Ilnjor l'!J.TO Co"'oanders , Assistent 
Secretarles Generéü l!umford and Walsh and Defence }!inisters 
in cap! t aIs. l t 15 they \tho are sheping the LTDP and ,."il1 
Dc.ke it work i n the l c.s t rulQlysi s . 

'0 are now in the l est phase of designi.ng an 
LTDP, an e;~ercisa so~e ha-.re calle!! the boldest and most far­
reaching 1':ATO hes undertaken in =y y ~ars . J.t crJ.y rate 
it is sertainly stirring up a great deel of activity in 
NA'l'O HcadCl.uerters and in capi taIs, to -:1':e Pc.in of many 
(inc l uding myself). The exercise 15 al50 50 cocolex that 
we are in danger of loaing slght of the foresrfor !(he 
treea. So it 15 useful at this point to stop bnck for a 
cocent ~~d look at the underlying rationale for such an 
exercise. 

1. What led the new US A~nistrntion to 
pro~se it 7 

2. v,'hy is the LTDP 50 urgent today? 
3. Ho~ does it differ from previous Nl.TO 

exercises, and fit into other on-going 
NATO work ? 

4. "ihat resul ts shouId we collecti vely seek ? 

It seems to me that if we agree on these 
pr oposi t i ons -- =d l suspect ~le do - 'l'le will e.lso agree 
why so IilUch of the coc.mon defence effort ta wb1ch viC are 
aIl dcrlicated rides on the succesa of the LTDP - and vby 
wc shoule! try our c!at:medest in the next four months to 
~~~e it a ~uccess. 

l • ~§1!LOl THE LONG-:'EIlJLQ~NCE PROGRAIolI1E lL~:l?f~ 

I t i5 al.ways interesting to trace the gene5is of 
a conceptual epproach (beering in mind tbat brlght ideas 
are cheap, and tbat until t21itical decislons are made to 
breathe life into a concep lt remains just a bright ~ea). 

t!.ATO CONFIDENTIJ.L 
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The idea that t;ATO needed ar- LTDP O~inated in 
the early ~s ri!!& of a group of DoD and ana1ysts, 
a11 ol' us 0 d A Olîands . i'Te felt that, while l'l.A7 0 I s 
underlying purpose and s trategy remajned as valia az ever. 
its posture to car:rJ out that strategy vis-a-vis the ~.!p 
was becoming less and less ade~uate. 

r-Yoreover, "li th the US disengaging from South-East 
Asia, it could refocus energies on the primacy of ',iestern 
European defence. 

This led ta three ?and studies in the peri ad 
197?J-76 , firs t on Revamp!ng NATOls Defence Posture t o 
co~ensate for MBFR; second wo released to fU'fc· - -
(Ra 10~izatlon and .~.80, the latter leading on from AD.70). 
Seldom bave think-tank studies ended up having such policy 
il!:pact. 

Am~ng other tbings. they influenced the 
Schlesinger precursor efforts of 1973-74 to gen~rate greater 
de!ence cooperation. AlI the se efforts borrowed heavily 
from ongoing inr.ovative work of new HNCs, such as the 
splendid flexibility studies. 

The next event was the 1916 US election campai gn, 
in which 1 was asked to wri te NATO background papers and 
proposaIs for the party which won. Then, in J:muary 1971 . 
Secretary Brown asked me ta become a consul tant anŒ · ... ork 
out what the Carter administration should do f or NA~'O. for 
presentation ta the Allies. Building on my propos.ed AD.80 

• • 

concept, 1 proposed an urgent US action programme ~esigned • 
not only to revamp the US GFi posture to make a ~ore 
effective contribution ta NATO, but also a NATD-\!ide eff ort • 
along similar lines, including some short term quick f i xes. 

These proposals became the US ioi tiati ves a": t he 
London Summit, where President Carter called for (1) sbort­
term measures; (2) a bold LTDPj and (3) greater cooperat ion 
in arms production. ~e also invited Heads of Government ta 
meet in ".'ashington in the Sprin8 of 1918 ta discuss '. :bat 
had been done. 

The Heads of GovermJent agreed. Def ence ;·Iini s ters 
fleshed out further at the May DPC. The rest i~ ~s~~. 
l'en Task Force s ':lere set up; t he l-lNCs successfuITy .L?id on 
short-term mensures, and we are seven months in ta ~~e 
design of the LTDP. 

tJATO CON F 1 DEN T 1 A~ 
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II. \.,7HY DID TlG US ~J..'U> A N"$ ri NATO lHrrUTI~ J.S 50 
lmGI:.l1'_ ? ----- - -- -- - -- - - - - - ---- . -

l :y ~l~etc.h of how the LTD? concept em.:r ged i s f a r 
less import ant t han ~:~ we fel t 5uch a major nel\' NATO 
effort vi"::al for the 5. The following factors cOll1;;lrised 
our rati oDr'.le ior why the LTDP was I!ee1ed; 

1. Con<:inued gro\11;h of H' capabilities, 
especially for shorter ~laroing attack. 

2. 

3 . 

Shift fro!ll US nuclear superiority te 
str2.tegic Equivalence, tlhich gave greater 
i mpo7tance ta conventi onal balance. 

tT;?ed for more co- operati ve ef fort. Th'Jugh 
Nt.TO is e cla~sic !.lliance of sovereign 
s t<:_tE s , i t \';~s cl~ar from i ts outset that a 
~lch greater degrce of mutual co-operative 
eiiQr t th~~ ever b9fcre in peacetime is vital 
to credible defence at a-êceptaSle cost. 50 
f r o:n the beginning l,AïO wes conceived a s a 
co-operative DUlt1naêional enterprise , Go 
back and read wh&~ !~ay or Ei senhower said 
i n the carly deys ~d you will see bov l ar 
short NATO has fa:.len of "!;he common early 
ideas. Thougb many unprecedented co-operative 
~~TO ef forts are ?ng~ing in peacetiMe. 
( es, ecially ccnbined commar.d , common air 
Gef ence programmes, etc.), 1, and large ~~TO 
never f ollowed through on early collective 
emphasis. This wes not too dangerous in -the 
period when an overri~~ deterrent wes 
provided by US nuclear ~uperiori ty , but i t is 
very dangerous tcday. 

4. Tbere is an urgent need to face up ~o the 
consequences of inevitable resouree const raints 
t ha t i e , -;;0 meet the evolving threat we :aust use 
such resources as are available more wisel y. 
Since !lAïO cO'.!ld !!ot rcly on huge budget add­
ons except in a period of emergency, P~TO 
must i"ind other ways to naintain the balance 
througb more efficient res0U!"çe .us~. 
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5. Since NATO forces are also far less weIl 
organized to operate together in coaliti on 
warfare than "'P forces, there 15 a cri tical 
need to improvc compatlbillty and 
Interoperabil ity, if not standardlzation. 

6. NATO needs more adequately to exploit its 
qualitative advantages, especially in high 
technology. Because high technology is so 
e:<pens! ve, the only way to exploit 1 t optimally 
is through greater pooling of effort. 

The broad consensus in the ne',,, US Admj ni strntlon 
that these considerations argued for a majoI' ne1t! attempt 
to strengthen NATOIS defence posture created a receptive • 
atmosphere for my proposaIs to the Secretary of Defense, 
and his to the President. And it is precisely to cope wlth 
these key factors that we proposed the kind of LTD? -Chat we • 
dld la st May. 

III. HfAT !:IN!) CF LTDP DID THE US ENVISAGE? 

I t was very clear to us tbat Just another AD.70 
would not meet thE: need. Nor \'1ould NATOIS ongolng force 
planning process, important as this 15. So \'le felt somethir.g 
dramatic had to be added. ii. in the face of gro;,< Dg ~·fP 
capabilities, NATO really vere to achieve credible 
deterrence/defence in the 80s, at politically aff ordablE: 
cost. 

1. ~:e IllUst flnd ways to overcol!le that bane of 
NATO -- reports 1~h1ch say aIl of the right 
things (l1ke AD.70 and Basic Issues); 12.y 
out broad goals in vague terms and are 
endorsed by i'lin1sters, but then nothing 
happens because nations ignore them. 

2. So we suggested NATO design a PROGRAMl-lE , 
not draft a report. It should show quant ities , 
phased national shares, and costs over time to 
the extent ieasible. 

3. It should calI, when feaslble, for nation~l 
co~tment, not Just Defence Minister endorse~ent. 

(The Summit ~rill help here). 

~J A T 0 CONFIDENTIAL 
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1t should !lCcentuate co-o~erative efforts 
(as tha 1977 Nir.isterl <Jlûldâïîce stresse:.), 
not just natior~l cff.:rts. Though natio=l 
programmes remain the prÎII:ary effort. me 
LTDP should provide a bluepriLt for al!gr; ': ng 
them according to an agreed common framel!ork 
::rr.d agreed priori ti es, =d pro;lose CeJ.!l,'ON 
PROORAMMES. 

It should not duplicate force proposals, but 
complemeut them by focussing on fu~ctiona: 
llt::eds more than on forces themselv-"s. 

It sbould be lon&-term, not look Just fo~ to 
five years ahead because ~any critica1 
programmes, especially in naw technology, 
might take a de cade te mature. 

n ~hotÜd deal \oIHh a lilll1 t~d mmber of keI 
~oblem area~, instead of trylng to cover 
tEe waterfront and diluting the focus. It 
is betteI" to get et Ieast some +bfngs done 
~!ell. 50 the US propos~d nine areas -­
r·:ATO e".ded one more. 

Sinilarly, it should realisticnlly ~ccen~~ 
tJ1e affordable, in the light of inev'ltàbJ:e 
tiudget con!:tra:!Iits. There is no p·)int i:l blue 
sky proposaIs which nations could net accapt. 
Instead need (a) a tousher sense of PRIORITIES; 
(b) more trade-offs; {c) reduction of ~:aste 
and duplication inherent in ~Tidely varying yet 
overlapping torce postures, unco-ordinated 
p~'oduction ; training, etc. 

1t should accentuate interoËerabill~ if not 
sta..dardizaticn whe re poss!. l e , to e NATO 
:forces OO1'e cel'able oi integra ced yet fle":ible 
coali tion dcfence egainst the much mo:-e h.'Chly 
star.dardized and intcgrated ;','P. We Americo.ns 
dccided te push this via buying more ~~pean 
cquipment é:..."ld ::haring more of our technology. 
"le sc~ the LTDP as provid ':'ng the framework tor 
a better two-way street Yhich we rccognize ls 
lleeded. 
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10. Last but not lea ~t . W~ should focus not j~st 
on ~·;hat to do but how to do i t -- on 
revamni nK ~~TOI S machineIY to enable it to 
eUecHvëly fOl1 0 ;·/ t!u·ougn and exe-:ute the 
programmes agreeü . NATO as an Alli2Ilce has 
been a great success, but l do not see ho';1 
2Ily disinterested observer could èeny that 
NATO as an INSTITUTIŒ designed to m8Yiill1ze 
gutual defence collaboration has not lived uo 
to its early promise. This is nc reflection­
on the i'iNCs but letls face it, they and the 
NATO bureaucracy have got responsibili°,;y but 
VERY LITTLE AtrrHŒITY. 

Doing aIl the above is a tall order, cocing on • 
top of NATOIS regular planning cycle. l realize itls been 
a burder.. on everybody. But the real question i 5 - could • 
we change the st~ipes of the NATO problem by a lesser effort ? 
Isnlt a bold LTD? encompassing a whole neu dimension of 
Alliance co-operation essential to meet the nr ed ? 

C!l the other h2Ild , the LTDP ls not aIl that new. 
For the mest part, It simply builds on and pulls together a 
great deal of innovati ve ~:ork by ~lNCs and nations. l 
already mentioned flexibility studies . Lnother s o'~ce is 3 
the on-going Tri-~mC Reinf orcement study, S~ enu ACLlJr.r C 
2Ilalyses, and th~ llke . There is not auch in the J}fD? as i~ 
is emerging t~t has not been suggested. or even tried, 
more tban on~e b~fore. So we se~ the L~P more es a 
management a:?~roach f or taking many of the key N!~~'O requlre-
ments already fleshed out and analyzed -- and pulling them • 
together in a coherent framework 50 that nation~ c~. see 
clearly Just what is need~d -- and hopetully co~t themselves 
to respond. • 

Let me turn nO~J to what \1e Americans cal l the 
botto!:! line . ' .. /hat outcome can we reallstical l y s eel, .? 
Except for a.\CElJP.. and SACLANT , !!lost of us hèr e (myse:'. f 
lncluded) are not deci sionmakers but s enior officiaIs and 
staff offlcers. It 15 our job to sake sure that our 
principals s ee not ooly ~~e risks and obstacles but the 
opportunities the LTDP provides. 

NATO CONFIDENTIA~ 
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1. Above aIl, ",e Wl'_'lt an LTDP, blessed by the 
SUül!lit, which will give the new impetus and 
coherence to NATO deterrence/ defence in the 

2 . 

80s " .. 'hi ch the evolvt.ng threat d emands. " 
Uo es anyone her e really believe tbat we coU:d 
have got t l'.is irnpetus solely thl'ough the 
no~l NATO pl~~ir~ procesa ? Tf t hoy do, 
the y misread NATOls hiator y, , . .,hich clearly 
sho~!" that only ext!'3ordino.ry out-of-cycle 
effort~ have ever genera ted ey-ceptional results. 

~ie are entitled 1:0 em ect an LTDf' which mal'ks 
a ne\'! hir;h level of z.êr~uine Al,,;y ' nce C_v~l1..e~.J..2..l! , 
insteo.d 01 the 1lp Derv1c e thls usuàlly gets. 
If both resource constraint.; and tbe need for a 
greater degree of 8ta&dardization/lnteroperability 
dic-i;ate greater efficiency D.."1d commonality in our 
joint resource use, the Ly>P can be th"! 'Tehicle 
for genero.ting it -- in C ~,d Logistics above 
a i l. 

3. ~hc L7DP should a l 50 resul t i n a signific=t 
.s':::'re~henino of NATO' s ElUl t,izlp.tional Dé'..c.h.;pery 
civn~ë'.n as weil as Dîllltiry. \;je need~o give 
more a".rthori t-./ to the H?\Cs in peacetiae i f they 
are t o function effectively in wartime , es;;>ecially 
L'.ga i nst s hort waming a ttack. 

4. But let's be r eelistic in our expectations. Not 
e· .. eryt hing thitr.atlÔÏÏs propose will be accepted 
by the Task Forces, not everything the ':raslt 
Force s propose will be accepted by the T~ecutive 
;'r'o:'king Group or the Pcrmment Rep!"esento.tives, 
mld not everything NATO then pr0pc~ 3 s w~ll be 
c~ccpted by Defence ~linisters and Heads oi 
Government. ~.Ihen ,:e <ldd up the ~ota1 bi,?;.l , for 
examp1e , some things oo.y have to give. L am 
confident th:it we can, howeyer, get concr ete 
forward movement on st least some main ~ction 
area s in each Task Force, ~Ihich would by 
Its elf be-a-major breakthroUSh. 
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5. Moreover, let's not Just give up on those l.ey 
proposaIs Îlhlch, for one reason or another , 
oey not be fully approved. .cceptable 
compromise cay be feasible in some cases -­
bal f\-lay measures arc better tban none. Sowe 
measures unacceptable in the short-terc cay be 
acceptable if put in the longer-te~ category. 
J.nd soce can be remanât:d for further work and 
report back ~o ~n1sters later. 

CONCL!l2.tf'W.§ 

l have tried to lay out wbat lay behind our new 
NA.TO initiê.ti·;es - why we launched them when and ho,-; we did. 
They have now been NATo-lzed, and are in the bands of NATO 
insti tutions which will soon present them for re'lietl by • 
governments. "le Americans are making out input jus t llle 
everyone else (or pcrhaps more so because we are bigger), • 
but it's now a cOllEon encleavour which will stand or 1'all 
on wbat you (as weIl as we) do. That's why this SJ~sium 
will be a great success if lt glves new clarity and emphasis 
to the design of a bold LTD? 

So let ~e end with an cppeal to aIl of you. l 
daresey 'ie all sta..--t f roi:! a basic 'manimity about the serious 
threat from the growing ~P capabilitles, and the need f or a 
greate:- defenslve response . Defence !'l1nis ters themselves 
keep saying this. 50 do the NATO Military A.uthorltles. 

But as always the real question is: !ioLt~.~ 
done what we all afree needs to be done r Rhetorlc ~ s no 
substltute for act on. WOrds are of lIoited deterrent value • 
J.:oney ls scarce to meet aIl our needs, even if v:e do get 3~; 
real growth trom all the A.lll~s. 

The LTDP we are jointly deslgning aay not be the 
eerfect solution. Like everything we try to do collecti'lely 
~n NATO. lt entails , and will ent~il, oany compromises. 

But let's not forget that the LTDP represents by 
far the best opportuci. ty yet available to get ':Iha·~ l 
suspect we would all agree ls needed (even though sooe oey 
be more sce~tlcal than others about the prospects of 
achieving .1 ). 'In enormous amo\Dlt of effort is going into 
tkds new progr~e (not least from those here today). 
~ence we owe it to ourselv~s to try and pilot it through 
successfully. 

NAT 0 CONFIDENTI.A.L 

-13-

• • 

  DOWNGRADED TO NC   .

  SEE: DN(2005)0002

D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
L
Y
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
 
-
 
P
D
N
(
2
0
1
3
)
0
0
0
6
 
-
 
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
 
-
 
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E



• • 

• • 

NAT fJ~O ~T F- 1_ DEN TIll. L 

l "Tant to speek frankly about another salient fact 
(n \~hich aIl our Allies should c"lpitalize. You lmO\; as w':l11 
as l that na~ion~l parocr~alism i5 ~~e enemy of effective 
J.lliance dEf(.~c.e, and \>Ie AlIieric~s bve bclen the \';orst 
o~: '~d ~rs. But have you noticed a aejùr sh1~t in the US 
ott:. -v.:è.e? From being the grcatest ur~lateralists of 
t li.;ù aIl, 'Ile :1ave suddenly becooE: the ru.gh priests of 
c-..ù 7ilateralism. With all the fervc.r c. f the newly converted 
"'e no,,, "thinlt NATOôl, IlO lor.ger 50 unil&terally - and gear 
C':..:t' j)r ogr=es DOre to those of our Allies. "!e are 
rE:l " '.sing a lot o:J re tecr.nolaçy, seelting joint devp.lopment 
projects, propasing m~~y other common ende~vours • 

Despi -:e your justifiable scepticiSI!l, ~Ie ::'.l'e even 
dete!"!lineo :;0 create oore of a h:o-\1av street in deience 
pl'ocureme!lt (thocgh there have i'ëen fëv resûlts as yet) • 
We are offcr ing co-operation ~lithout high charges for 
licensing, etc. But the big question in our ainds 1s, will 
you Allies join liS > even j f you find us e bit nai ve ? 
!~r~ you, too, a1:>1e to gear up to greeter defer.~ e co-operation 
in the cODllilon ir.te.'est, or will the US end up flailing 
arou.'1d alone ? 

P.ere let ce remind you of another iron law of 
NATO politi cs. We Americans have traditionally ceen the 
bréa~est i s olationists a~ weIl as the greatest unilateralists 
in NATO. Fivery decade or so we sally ior"t~, usually late, 
to save old tired Europe, but then we tend to retreat back 
to our 0''il1 c oncerns (bringing hJ>ne cu:, troops frcl!l Europe 
is n recurr~nt theme -- even Eisenhower vas infected) • 

So once again a new energatic US J:.:t;;!nis-cration 
is sallying forth to rescue NATe. In fact we are doing 
proport10nally ~ore to strengthen ou:, NATO contribution than 
any of you. att our ao1li ty to suste1" this impulse. by 
carrying Congress ond the public vith '.1S, ,';i11 !!epend 
heav1ly on whetbcr we can den~nstrate convincingly to them 
that Europe is doing it's share too. 

Ergo, herc is a f1nP~ reason why the LTDP 1~ 50 
iwportant; It is our ~'1swer to our O~l scepti~s bacl:EOme. 

Lo.st~.y, l would also remind you that \'1e have 
engineered ~~hË. t T:.f'.y be e one-·tir:e O~F)crtu.-u tv via S1JEllÙ try. 
Heads of GO'fe=ent lnunched this e.l'ort, not just!:iei"en-::e 
J>1in1sters, and ve can hope ta colill!!i t thec p ~rsonally to our 
efforts in the Spring. If 50, the LTDF may just have a 
greater chance of producing the des1r~d results then anytb1ng 
befcre. It's en opportunity we should not mss. 
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by 

General Alexander H. Haig, Jr., 
Supreme Allied COIIIIIIender J;urope 

Tne text of th1s presentation wes not 
available at the time of publication. 
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by 

Mr. W.F. Mumford, 
Assistant Seeretary General for 
Defenee Plann1r~ and Poliey, 

NATO International Staff 
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V::- k r: e hcard thi s morr.i.ng irom Ambassodnr Komer 
ab0ut t he ci6velC'piJlent of th,' L::nb Term Defe:1ce Programme from 
tLe tili' e '-lhGn L:; \1a5 mei'ely a gleam in hi ,> eye as he sat 
pond cring in t h·; Rand. Institutc -~o its emergencc as a lusty 
infant in Brussels. t·!e have also heard from him his ideas 
about its further growth and development, passing through 
adolescence to maturity. Gçucral Haig has placed the 
programme firmJy in the context of ongo1ng work in SHAPE and 
more widely in I~ATO as a wnole to 1mprove NATO defence 
capabilities, end f r om t~e point of view, in particular, of 
its potential contribution to the achievement of t he objectives 
of the Major NATO Commanders. 

For my part l would l i ke to rev1cw the Long Term 
Defenc ~ Progr~le fro~ a ~tric~ly practicnl standpoint, as a 
NATO of fici Q:;' concerned with pul11ng t!1e various thrcads 
toge t her in the preparation of t he draft comprehensive report 
for Ministers and for relati ng the outcomp. of t he exercise to 
!lATO' s other curr~nt è.efence planning acti-Ji ties. No-one 
woul:i disp,-rte t he im?ortance of an outst:mding success at 
the Washington Summit . This is 1œportant ior political as 
weIl as military rensons . But l hope that we would also all 
subs : ribe the nûed to ensure that, from t~ o defence point of 
view, t he outco~e i5 a sensible o~c. We d:: not want to rush 
into t he wrong decisions under ti~e pressure. 

l propose, therefore, to rcview the task before !~ATO 
in the run-up to t he Washington ~it ; to consider the 
nature of the programmes; to assess the degree of commitment 
ta the programmes to be saught f r om Heads of State and 
Government ; to consider what the arra."lgements might be ta 
fo110\·[ up ~-(hat will ew;r ge frOl;) the Sum:nit ; and final1y to 
gi.ve some of ,"y own ide<>.s on NATO' s future needs for 
coordinated l ong t ero plannine in defence field. 

l should uake 3 n important qualification, W~ ue 
sr.i:l six wer.ks off D (for rtelivery) Day fer the Task Force 
Directors' r eports. Untl1 we have them to 5tudy, mucll of 
our discussion here abou~ handling thûm must be hypothetical. 

l am à eeply conscious that between now and April 18, 
wr.ich is the date by which the Executive llorking Group shàuld 
have cJmpleted a report on the Long Term Defence Programme 
and forwarded it to the Defence Planning Committee in Permanent 
Session and to the Milita~ Committee, we have only 52 MATO 
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working days remaining ; in this calculation l have not taken 
account of all the national religious and other festivals. 
In this perio~ too soce of us will find themselves engaged 
in HILEX-b (5 days~, the Nuclear Planning Grcu;J meeting in 
Denmark (4 days) end at the SaJL ~ time, the 1411i tary Commi ttee 
and the Defence Review Co=ittee will be r.eevily en§,er;ed in 
pr;:!paring fol' the Defence Mi nisters when they !!leet on 
May 18/19, force goals for the period 1979-1954 to be 
developed from the 1300 force proposaIs of the Maj or NATC 
Commanders now before the Militari Committee. Undoubtedly 
we can aIl look forward to a busy next few months. 

We can already be sure that ~~nisters will have 
before them a mixed bag of recommended programmes. Some 
will be procedural but that will not necessarily mean that 
they will be easy. Task Force 8 on rationalisation - the 
harmonisation of national armaments programmes - will b€ 
concerned with proc edure but in a field bedevilled over the 
years by the demands of national sovereignty and by 
intractable nation~l industrial and employment requiremcnts. 
Others will be no cost/low co st but with thorny political, 
legal and constitut i onal ramific~tions (1 héve in mind here 
proposaIs ta improve NATO's coordinated response ta a crisis 
related to the early stages of the NATO Aiert System). 
~/~n outside the field of arms procuremcnt, we must expect 
programmes with major priee tags attached - new and more 
extensive equipment prograones for reserve forces; modification 
of wide-bodied civil aircraft to take heavy cilitary loads 
(who pays and compeilsates the airlines for 1055 of r evenue 
while the work i5 being carried out·?); or modification of 
merchant ships to provide a refuelling capability in support 
of naval vessel s . And t h en there will be the hard core of 
hardware - based programmes which will calI for greater 
standardisation and interoperability between replacement 
weapons systems already planned or funded , for the development 
and production oÎ families of weapons, and ev en for whole 
new generations of equipment. Some may in'/olve ne\1I ventures 
in common fundin~ or ext"nsions of existint', ini'rastructure 
arrangements (ex(!IJples, the developccnt of 11 f amily of 
mari tims l!Iines for use by éül nations; r eplacement of grounc'. 
environment r9.dars (size of the bill?); procurccent of a ;;ATO 
computer assisted mé:ssagc processing systel~ and (very much 
long term) a stanciardised Tactical Trun!< "e twork in Allied 
Comoand ~ope). Other programmes Dey calI for an entirely 
novel approach to the support of UATO front-line forces 
(proposaIs for cooperative funding of war reserve stocks or. 
a region~l basis). l would expect to see t hese various 
categories of programmes arri·, ing in both the medium and 
long term. 
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I t ~ z t he ~ssence cf t he ~TDP that it should break 
new ground , cllilll èl.ee e" isting convent ions; in fact have a 
!>hock .;f f ect. AlI i nt erl'\atio'1al orbani sations need an 
inject ion of adrenalin f rom t ilae t a 1;1oe. "Te Cal'l assume a 
l ar ge fund of poli~ical resolve ta bring about a successful 
out come and the success of short term mensures has s~own what 
can be achieved by an injection of political will at the 
hi C .est leveI. But we must also be r ealistic. .oUI the 
nat 5.ùnal :!.eaders will be subject in one way or !l."lother te 
cerwtit utional constraints. AlI of them wi ll be faced with 
the problem of taking on new cocmitments - and long term 
r.omm i tments - of nat i onal resourc~s to defence which 
p01 i ti r.ally in recent years has not been the most popular 
canG. idnte for publl c expenditure. 

In considerlng the nature of the commitment \1hlch 
should be s ought f rom alli ed l~aders , it is instructive ta 
examine - but not necessarily be determi~ed by - various 
kinà ,'l of co.nmi t l:lent to NATO' s coordinat ed def ence acti vi ties 
which already existe Let us look first at the coCDitments 
under NATO cm'rent force planning cycle. The or!ly fim 
commitment of f orces to NATO is for t he !irst year of the 
NATO 5-jear plan, whicb is adopted each year in December 
by Defence Ministers in the DPC. This is the neares'C' that 
countries gct to e fomal international obligation, where 
they can oe required t o account for any back-slidlng. 

The HAT;) Force Goals, which are projected 5 years 
ahead anù whi ch are updntel! every <: years, ara adopted by the 
Defence Planning Co~ittee and sent to the member countries 
w.H:h t!1 E: i r.v i tation that the y should be icplemented. The 
f Oi'ce geaIs nm. be i nE; dp.veloped for 1984 \11.11 ccver t he whole 
spect ru!:I of ~U.TO' s rtili t ary n =~ds in the shorter t6I'û. They 
h a ve b 'l c n pr epared in very clos e consultation wi t h national 
authori t. ~ es , h a'J2 been ",ost caref ully costed and, l.'nder the 
cstabJ i ~"', E: G. f crce pl n:mill[ procedures, the Dite wi ll nake 
an as :; ':·snc.t of tr· ~ ":Jility cf each country, in t he l i ght of 
ec , r.o~ ~ c forecasts , t.o meet the modest challenge posed by tbe 
f orce ?rcp~~als. But cC' mtries G.o not commit themselves 
formal l y to the force goals that are e.ddressed t o them 
ir.dj ·r: ."!21' ''y' ~:-. d this 1 :> despite the carefUl vay in whlch 
the YG~·ê2i::oals a .. e prepared in full consultation vi th 
national authorit i es. 
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!' e\'er"theless. and l think tl.ere 1s n J ;sson to be 
lee:-nt here for the I.~D?, t he per:'or-..Jance of CO'_I'1tries eacll 
year under the NATO Ar.nual itevie',,; 1s zaeasure:i against the 
yardstlck of the force Goals and countr1es are prepared to 
subm1t themselves w11lingly to this kind of hleasurement and 
scrutiny, ~hus implying at least a moral commitment éO the 
force goals. 

From the management anb1e, l aE sur~ that we should 
s"r1ve for the ûaxi nuw reconc1lietion between the term programme 
~hich will Emerge frem the : TDP and the 1984 force goals and 
th1s marri age should cozae about qui te naturE:J_ly bearing in 
zaind that many of the SaEe staffs are engage~ on both e~ercises. 
In fact, a large nucber of the 1985 force propos~s have 
already been identified as appli cable to the LTDP as shown in 
my first slide. The fi~lres r el ate to Al!ieù C00lland bUrope 
only. The numbers are greGt er if SACLAF~' and CINC~:A1i are 
added. 

~!e may also look 10r instruction at the cOl!!Illi t :!1 ents 
involved in other multilateral ~nùeaVourE such as NATD-wide 
commonly func.ed projects (~iATO Infrastructure) and multi­
national co-productic,.n such as the F. 16 and Tornado. Up till 
now, ~IATO cO!!ll!lon fundir;,f under which l-tilitary facilities for 
common üse are fu."ld ed under cost-sharing formulae has hardly 
iopinbed on national def enc" budgets. ts my next sI ide ~~ows, 
the total of NATO cOlJlDonly funded cxpenditure exprcssed as a 
percentage of total defence expenditures for NATO countries 
was in 1976 only about 1/-:' ,J f 1 • Even if A~rACS exp ,mditure 
1s added at a peak annual figure oi ;500 million in any year, 
the percentage would rise o:ùy to just over 0.6 of 1 ~~ . l 
would conclude , there: ore, that thore is scope at lc~st in 
budgetary ten,ls for i ncreesin:.; the s cope of , iATD comnon­
funding. But ~'hen wc try t o ::;ss ezs th~ chances that AllieJ 
Governoen-:s 'Till be prepêr c.; I r. i :a~' to ac r "e t here and t'1en 
to significan~ increases, t icJ l acs in th~ pust to r~ach 
decis: oilS on :!la ~ ,Jr new pro,j ects must be recalled. Take the 
NATO Air Defence Ground Environrn~nê schco s . First ideêS 
1959. Syst~m definition and rcquire~ent 1960. Contracts 
let 1963/64. AtrACS h =. s been under intensive discussion and 
intcI'!l&tional negotiation at the highes·t level i " KATO for 
two years. !':ould anyone here like to predict when a j\lA'l'O 
declsion to adopt a cozamon fauded scheme based on ~~e Beeing 
will be rf'8ched? Sio il!lI"ly mul ti-·natlonal scheùes have been 
slow "0 reêch decisions ; the 't1me needed to renr.h the point 
of inter-governmental a&r eement to proceed has Ir. the pes t taken 
years not months. The bringing of these proj ects to fruition 
has in the past callcd for careful and patient negotiatjon. 
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'rn'at th -= n c all 'II" 1'e8son2bly h::pe for in t p. rms cf 
commitmGnt at the washington S~"!li-:;? Si=a the rec,Jmmended 
programmes tlill b i:! a mi:r:ed bag, some procedural, sOllle hard­
ware ori,mtated, some &1edium and some long term, some no/low 
cost a~n sorne very high cast, a carte blanche approval 
incluè ing such r.ati cnal ccmmitm~nt to provièe national inputs 
will prc;;:;ably nut be f orthcom1ne. 

7he general aim should be ta ob tain U:e maximum 
c00mi tœents froD Governments and thercby exploit to the full 
th~ engaùement ai the Heads of State und Government. However, 
t ae degree of cOlllllli tment the programmes ~Till attract must be 
~xpect èd to vary. A number of programoes should be rire for 
imüediate firm cOmGitment Rnd thLS category should not be 
) i o i ted ooly to proced;.u-al and no cost/low c nst prograa'les; 
some hard~arc-ori entated programces, probably those dirccted 
at the shorter tertl, should also be included . Under this 
dq~ree cf conlll'.i. tiJent the national leaders wculd undertake, 
so 10!1g C'.s the" ... ere in the positicn to deliver the goods, 
to inc<..rporate" the progra.=es in their own na·c;io .. ~ programmes 
~~d to iss~ e inst~ctions to their national defence and 
financi::tl ~utilorities that they should 't;ork :::or t !1e 
achieveEent c: t he programces. This level of commitmcnt would 
also require a finn en.:;ageacnt at the Su=it to prov ide any 
neccss~r; atiùitionul contribution~, iùentified in the 
pl'ograI!!l!lCs, that might be needed for co=o:uy funded projects. 

The s w::ond category, in whlch a majorlty ;Ji ·the 
ha r rlware-based prcgramnes mlght fall, might be one unàer 
which the programmes wcre enaorsed collectively by i1ini ~ters as 
thos t: requircd by NJ.TO as 1\ whole (0:" regionally) to enhance 
capabilities in the s elected fields, together with agreeme!1t 
that detailed negotia Lions ahoulé. stélrt -- or be continued if 
QPpropriate - to implement the progre~'es, e. g . the develvpment 
of joint we C'.pons or l :ounil.ies of weapons. Tnis con:!.d De 
acccnpanied by instructi::.r.s t o the ~;ATO permar.en·c bodies to 
fo l l ow lip '!igcrüusly any pro!Nsal for new cOèll!lonly funded 
projects of the AKACS type and new zr.ajvr candidates for NATO 
infrastructure funding. T1me-fral.les should be established 
f o:- r eaching- firm d i:." isj.ons : 0:- implementation and theri; 
sl ,o~' ld be: pro\' i SÜ. Il fo,- mon! bring at Mlni eterial leveI. 

The thi rd degree 0 f r.ocnitrnent could eubrace 
r t:'cmmen:l.a"t i ons .,,:11 ::~ by the S\U:l~. i t '11 ':'11 no t l-e ;"ipA f or 
:':'E:..:islon uncler ai t h,; r c~ the first two cat ego!' ':'as, i. e. those 
where more study is requireà bc~~ within the NATO machinery 
and in c fl.:litals. Here too special instructions should be 
endorseJ by Allieà leaders to ensure the iollow-up and t~e­
f ,- &!II & S 3!1;)uJ.d be established, probably of a longer perioa 
than the s €: ~')ad category, for the translation of studles into 
recomm"nri.ed p ,·ot;rIO'.1D!Ies for action. 
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As in aIl defence p:!.anning , as Gener al I~aig 

r eoinded 1.: S this morning 50 i orci!;ly, ~/e cz.n never escape 
from the r esource ~plications ; and the degre e of coomitment 
which the programmes will attract will turn to a larg~ extent 
- and this appli es particularly to the hardware oricntated 
programges - on national assessments of their impact on 
resources. In the lieht of the Ministerial guidance for 1977, 
wc shall be doing very weIl if all the nations achieve the 
target of a y.~ r cal increase in defence spen~ing ovar the 
medium period and are a01e t o sustain that r ate of growth 
into the loneer tenn. The cur-rent position on the achievecant 
of the ~ target is shown on oy next sli ':<Ô! . Since t he slide 
was prepared, thû Vnita ~ Kingdoo Governccnt has announced its 
plans ~o achi eve a }7; growt h in 1979/80 and 1980/31. In the 
medium term, che 1984 force propos~ls will be making their 
own strong bid fcr the y,~ growth in national defence resources. 

1 obs erTe in passing that, bcyond the oedi~ tenn, 
co st info~ation ~or lOnb t era àeIenc c pl ili~S will in~vitably 
become less 1i rrn -.nd ;·11-.','0 will not be in n position to j udee 
the if!ipact of recor;mendeJ proor=() s on national defence 
budgets in the S~1C w~y as wc do under the 5-y~nr ~ATO force 
goa).5. "le simplr do :lot and crumot expect to ~ave the 
necessaIJ· inforcation available. In response t~ the 1977 
An.l'lUal P.evie~l OUestior.naire, only 6 countries provi ded forwarct 
financial projections for thc full 5 years requested; 1 gave 
iniorcntion f or only 4 y.:ars; 2 countri ;}s gave in":oruation 
for only three years, and two cou!1tries for o~y the coming 
year, 1978. In s ome cases the information was j~st not 
available in capitals and in oth~rs, for one r cason or 
another, national authori ties did not wisll to declare their 
tentative plans to l·,A'l'O . lndeed only cOWltries t ilemselves, 
and then only those \I/hich have already dcvcloped a sophisticated 
long term defence apparatus, will be in a position to judge 
the .ir.lpact oÎ a national input raquired f rom thf.;!à to a ~IATC 
long t erm plan on their planr.ed natio~~l allocations of th~ 
resources the y expect t o beo:ome ':l ':a':'l hble fo r defence. 

No~, for tr.e queEcion of follow-up action. 
General Hai& has arcued that the ecphasis should be placed 
on allocatlng action wherever pcszible ~o an exizting and 
wcll tried piece of Ni,TO machine:-y. One probleo .... 111 be 
that what Idll eoerge from the ~=i t cay be a cixture of 
progréOmes with vnriO~3 degr ces of national ~ocmitment to them 
and i n various f. tages oi ri pc:, .ess fer imme ' i ':l t 'J exccu·t i ve 
action. l'le sh:ül want to proceed t o fol1 0 .• -Up action swiftly , 
so that .... e benefi t froo th" ,"OI:!entuc oi t he Su=i t. ~le sh:lll 
not, 1 sug5cst, want to take up tic" and energy debating 
follow-up procedures. 
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The Task Force~ ar0 ~~eady charged with i dentifying 
obstacles in the path 0= implcuentation and we shall want to 
try to l'emove these. In the case of hardware- b<.sed programmes 
thore will inevitably be in many CQS~ ~ the need for fUl"ther 
study and negotiation3. Bu"!: in this 'U'ea '''e s:lould loo~ for 
the possibility of estab~ishing probr~e oi l ices under the 
AWACS model reprcsenti~ the various agencies concerned and 
probably under the supervision of the ASG for Defence Support. 
SOlile progr2:'ITJeS 1'/;;'11 nat..u-ally fall to E:xisting NATO coIill!Ùttees 
and l have in m'~d in particular those which emerged fro~ 
Task Force 2 on Reinforcement requiring various action in the 
field of NATO' s ci vil emergcncy planning. In others the 
1ead would fall natural1y to the NATO Military Authorities as 
the coordinating agoncy and l have in mind here many of the 
Readiness proposals. Other programmes could be readi1y 
added to the responsibili ties of such bodies as :HCSMA. 

But it will also be necessary ta consider 
arrangEc::Jents for monitorinc; the progress achieved in each of 
t he programmes and my vie", hore would bE: that the Executive 
~lorkin~ Group, operating be10", the level of the Defence 
Planning Commlttoe and the Mi1itary Committee, could indeed 
have a continuing role to play, exploiting its assets as a 
high 1evel group, which can be readily reinforced trom 
capitals and which brings togetber, under the chairmanship 
cf the Deputy Secretary General, all the NATO agencies who 
will be cOllcerned in one way or another with aspects of 
f ollow-up action. 

Ile can also consider whether the NATO Annual Review 
could take on board under its detal1ed and s earching process 
of annual scrutiny long term plans which concorn speciflcally 
commitments of forces and major icprovement programmes. The 
Annual Reviel" has proved, bath to be an effective instrument 
' .. hi ch a chleves r esults. It is also fle:-:ible in its scope. 

l too would not in ceneral be in favour of keeping 
the ~ask Forces in being after the .,.rashington SUIDI!lit, altbough 
this is not to say that NATO may not wish from time to time 
ta have recourse to the task forc e concept of doing business. 
But its effectiveness 15 r elated to its aà boc charac t er and 
the moment a task force becomes part of the norcal machinery 
t he èran:atic ilùpact is lost. 

~ile the outcome of the Washington SUmmit will in 
itself commit rA?O to much more co-ordinetcd action r oaching 
out in to the long t erm than ever before, the question 'lf the 
practical Ïollow-up to that ~rogramMe can be separated from 
t hat of what if any permanen~ and new long tcrm plannine 
mechanisms are needed by ~t\TO. l do not propose hero to sug[;'~st 
a t-',u ' print or major s t ructural changes. l will co:U'ine myself 
to r.J.efining whet l see as the requireuaent for r~ATO. 
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l do not fe el that HATe ca:! realistically engage 
on a 10-12 yenr basls in Ivng t ~ In resouree allocations on 
a global besis. As l h3ve alreaoy explained it is difficult 
enough to eonduet ~ NATO scrJtiny and assessment of national 
plans over Go 5-ye<:lr T'lerL)d. We a:;'l know that even in 
national defence pl~in~ , with a11 ~h~ information available 
on the national plain, planninG beyor!~ 5 years becomes rather 
vague and shadowy. "'e must also l'lot forget that YATO is 
still composed of 15 sovereig!: n2tlons and 15 li l{ely to remai.n 
50 in the foreseeabl e f~ture. The Secret3ry Gen~~3l is l'lot 
th, l-I":"TO Prime l'dnister or even the llATO ltini ~ ter of Defence 
2nd there is no NATO global de fence budget to be disposed of 
in an orderly W3y. 

l see a continui ne need for five year ;rojection of 
force Goals, as the essential underpinnj ng of national plans. 
But NATO should also be in " position to give greater help • 
than it does at the mocent to national planninG beyond the 
me:di Ulil term. l feel that NA70 couIc!, for example, help wi th • 
longer tel"m - and agreed - project ions of the threat; '<ii th 
the developoent of agreed NATO operational con:::epts to · .... hich 
national planning C2n be gearect: and in p2rticular wit~ the 
co-ordinatior. of oajor equip8p.nt r cplacement cycles, Le. 'i:he 
whole field covered by Task force 8. Guidance from NATO in 
these fields woulè. not necessarily calI for major structural 
chang~s although it would require existing committees and 
aeencies - and in p<:'.rticular the ioIajor 1;,'.TO Commanrlers to 
become engaged more than they Jo at present in longer term 
projections. 

One i de a that has beer. explored is the establishment 
of a small ~e l l in NhTO which would perforn the classic think-
tank or e~dfly role of looking from a detached point of view. • 
at NATO's various co-ordinatec! defence planning activities and 
assessing whether they are operating sufficiently in the long 
t e~. The cell should be international, representlng the 4It 
vnr ious Ni.';,'O agencies including the l1ajor UATO CO!ill1landers and 
could be raqui red ta p~oduce pcriodic reports on its 
a;;tivi ties. 

That enàs my address . As l stressed from the uutset, 
l have ccncentrnted on the practical aspects and l have tried 
to identlfy thosc that l 'i:hink w~ can usefully face up to during 
our inf ormal discussion here. 
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The Develo~ent of the Long-Term Defence 
-- Ç!1D!:Je llR DZF'iNCi 

Introducti0l! 

by 

Rear A~ral C.E. Priee, 
SHAPE 
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Fir3"t let me say ho\~ much Task Force 5 appreciates 
havir,:; the opportun! ty of presenting some of i ts work wi thin 
the long term defence programme to an audience such 8S this. 
I t is my hope tha "t today may be very much a two-way street 
in that not only <;an we try and illustrate to you some of the 
problems we have encountered in developing our air defence 
programme but th~t, in turn, we woulè benefit from your 
cümment and ~iscussion. 

l wo~d emphasise that the work of the Task Force 
15 by no means complete anj we will not be submitting our 
report until 1 st l ... ,arch. For that reason 'Ile are obviously 
not in a position today to present to you a long term air 
defence programme with details of the contribution .we will 
be proposL~ that eaeh nation should make. That will have to 
vlai t um;il the fin:ù report. Instead, we have selected some 
major areas in our work which, l hope, will highlight some 
basic aspects of long term planning as they relate to air 
defenee; and l would adâ that at this stage we have a lot of 
refining to do. And in some areas you will be presented with 
~Gnes that have yet to De fleshea out ~~d where necessR~y 
de ·c.ail is sO:;Jewh"t lacking; but you 'lIil1 appreeiate that time 
has not been on our side. 

Indeed, we are 'i t"!:empting to cover a vast amount of 
brour,d in a very sber',. space of time and we have had to make 
lis e, to the greatest possible extent, of work -;.h3t had already 
been .::arrie~ out, both nationally and \-rithin :lATO, :'nto the 
v~ricus fields cf Air Defence. Eut one aspect where we could 
find li ttle evidence of supporting rationale was in the 
èetermir.ation of optiJlUIn mixes of the various components. 
"l'his was particularly 50 wi th r .egard to the weapon system mix 
of fighters and SANs , and to thE< surveillance mix of active 
and passive sensors. There wes obviously no time available 
to carry out ccmputer studies or war games or ev en to try 
and d<?te!"lIline the sensitivity of SO~ie of the issues involved. 
We thereÎore resorteâ to discussion with experts, both 
international and national to increase our own background 
~~owledge and expertise a~d thon derived the mixes for each 
rt:gion by applying subjective , military jadgement. You will 
be he9.ring in subsequent pr~sentations some of the results 
of this process and how they relate to the final prograDIIIIe. 

Which leads me to the timefl'ame of our ~:ork. It bas 
bccome very apparent to us that, to be realistic, lt ~s not 
practicable, feasible, indeed it would be impertinent fer us, 
to attempt to change the course of existing major national 
and !~ATO programmes to any r eal degree in the shorter term; 
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and by that l rnean pro oa bl] intc the carly e ighties. Thq t 
is not to say, however, th,'\t in the shorter term we will ::c t 
propose measures "t'> increa se our capabil ity; but these, in 
gcneral, will be 10'.1 cost and 'Nill invol ve s ucn aspects as 
procedure s ~nd doctrines and will in no 'Nay be a t the 
cxoer,se of weIl defined and weIl established prop:J"ammes . 
But today we will be conccntra tinb on the lone er term, for 
;;here ~Ie do see the possibili ty of be inb able to influence 
the nations by v;.rtue of an integrated approach, ACE wide, 
tOW3rds improvine our overall capability in Air Lefence ; and. 
very much in the fore front of our clinds, and of overriding 
i mportance, is the fact that th~ ensuing individual suD­
progra~~es must be s~en to be rcalistic by those to whom they 
are addressed. They ~ust be realistic in terms of clearly 
demonstrating ~ili"tary and political sense; they must be 
realistic in tcrms of showing tha t they can be contalned • 
within a budge t ceiling w111ch there is goce' r ea son to st:PPOSiJ 
will be made available by the n~tions for Ai r Defence. Whilc 
lie recognise that ther~ 15 a go"l, agr eed by the nations to • 
increase their d~fence spending by up to 3%, we plan in our 
fina l report to provide several programme options. The firs"l 
programme will lie within the budg0t that is currently planned 
by nations for Air ~efenc c ; other alternative options will, 
l hope, dcmonstrate Wh3t addit i onal capability can be provlded 
by modest increases in cost. 

And "t? digress for a moment we are, at this stage , 
û l ssing essêntial ~e ta ils of pla~~ed national expenèitUl e in 
the l onger t erm ",hich some na tions have not s eemed abie to 
provide; and l say that while fully apprcciating their 
difficul tilts; but i t almost .:;oes ·..,i thout say ing that any long 
term plannine must be carried out ~/i thin th,:,: fr'lmework of a 
r ealistic budget. ;· ithout t hat fralllework l will have to resort, • 
in sorne c'ls es , to extrapo l é" tion, and even I;uess l·,ork, 'Iii t !1 the 
obviou~ . ar.;;!:.r of r educc.d creàl lJili ty in the end product. • 
l mention that h0re as on~ i mpo r t ant asp~ct ~~ t has to be 
r ec,wncd ~Ii th in attcmpt i ne centr;lliscd planning. 

So no'·: to th", bill of f.u· ·~ fol' t()c!~y . "·e propose 
to preser.t you \oIith fiv(' r our ses . l~ir s',; . in <:: i .: irly ligilt 
hors à • oeuvre • a br ief out.line of the :, opro:, ch ' ·e adopt r: d loIi thin 
t l.e t osk forc e to deve lop our programme. l'ext, n full bodi ec! 
potage , wi th a disCllssioll of the t hreat and the "lSsocü!ted 
opera"tiona L c?n.: cpt r or J.. ir Def ence in I.e:.. . This i s de:; i e;!":cC: 
to provië t! an overoll framework or, in ea<: tronomical t e rms, 
to put a lining on the , toma ch. Next to th~ poisson, wh~re 
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'Ile Giscuss me C '3 p 3 t .Ll i ties r(,~uired in the main components 
of the Air Defence sys-:em. TIle entree follo ws, with some 
rare :ne 3"t whs re ",e present our Air Defenc e system mL'Ces and 
outline some of the difficulties involved in developing them 
into a fin:ll progra!IlIlle. ÂI,d finally. the entremets. ' or' the 
stick)' swc <:: t J ~lhere l '.1ill outli:le our " .. ay ahead J lL~:ù·::'ing 
some personal thoughts on long t~rm plan;,ing. 

1 hope. Gentlemen, that you enjoy your day and l 
look forward ta you providing the c:;'gars, coffee and liqueurs 
to end this bill of fare in )l'our comment and discussion. 
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Task Force r;ethodology 

by 

Lt.Col. D.M. Brown 
SHAPE 
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In the next minutes l will o~tlLnc the methodology 
used by Task Force 5 in developing its programme. l do not 
believe that it is necessar y to spend any time on the back­
ground of the long term defence programme itself and its 
associateè. task forces, since l f eei sure that you are aIl 
fa ::.iJ l a~· ",ith ~- h" t subj~et. l dO,-. however, believe that it 
would be usefl:l to t ake a moment to di s euss air defenee 
planninG as it existeà prior to th~ advent of the LTDP sinee 
tbat environment was a factor in seleeting the metnodol06 i 
used by tas!t force 5. The three sources of air defence 
pl~~~ing which exi~ted w~thin the Alliance, before May 1917 
are shown on this slide. 

:~ations have retained responslbili ty for equipping 
their forces 50 obviously a great amount of planning is 
devoted to weapons systems acquisition. Several nations h~ve 
also planned or are nO~l planning national command and control 
and national communications systeas. The degree to whicb 
these national planning activities are coordinated with NATO 
varies. Force goals and proposaIs are one way in which NATO 
attempts to influence the short term planning of nations: 
UnforÙL~ately, we do not have a similar means of coordinating 
national long term planning. 

Multinat ional planning takes several fo~:one 
function of the C!JJ'.D and i ts subordinate grOllpS is ta encourage 
m~t!-national coopera+.ion for equipment acquisition. Tbere is 
also cooperation on a multi-national or bilateral basis 
outside the C~AD fremework with little reference to NATO 
cher.nels, wi tness the F-16 and Tornado. 

Finally, i·ie 54/1 gives SACEU;-c certain air defence 
plp~ing responsibilities, and even though this document 
mentions "ID overall air defence planning responsiblllty, in 
practice SACEUE's air defence planning is for the most part 
limi "ted t o cOJlDlonly funèed infrastructure progl-al!lllle.s such as 
t he NALGE. 

TIlr, re sulting fra[mentp. ticn i~ s ir d~fe~ce plannL~ 
i s u,.de r stanè.aule since nations retain tl.e 1 efiponsibili ty 
for aequi!' ing and maintaining '_1eapons systems - at the 
same time , wlder 54/1 NATO military co~~anders have operational 
eOJIDI~d and control of the Allianc~ air defence forces. 
Therefore nations tend to concentrate on ~~apons systems 
while the NATO focuses or. command and control. This 
fragmentation potentially has its most negative impact on 
elements such as command and control and communications for 
which both the nations anù NATO bave a planning responsibUity. 
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This ~l~uation leà us t0 an early conclus i on that 
due to the uniq~2ly intebrated na ture of the air de fence 
system the task fo r ce coulè not aff ord ~o focus on imp.oveffi e~ts 
in a few high priority itews a s other task forces were being 
urged to do. Consequently ~~e task force 5 approach has been 
to lc ok at the co~pl = te spectrum of t~e air d~ fence system, 
beuring i n mind a lso ~hat the a ir defence ground environ~en; 
nOI~ has ::ln exp:o,nded scope and includes re 5pon~i b ili ty fOI CJ 

of all t actica l air usset.s. offensive dc f t:n::; i_V E' ~- nd support. 
This n~ed to look at aIl aspects of a i r de fence anJ develop a 
balancedtirogramme bas had a direct be~ring on both the TF 5 
org2nlza on and lts m2thod of work. 

This s I i de shows the oq ;aniza tion of the task force 
end lis~ the f Uilctiona l responsibilities of each of the seve~ 
task groups which together encompas!: :111 u,e major aspects of 
air defence . Of course . the ~!ork of t as% f. roup 1 precedl::d 
that of the other task groups since it ::>r-ov i~es the basic 
fr amework for t he work of the other eroups. 7he key e lements 
of the operat~onal concept will be ~iscussed ty ~ jm. Priee 
in the next ,:>resentation. As a preface, l ~lOuld like to 
emphasize tha t our basic methoèol06J is not terrlbly complicated. 
Explained in the siruplest of tt'rms, it involves compé. r-ing what 
haz been pl anned by the n, tions with ",ha t "le considered wa s 
n ::!cessa r y "'-nd thus cst'lblls hlni; shortfë: ll :,: \1hich r €'presem: 
a ùdi tions to national DI 0 ·7'l :.I :;-, ·~:::. The:z(: 3(: dit.i.ons inevl t ably 
invoJ. ve c ompcnsatine }'educ cl ouz and haùc f' , if", th-a fin 31 s -t~gc: 
nf arr ivir:g at an overall Drograr.une, there i 5 the need to ru:..];:e 
adJustments by modifying pr-iori ties :'.nd possibly changing 
thE phasing of v&rious system acquisitions. 

Ho~! this ger:eral plan of worh \'laS speciiically applled 
to the task forc e l-!ill be e;~lained by èp-scribing the ir,ter­
m~dia-te stages throUbh ~:hich our final pr ocramme n '1s 
progressed. The first of the s~ intermediate s t ages i s ë:n 
objective fo r ce mi;;. We us e this t~rm to ref.-.r to thé! numbers 
of generic s~stem in broad ca tegories su~h as StJ: , fi~hters, 
Sensor and c- systems required to prov1de the near optimum 
a ir defence capabili ty fo r ACE. :'he numbers c:.c l' iv,è a re based 
on the thr~ 'l t anli our a ir defencc. The opcra tional concept 
through the systEJlati c applic·,tion of mili t a I-Y judger.:cm: 
tempercù by thé' t echn:JloGY e:~e ctecl , wl tll hibh confidenc " , to 
be availaLle in th-} 80s and 9O~ our data coll ec tion efforts 
hav~ beel: co"centl": t r.d in ' .wo areas first on deve l oplng the 
cur r ent ly planned f uture posture ",hicn 1s simply i.hL summation 
of various NATO :me! na tiom!l r,> l ans . Again expre:::sed in numtE:rs 
of syste~s. Seco~d on èev~loping a ?rofile of the na tion's 
;:. ir àefence spending intentions i:1to t he 9O~ . rational 
cooperation in data collection has ~een mixed . Some nations 
have responded 100~ p~he~ at atout the 5~fo l evs l whi le still 
others have provided ver-y little information. 
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The .:!h2..r~:fl! .lJ~ are s e:f-explanat ory, they ar a 
generated from a compar~scn of the object~ve force mix and 
th-= currelltly j:' l é:_.e c'. f uture pozture clnd r elect the - i r 
èeÎ2~ce necds of the ~Iliance which will not be met with 
existing pl é.:1S . ;;e have intere~<;ing en0ugh found the 
occasional sur plus t hat i5 a nation w11ich \"las planning to do 
more than \'le tholl&ht necessary in :l particular arca. The 
next step in 7.he IDethodology ~ s t he deve ' opment of thp 
ocj -·ctive program:ne . The objecti ve pr-ogramme p.nd this is a 
t e x whicr. you wil : h~ar severa! timos today is a cOwbination 
0 ': t h e c'.lrrently pl'lfl.ned futur-= post ur e an!! t he eddi tions 
needed to fil1 the i dentii ied shortf alls. It is ~till basic~ly 
a ~ilitary assess~ent using the operational concept es a 
gui c.c . The ~ti ffe:,ence is that i t is de .. :ïned in terms of specifie 
systems anr. i ncl:,r,es cas t ing and ti.er efor e repres€'nts eosted 
hard~~re proEra@IDês . 

But l woul è. l ike to stress that it must not be in 
~ny \my t~k~n as our fi~al propose~ programme . It i s simply 
one s t &P tOI,ar ds i t whlch es t :!blishes the mili tary :lceds =d 
t he mili t ary ne-=ds only , to counter the threat. I t has not 
t aken into account the limitation imposed by nations budget 
ce i l ing . Thus we f ully r ealize that the cost of such a 
proe. r qmme i s l i kely t o be grea t er than the co~biner! spendin.; 
pro j ~ct~ons of the nat ions deteFùin~d from our dqta collecti on 
o? ffo:-ts . Follo'_~ing a comparison to determine the size of this 
::ifference , the t as k force e;lters the lllst and most difficul t 
pha se of i ts methodo l ogy, that of d~veloping a final progra~e 
of force mix options which CaPI,O t be an unconstrained shop~ing 
list. Put another way, the purpose of thls las~ pha s e is to 
edjust or sca l e down tile cbjective progra~~e wltil i t meets 
uur targ~t budget. To accompli5h t his 1;ask 'Ile have called 
upon th~ experience gained in developing the objective force 
oi x to ~np.lyse the i nt er action between the v~rious air 
~.e fenc€ s ':.L- sys t ems , asses s t he potentia l trade- offs 
Il.va i l abl e and finally detormine the ex~ent to which phasing 
of t he acquis ition of the systems in question ·can level so rne 
of the 0:';pc-: t cd pf:' é:ks in '?xpenr~ i tures, but alw'-1ys a t t empting 
t o eJ -~ illta in .~ ùal finced 'lir defence sy3t em as defint::c in t he 
operation:!l conc ept. The end result will be a basic 
progr a!DIDe which clearly identifies the air defence planni."lg 
optioas ava i l able to national defenco sta f f s. 'le ~t1l1 also 
out line the increruental capability which could be aclùeved 
through mode st i ncrep. ses of defence sûending i n reai terms. 
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Ou:' pres(,nt"tion ;, uC"~J wil l or.ly ~..akr. yùu to the 
obj€c"ive progra~e step. Tha t i s the basically ~~constrained 
programme which rep~esents our military assessm~nt of the 
Alliances air defence needs. 

Wa are !'1owever cun ently engaged in rnaking the 
difficult decisio~s neCeSSaFj to transfor~ our objectiv~ 
programme into a realistic affordable air defence prùp:ra= e. 
Gentlemen, this brie fl ;' sumn;arizes our method or work. ~;e 
readily admit timt the rnethodology use::! on the task fore "" 
is not unique and there are other ways ir, which W~ could 
have approacheG our task. Our methodology does, however, 
permit ~s to look at the complete scope of air defence and 
tor one of the few times in the history of the Alliance aIl 
ot the elements of ~ ir defence have becn ey.a~ined in concert 
as parts of an ove:,all system. 

Gentlemen, this concludes my presentation. i'Ïext 
Admiral Priee will discuss the thr·;at cne: operationsl concept. 
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The Develo~ent of the LO~-Term Defence 
i.~6ramme AIR D~RNe2 

by 

RjAdJn1ral C.E. Priee, 
SHAPE 
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In the space of some thirty-five ~inutes, l plan to 
discuss with you the development of an operational concept for 
land based a i r def"nce in Allied Command Europe. Bat perllaps 
befare l start, it w0uld be as well to set the scene by 
briefly expla5.ning the abject of such a concept and the 
par-~ 'that i t plays in the development of an overall progr8lllllle, 
bath for the Rhort tem ar:ù for the longer term into the 1990's. 
In simple tenns, it 15 aimed at providing a basic framework 
~ithin which a detailed progranme could be developed which 
would ensure a halanced and coordinated phase-in and build-up 
of the future air defence posture in ACE. As the work of 
Task Force 5 has progressed. t~e value of the preliminary 
work carried out in developing this concept bas become more 
and more eVident, particularly in establishine a clear 
picture of the relative emphasis of each interrelated pa1!t,. 

So this morn1ng l propose to present that fremework 
to you, in the followir~ parts. 

First a brief introduction, thcn 

a discussion of the threat followed Dy 

sorne conceptual considerations in the transition 
from peace to war; then 

a brief review of the interrelation between offensive 
and dcfensive counter-air operations 

and finally, a conceptual discussion of the ACE 
air dE~ence s~'stcm itself for the eighties and 
nineties. 

SACEUR's air defence r~ s~onsibilities are clearly 
ard precisely laid down in MC 54-1, namely: to preserve the 
intcGrity of ~ATO European Airspace in peace ; ~~d de fend it 
a[;a~nst air attacks in war. There are many major factors 
a f fecting this uniquely ~portant ill ission: The Varsaw Pact 
air threat, NATO air defence assets, strateeY. doctrine, 
tactics ruld technology; all these are interrelated and are 
s~bject to a process ot change over time. Accordingly, all 
must be maintained under cont!nuous review in order to 
maintain the viability of ACE air defence. 
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In peaeetime situatiens, SACEUR's responsibilities 
are essem.ially those of e] assieal air defenee. Hi th the 
transition to war, however, these responsibilities expand 
immediately to thè mueh broader and more decandin,., air 
superiority m~s5ion. The significant Jiiierenees between 
a pe~ceéime air uefence posture and the aIl embracing wartime 
mission will have major impacts upon the various elements of 
the future air defcnce system in terrns of the charaeteristies 
of its components, its deployment plans, its force employment 
and lts relateri commûnd ~~d control system. Furthermore the 
associated concept oi operations must contain provisions for 
dealing both with contingencies and with the critically 
important transition from peace to war. l will retum to 
this point later. 

Perhaps the major facécr, and one that must be given 
important if not over-riding consideration is the Warsaw Pact 
air threat. It sets the scene and provides a backdrop agâlnst 
whIch ~he whole concept mUSé be viewed and developed. But 
for the purpose oi this presentation l will only highlight 
its main features. 

Throughout the past twc cieeades, \'larsaw Paet 
tactical airerait have suffered linitations in restricted 
range, small weapon loads and relatively elementary navigation 
and weapon delivery equipment. These limitations, together 
with an ûir defence orientated doctrine, generally restricted 
their activities to elose support of ground forces and short 
range interd1ction, earr1ed out mainly at medium altitudes. 
However, the Iater gencrations of Soviet aireraft being 
1ntrodueed into l''arsaw Pa et inventories are significantIy 
chang1ng that situation. In f aneraI, 

taetical aireraft ranges have doubled and can be 
further increased by dcveloping air refuelling 
capabili ties; 

weapon payloads, w:üeh could 1nelude chemical and 
b i ologieal weapons, have tripled; 

increasinely sophisticated aIl weather navigation 
and weapon delivery equipment i5 teing installed; 

the initial generation of preeision-guiùed air to 
surface weapons, including anti-radar missiles, 
are beginn1ng tù appear; 

and finally, there is the introduction of a limited 
number of very hi gh altitude, high speed aircraft 
in the interceptor, recennai ssance and, possibly, 
strike roles. 
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Ass~clnted with aIl these 1mprovemen~s ~s an 
increasing trcD~ in aircrew training and the develo~~nt of 
t:a:+ ies in n.i r e:;:ercis (.s , towards cond'.leting offensive 
operatiQns a -.; very l~·.i ::ù. ti tudes, \ 'e kno,,', too . that 
electronic. war fare will play '" major part in tbeir air 
operations. ~ar~e s cale j ammlng activities by stand-off 
electrQnic eounter measures 3 ircratt , effensive operations 
supforted by eseort jammir~ alrcraft and 3s1f-p~tsction 
jammir.g equipment installed in strike/a'ctack airerait are 
aIl being seen in exercises and cen be anticipated in combat. 

~hese blportant developments ln Warsaw Pact airerait 
eapabilities, in their aircrew tra!ni~~ and in their tactie3 
mean th3t: 

AlI of ACE 1S now wi'chin range of their new tactical 
aireraft . 

An inGreasinJ n~ber of their airerait can operate 
eifectively irom their main operating bases, wbere 
logistics support is good, airbase protdction i8 
strong , and where attacks by AC~ offensive airerait 
would involve deep penetration into enemy territory. 

Their aircraft need no longer dcploy forward to 
r e3ch targets in AC~ and one traditional warning 
indieator for NATO is dis3ppearin~ , PI,d 

new force employment options and significantly 
enhaneed force effecti'!eness will be available to 
their air pl~~ners, including attack from multiple 
è.ireetions, and the abilil:y t e eonè.uct offensive 
opp.r~tions at very low a l titudes. 

Assu.ming th::t tr.e trends in ~!arsaw Pact air 
eapabilities will continue . we see a sophisticated air attack 
eone~r-t evolvinbo This concept would probably involve 
0mr1oyment of ~assed offensive air clements attacking through 
~eleeted corridors, aeross the entire front age of ACE. For 
m~~imum cffeetiveness, the air offensive would probably 
develop in multiple waves, closely sequenced, utI1Izing 
llcediUI:! bombers, air superIorlty fighte:::,s , and flghter-bombers, 
coordinated with heavy ECM support. The objective of this 
concept would be te attain aIr superiority within the fir8t 
sev~ral hours of an offensive: 

~ A T 0 .S E C R E T. 

-37-

  DOWNGRADED TO NC   .

  SEE: DN(2005)0002

D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
 
-
 
P
U
B
L
I
C
L
Y
 
D
I
S
C
L
O
S
E
D
 
-
 
P
D
N
(
2
0
1
3
)
0
0
0
6
 
-
 
D
E
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
 
-
 
M
I
S
E
 
E
N
 
L
E
C
T
U
R
E
 
P
U
B
L
I
Q
U
E



DRC/D(78) 2 

NAT 0 SEC RET 

- 33-

Dy f orcing corridors through ACE de f ences, using 
low altitude attacks against selected SAM ana early 
warning si tes. 

By :lEutralizing ~lA'I'O ground based radars through a 
combination of electronic varfare, lcw lcvcl attack 
against sit es and standoff attacks by anti-r~dar 
missiles . And finally, 

utilizinG corridors opened in our defences to 
launch attacks agalnst command and control centres 
and other hlgh value targets in rear are as , such 
as NATO airfields and nuclear storase depots. 

The Soviets are expected to retaln conventional 
mar~ed airerait for the major roles in their air offensive 
through the 1990s. In addition, increasing employment of 
helicopters by their forces in the armed assault and close air 
support rolcs can be ~xpected; and the development of unmanned 
flying vehicles cannot be discounted. Extended e~ploYEent of 
helicopters and the introduction of unmanned systems such as 
remotely piloted vehir.les (P~e), and cruise missiles, would 
further compound our lov altitude detection and Intercept 
problem, as this is the likely altitude band in which many of 
these systeos would be operated . 

So much for that very :oroidable threat. Now, as l 
indicated at the start of my talk, several important difierences 
exist betwcen the peacetime air defence posture of ACE and the 
subsequent wartime air superioritr responsibilitiee. The 
p~acetime air defence mission vil be ~ilfilled by : 

A mix of dedicated air defence systpms on rapid 
reaction alert, with responsibilities confined 
primarily ta operations in fr i endly airspace. 

I:ovover, the broader wartime air superiority mis:;ion 
will requirc: 

Operations in bath fricndly an(i eneDy airspace. It 
will r equire 

the maximum number of air superiority capable systems 
on rapid reaction alert with a diversity of air 
raIes, including: 
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Combat air patrol over key ereas, such as 
th3se invclving the arrival end deployment 
of fricnd.ly retnforceme~ts. 

Escort of f riendly striKe aircrait into 
enemy air space. 

Figh~er sweeps i nto enemy territory. 

Attacks a&alnst enemy airfiel~s, air defence 
systems and command and control facilities. 
Ane! 

air defence of friendly ground and naval 
forces. 

In addition to the above factors which determine the major 
differences in scope ~etween ACE air defeLce responsibilities 
in peace, and air superiority roles in war, several other key 
Elements \/111 è.eteroine the pace of tranaitioning to a WU'­
time pOoture anti the related Quantitative and qualitative 
r equirer-ents for air superiority forces. These factors 
inch"i.; : 

Close proximity of NATO and WP forces. 

P.elatively soall geographic ereas ovcr which cost 
ai the aIr battle will occur. 

ai~l speeds of modern airerait. 

bnemy offensive air forces whieh will outnumber in­
place ACB air defence as sets by large factors. 

Increasing trends toward c;Jemy attacks at lower 
é:ltitudes. 

Possible new trends in enemy tacties wlth the 
employment of stand of! air ta surface missiles and 
wlth the possible introduction of RFV's and cruise 
missiles. 

Taking aIl this into a~~ount, it lE important that our-air 
d~fei1ce forces must be able to make the, transition from a 
peacetime to a \\Tar configuration rapidly and smoothly. 
Fuz·ther since our àedicated inplace air defence assets will 
be Inadequate to meet an overall enemy air offensive, empbasis 
must be placed cn rapid au~entaticn and reinforcem&nt. 
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The primary conclu~i on is that aIl the elemen~s of the totel 
air defence system, together with the force emplo~~ent and 
deployment concepts and plans, must posse5s the necessary 
flexibili ty to make a r apj (1 transition from peace to \'far. 
Thereafter, there must be the capability to ensure efficient 
and effective allocation of inevitably scarce defence assets 
to match what will surely be a fluid and r~pidly changing 
situation. 

Counter-A1r Operations 

How a few words on counter-air operations as they 
relate to air defence. To complement our air defence 
operations, our offensive counter-air operations would be 
directed against a variety of enemy targets with the aim of 
reducing his capacity to launch and control his air forces. 
Howevcr, the balance between defensive and offensive counter­
air operations, in t~rms of the reJative efforts required, i5 
difficult to assess and pre-plan and will vary according to 
the needs of the air and ground situations. This presents 
difficulties in decidinb upon the part that each must play 
in the overall air superiority mission and ultimately upon 
the quality and qu~~tity of the respective defensive and 
offensive weaçon systems. There i5 little doubt that there 
will continue ta be e requirement to provide a certain number 
of dedicated aircrait and dedica~ed aircre .... ta carry out ~he 
more specialised tasks in each role. Eowever, in view of the 
chanbing nature of the balance. there would be obvious 
aàvanta[e in having the ability to employ e per~entage of 
airerait in either role. Thus, where the basic design 
characteristicf' of airerait permit, tr,eir weapon delh"ery 
systems and the training of their a!rcrew should be designed 
to allo\'1 thec to be readily swi tched between offtmsi ve ane!. 
defensi 'le missions. There i s, too. the associated need for 
such Qul ti-role ,lircraft t') be backed up by an adequate 
supply of weapons for e i~her role. In aIl, d~spite the 
possible increases i n initial aircraft cost. i n weapcn supply 
ane!. in the additional training required, the capabili t ies 
inherent in this multi-role concept could provide greater 
f lexibility in operation at lo~er cost tha~ the separate 
employoent of single role aircraft. 

And L0W to the main body ')f my t a lk. a conceptual 
discussion of ~he AC~ air de fence systeQ i~ the 1980/9O's. 
its composition ~~d the part that ea~h eleQ~nt plays withi n 
an inte~related and cohesive whole. Its development over 
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the next de cades will in" olve tl:e conside:::aticn of many 
~lements, politieal, econumic and teehnological as weIl as 
military and of concern will be some seven basic factors: 

Firstly, and most obvioua, the threat, characterized 
by a trend of increasing options beinG opened to the 
enemy and an ever increasing capability which demands 
associat1d improvementa in defence to counter it. 

Secondly, th~t the cverall system must cocprise a 
balaneed force of complementary elements possessing 
an overall performance capable of countering the 
threat . An unbalaneed !Ur defence miX, with over­
emphasis on a single element, would allow the enemy 
alternative lower rlsk attack options and permit 
him to optimise his technology toward.s a particular 
attack capability. 

Thi rdly, that the sign1ficant improvementa that 
technology can offer will need care!ul consideration 
of thcir cast as related to their benefits. 

Fourth, that many of the current air defence 
components, with their varying, and in many cases 
reàucing degrees of cepability in countering the 
threat, '.;ill r (:main in the inventory into the 
1geo's. 

Fifth, that t~e cost of the total system must be 
related to the ove raIl cast of the total ACE 
è ~fence budget. Any distort' 0~ would De at the 
e~~cr.se of eqü~lly importar.t ofîen3ive forces and 
thus reduce the overall military fl exibility. 

Sixth, that the very different characteristics w~lich 
relate ta each of the four regions of ACE in terms 
of their geographical, political and econ00ic factors, 
must be t aken into account. :..nd 

Finally, that thcre i5 the need ta ensure the 
Integration of the ACE air defence system within 
the total air defence capability of the Alliance. 
This must not only be achieved mili tarily in terms 
of develoç1ng edequ~te interfaces with the many and 
varieè. e.:cternal elements, but elso in a budgetary 
sellse 80 that a blilanced, overall Alliance systea 
will result. 
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Tr.e fin~l and overall programme for air defence 
can only be developed by examin1ng the interrelated impact 
of all these factors and this will inevitablv result in 
difficult but far reaching decisiollS ha-.ring to be made 
concerning relative priorities within the programme . 

With this in mind, let us now examine the 
requirements and the eSfiential features of t he ~CE air defence 
system in its three mair. functional elements. 

Surveillance 

Comrnand a.1d Control 

'f!eapon System!: 

Surveillance and the warning time that it provides ~ 
to allow the optimum reaction of weapon systems t o mee~ the 
threat. is obvious ly a key element in any future air defence ~ 
system. Our ability to counter the threat vill be "erj 
d~pendent up0n its cffectiveness ~~d we see the iollowing as 
essential features: 

Comprehens i ve, eapless coyer, from very low to very 
high altitude; 

A deep look across the borders of AC~ extending out 
to 150 naut i cal mil es at velT low level and up to 
250 nalltical mile ;; at hi .:;h level; 

Good SUrviV2_bllity a!;ainst both physical and ;;Cl~ 
attaclt : 

A IlIix of both 3cti ve and pass i ve sensors to provide 
high confidence and r edundancYi 

The ability to i èenti f y f riend from 1"oe. 

These basic features apply t o aIl four r eLions of .~ C? al thou[ h 
regional and ep.ographical considerations wil l i~pact upon the 
s ensor syst~ms themselves and upon t heir ùepl oyment. But two 
i mportant factors emerge with regar d to sensors. First, 
although basic sur veillance wi ll be carrie~ out by Ground 
radars, both f ixed and mobile, the degr ee of very 101-/ l evel 
surveillance required will dict ate the emploJ~ent of airborne 
sensors. And secondly, as the ~~ threat incr eases, passive 
sensors assume greater importance, not only in possibly 
providing trackiOb information on enecy tarbets but also i~ 
assisting in their identification and their possible role. 
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Now t l,€' second Key ele:;;ent, command and contr ol 
with i t s fOl'ce-ltu:!.tiplying eiBr:t - an ugly phrase but 
nevcrth'lle s s a very eXpressive one. And here there is t he 
need to ref leet not only the pure air defenee requlrement s 
but to ineltide all those assoc~ated with the airspace 
flanagement problem, and in particular the ~nportant aspect 
of counter air offens ive operations. Ve see t he essential 
feav~res and ehar act eristi cs to be: 

~~t Ggrateù control rold r eporting centres with 
t~eir functions eXpanded to provida effeeti'le 
airspace management ; 

Increased data interf aces to enco~pass a wider 
r ange of sensors and impl'o'led data exchange; 

Increased survivabi lity by hardeni~g and in-built 
r edundan'::Yi 

1:;r.l1 res i stant collllDWlications with greater capacity ; 

And l as t ly . the ability to discriminate friend from 
t oe t hrou1:;hout the t otal airspace. -

And, i i nally, the third and last major element, the 
weapon systems, divided into their three eompC'nent parts: 
f i ghters , S~~'s and SHORAD's. 

la poace-ti.me . the dedicated fighter force i s the 
key element in ensuring rOlè.'ld the clock integri ty of Allied 
airspace. In transition to war this force retains its unique 
coct ribution in providing area èefence in depth. This force 
woul d be complemented by multi-role aircraft in their 
alternate fighter role. As esscptial features we see a total 
interceptor force mix of : 

Dedicatcd fighters with a high kill eapability in 
t 'ltal weapon system perf ormance agalr-st the whole 
thr.?at spectrum including t he very hi gh anâ very 
lùw threat areaSj 

i1ul ti-role aireraft providing a reduced but never­
thelass Si&TÜf icant capability, particularly at 
the intermediat e altitudes and in aseort and fight er 
llw~ep rol asj 

Rapid reiniorcement by out of theatre f~rces; 
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Th'] t otal f orce fully integrateci .!.:1 t eF.:lS of command, 
control ane:. commWl i ca tio!ls, in empl oyment concepts, 
in standardised air laWlched w.a~ons and in aIl 
aspects of cross-servicing; 

I~d finally, a total force, integrated air to air 
identi f ication capability. 

Next the SAM capability and cssential features here are: 

::igh survivability against bath physica l and ..:CM 
attack; 

Nultiple target capalJH::'ty with rapid reload ; 

Eigh kill capability withi.~ as extensive an 
envelope as the state of the art will allow; 

f.. degr ee of moèili ty to pro',ide limi teù Eap f illiI1f: 
and tactical re-deployment; 

Conti[;Uous coverage when deployed a s a helt; 

!~d final1y, an identification capability. 

And to the third and l~st weapon system component, 
the Shnracl' s. And in thelr mÜ'lue capabil i ty aGains t t~Q very 
low alti tuJ.c threat they <:.ssume incrcasin~; i uporta!"lce in the 
oyerall sy s t em. They can satisfy three distinct but relate": 
requiremen-i;s: 

Law leval ~efence of army forces; 

I .. ow level ciefence in depth; 

T" O\'1 level point defcnce of key tarcets. 

It 15 clear that these requi~ements can only be me· if their 
operations are integrated to the greatest possible extent into 
the overall comoand and control system to ensure mutual support 
and minimise the danger ta friendly aircraft. And this canr.ot 
be achieved unless confident engagement Dy t hes e wea~ons can be 
euaranteed by the clear identiIïcation o i fri end irom foe. 

Yet despite the effectiveness of all the elements 
l l':ave discussed, we cannat eApect to exact total attrition on 
the enemy's off ensive force and passive defence measures will 
bé necessary ta lioit damage ta key facilities anô as sist in 
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retaining our eara~ llity to eçn~inue the ai~ battle. S lch 
asp~ets as hardening of vital fa~ilities, aircraft sheltars, 
r:3C defence, rapid runway repair capabili ty, inc:'easing 
rum:ay and t<>..:dway areas, facili ty tone dO~!Il and c!:.I!louflagc 
aIl play a significant part Ln complieating the enemy's task. 

Anè now, before l start te discuss how th~ inter­
l 'c lat~d air defence clements \·rill bc er:ploycd, l woule like 
to spend a fèv: coments discussing one espect which l have 
alr€ ~dy referred to several tiDe3 this morning, the 
iden~ifieatlon problem. lt is a problem that do.s not lend 
its e:f to partial solution. For ~<less we Cru1 provide a ' 
compleêely integrated and interoperable system which will 
ensure the clp.ar identification of each and every nirborne 
'lchicle in our area of surveillance, \'Ie will not be able ta 
enge[:e eneny aireraft wi : h the confidence ë..nd ':/ith the 
rapiùi ty cf reê,ction t!:at is 50 essantial. Instead wc will 
have to continue to segregate our weapon systelils by assigning 
alTitu~e bloel,s or Bcc;;raphic zones for each to defend on a 
fraf,~ented hasis. That is the cur~cnt state of affairs and 
i t is a truly depl'lI'able one where we cannot realise the full 
potential of cven toèay's limited resources. And in the 
future there would s aeLl to be l.!.ttle point in introducing 
new ar.d p.X?~nsive wcapon sy3tems if the ve~J advantages they 
could ofi er us , in increased capablllty, could not be fully 
eY.ploited. 

In the c ~ se of lIT, ~;:li ch could pro. ide a direct 
means Qi i ~~ntification, although some standarùis~d equipments 
have bebn acq~ired by some nations, there are considerable 
numb~rs of ol èz., obsol ~scent, equipments in use, Dany of 
which ;::re vulnerabl e to j=iIlb a'1d deception. Furtherlilore, 
be C2use of t he ir lac;: of inter-operabili ty, there is the 
r ,"sultant loss or corruption of f r iend1y replies to 
interrogation und a':va..tage CanI1CiT be taken of the full 
operational possibilities of the stanàardised system. And 
there ar e even so~e weapon systeEs withcut ~ny means what­
s cever of i del,tif)'lngtheir targets oth€r th2Il by vlsual means. 

I n a~dition, little if any attempt is ~ada to 
ut ilise other s ources cf information r zlating to both f ricndly 
and enemy air -:r aft to establish or confirm i dentification by 
indirect means the.t is, br me ans other t han by IFF. Thus, 
althoügh reconnaissance ~~d intelligence gatherL~ systems 
colle ct a mass of real time data from a variety of electroni~ 
sensors, IlCile of this ' valuable ilÙormatlon ls currently 
processcd into the air defence command and cont~ol syat~. 
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T;ler~ i ,; therefore t ;1e urgent ne0d , on a p:-i ûri ty 
basis, ta so~ve t he idûnt ificacicn probleo as e wholc , by 
both direct =d L1d.irect me ans , to provièe ,. claa r and. 
unambiguous picture oi the total surveillance cnvelope. It 
is only then t hat we ~lOuld have the ebility to realise t he 
total kill potentié l of our weapon systeos without the fear 
of expensive errors resultinc f " oc mistaken i d:mtity. 

Employoent Consi~e~atio~ 

HavinG identified the essential fe~tures of the 
main functional eleDents of the ACE air deience syste~ , ~here 
is now the need to look et the i r employment to counter the 
threat particularly in those areas whtr~ we appear most 
vulnerable. • 

out l <! t me start wi th SOlJe gcneral t :l.ctical • 
considerations, Cn Ci!1y aircrait would be en,;::geô ùy i:ighters 
as far forward as our surveillance and control syste~ will 
permit. Bearine in mind ~he l arge num~ers of t~reat aircraft 
involved, as they ::pproach their tar~e t ~reas wa must have 
tl1e ability to cngaLe them sequentlally and, as far as possible 
sitlultaneously, with the maxi~um nUClber ai oU!" clefensive 
systems. ~e Qust be able to employ aIl our assets wlth the 
matimum nex5.oill ty wi thout the neeC: to inhibl t the ir use by 
geoGraphlcal or altitude restrictions. t~d this requires the 
complete inte5ration of our comnw~d and control down to the 
lowest action l evel. 

~t i n I Oûkinc at the threat as a whole ther e ar e 
s·Ol'Je areaE ",hic!1 present ;,lS wi th sc·,s r c pr obl cos i n • 
'Imlnerabil i ty. .LJ1d ! would IH:e to start wi t h one aspect 
where the So':i~ts ar ," pl ::cing t; r ûatcr e~pj-cs is but one ~,hich. 
l bclicve, is importan~ to kcep in proper perspecti';e ; and l • 
r eîer to the very low level ::Jfîensive capabil ity . hS we i n 
t 'le . fest know full weIl, to achieve 5uch a capabili ty is 
expensive both in the cOUlplicated technoloey invc lveà in the 
aircr~ft 3:ld t b ·J i r sy:;ter~s and in the very é'èv :mc,:;d, tralni l.L,5 
r~quired to b~ild up the nec~ssary experienc," t u permi~ 
effective, round th!? cl ::Jck 0Tlerations. For these r easons , wc 
woul J not exp0ct a hiGh pcr ccnt age of any offer,s !.ve a ir f Ol·ces 
to be capable of carrying out this spcciali s ed cission by -.1ay, 
by ni!;ht and in bad wc ü her. :;evertheless , we know tha t th~ 
Soviets ar e àe·~eloping this capabili ty, pcrceivin!'; weaknesses 
in our aoili ty t~ countcr it. And currently weakness~s QO exist ; 
they exist in our surveillance systems, in our command and 
co~trol systens an~ in the weapon syste~s them~elves. 
But looking to the future, we would s ee a very significant 
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Improvc~ent both in our surveillance and in our comoand and 
contrùl capabilities with a much cxtended detection and 
tracking capability at very low altitude, greater assurance 
in identification and w.;. t h much improved w~apon allocation. 
Sorne limitat ions will still re~ain in our weapon systems; 
for example, it will not be within the state of the art for 
o~r future SA}"s to have a true capabllity against the very 
10\'1 flier. But in the case of the fighter, the later 
i nterceptors \'1111 have an effective look dawn/shoot down 
capability and although these t,ill inevitably be in short 
supply, fittiDti older fighters and possibly malti role 
aircraft with suitable avionics and air to air weapons would 
cxtend this capability to an increasing percentage of the 
total available force. And finally, the third element of our 
,.:eapon systems, the Shorad' s, \thich could be very widely 
deployed and which bave been specifically designed for this 
role. 'fhere will be a growing number of them in advanced 
forms, with a hi~h kill factor, the ability to operate at 
night and in poor ",eather and capable of being integrated 
into the overall cOl:ll!land and control system. 

We therefore see the counter to the very low level 
threat, which l stress doe~ not involve mass raids, as a 
concept of defence in depth provided by a combination of 
Shorad's and fi&hters, long range acquisition and tracking 
would allow engagement by fighters deep over enemy territory 
followe1 by Shorad's forming a second line of defence in 
those arcas ~,here ground forces are deployed .... ell forward. 
Fighters again could form a third line backed up by Shorad's 
in their point defer:.ce role deployed at the targeta themselves. 
~:e believe ·~hat such El concept, al though i t would tax al!!1ost 
c'lery ele~ent of our ?.ir defenc~ system to the :full, would 
pruvièe an effe ctive count er to this grO\dng threat. 

A second area of vulnerabili ty an,l again one on 
whl ch the Soviets placo emphasis is the mass r~ic:., OUr 
current nefensive capabHity lies mainly in the nuclear he ndai. 
Nike P.ercules 8n<i despite obvions liwitation5 in its envelope 
and in i ts emplo}'l'lent poss .l.bili·des, i t è.ocs provide a 
sif nificant (1.~terrent value. Its 'r"lue, too, is enhanced 
in that our currant reoain1ng defensive systeLls have a 
relatively 10w kill capaoility. Ve believe that in the future, 
however, it will be possible to pro"dde significant 
imp:-ovements in our couventional kill capability, in 
partic\llar in our replacement SAM' s vith their greater accuracy, 
multiple engagemant and high rë.t1 of fire; and aimilar 
improvements will apply, too, to our future fighter force. 
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With an effectively ~ntegrated command and control system and 
the associated Improv~ments i~ our weapon allocation capabillty, 
we believe that all these systems tobether could provide a 
real!stic convent i 0:1'll r:o' :nter to the mass raid threat ln 
infl~ctlng an unac~eptable degree of attrition in the lar&e 
formations in'lolvec!. But the imnlications for increased 
munition logistic support for both air to air and surface to 
air systems, will very much nced to be tlli~en into account. 

P~d finall v a few words on the interface between 
land based air defence and its counternart in maritime 
operations. An interface ~:hich poses several are:;s for 
special consideration ' 

Continuous, muü,al interchange of surveillance and 
early warning inf?rmation between land headquarters • 
and naval command ships. 

Stand&rdisation of identifi~ation, co~unication • 
and command and control procedures. 

Provision of land based air defencE ~ssets for 
naval support, utilisin& tanker aircrait and 
airborne surveillance and control, in conjunction 
with shipborne control systems. 

Air defence support over land masses and co~st~ 
areas by carrier based aircraft and SPJ1 armed ships. 

An adequê.te degree of cross-training. 

~~d the Integraticn of SAM armed ships Into the 
land air defence system while in coastal areas ~~d • 
iI: harbour. 

Thore 15 I j ttle doubt th3t the proximlty of open ocean areas • 
to ACE, toget her wi t h the large expanses of t r.e Medi terra,1ean 
and Black S~a , highlights th," i mportance 0: an _t fec t i ve lar,d / 
mari time interface. !·'urthermore, the time-distance compression 
of attackil'-6 enemy aircraft ... r-.ich places 2mphasis upon defence 
in ciepth anc! the scarci ty of our t otal ai r ddfcnce assets .-!ill 
re~uire the maximum deGree of cutual support between our lan~ 
and naval forc es. 

And Centlpmen on that very joint servlc_ ~ote. l will 
end my discussion of the oper '; ~ional concept fo ~' air defence 
as 1t appli és to the cighties and nineties. Inevitably it 
has been so~~what abbrevlated for the purpose of this 
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preser.tation ; ~~d one obvious omission is a discussion of 
r cgi cnal considerations. But we do plan to cover these to 
sorne deeree in l ~ter pres3ntations . As l saiQ at the 
bc~innir.6 of my t~l!' , the concept is still very much t he 
subjzct of expansion and ref i nement. ,'everthelcss, it has 
formed , and in~eed still forros an essential ~lement in the 
work of the task force in establishing a clear picture of 
t he interacting e~ements of air defence as they relate to 
the threat. l hope, too, that it has serve~ to set the 
scene for you and will help you to understand better our 
approach towards the development of our long term programme. 
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The Develon~ent of the Loif-Term Defence 
---FrogrammeÎÛR trM.c! 

Reguired Ca~abilities for WeaponB and 
mEDd ena control 

by 

Air COMIIIIOdore C. Baas. 
SHAPE 
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1. Ypu hp.,: ,:! hea;'ë. t he dE'scriptlon of the threat and 
our concept f or air d~fenc~ operatlu~s. It is ~ pu~pose 
to highlight, wt thi n that framevork, the requlremen-i:s for 
the major eomponents of the air defence system. l sRal] 
f:!.rst diseuss our principal Weap'JDS systems - i.e. aircraft, 
!;urfa.;t:;-to-air missiles Bl1d short range air c1efe:-.::e syste/llS, 
and th,n speak about the air c ..... and and contrûl sydtcm 
necp.ssary for th~ir effective employment. 

2. Let me stert by makir-r, a fe.., g,meral remar!;:s 
about the capabilities we are see~. Al~~ugh there is 
a r!'.nge of .ill'provements that are already in hand or ,·:bieh 
\le c~n rees ona bly expeet ..,i th in the timescsle that 1'le are 
th.i.nking aè~l'i;, t!:'!lr slgni!ir.ant:e must be judged aga1nst 
tht: t:!volving future air threat. Ir- this context i -i; is 
eonsidered that t hey viII barely keep pace in mil1tary 
effectiveness with the inereasir~ énemy capa~ility and that 
in some l~rort~t areas more advanced capabili~ies are 
required. In partic'-l1.ar we see the need for essential 
improvements in secure ident;;,fieatio;l and co=unications, 
true aIl ~leather operations, look down/shoot down 
eapabilities, cultiple target engagement and an effective, 
sur'llvablc air cO!:J:3!d au1 control system. Such advances 
in capabili~y are requireù not only t~ oîfset the r~st 
serious effects of existing deficiencies in operatlonal 
perforcJance but also to match the i !lprov':!ments eÀlleeted in 
the future air th.reat. Bt their r.etur9, the provision of 
the majori ty of these cau probably be attained only in the 
next generatlon of aroacents, and their introdwction into 
air ~efence imrentorles would be spread, probably over the 
ne:;:t t-.~o decedes. 

3. ~lith those gen~ral thoughts in 1IIind, let me stan 
with spAclflc requiremen~s for aireraIt and Irom an AD 
sta."lâpoint we can di':ide tbec iuto two categories -
dedicated AD fighter·s kno~'Il OlS: 

aIl _atber int!!rceptors, and 
a~reraft of some~~t 1~ss9r capability, 
deslgnated: 

air combat aireraft. 
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4. The task oi the aIl weather interceptor airerait 
will be to provide area defen(.;e in depth, by r}.ay and by 
night, in clear air mass and in adverse ,.,eather conditions. 
These interceptors may also becoce involved in air combat 
situations and therefore, while optimised for the A~A role, 
need to bave provision for a close air combat capability. 
Thus the aircraft IWst not only be provided for all··· .. .'eather 
operation but must have a relatively high energy manoeuvre 
boundary. 

5. To acquir~ and carry out attacks on manned aircraft, 
the AVX interceptor must possess a fire control system 
which is able to detect, trac!: and provide launch info:n:l8tion • 
on targets throughout the threat spectrura. Le. iro;;} very 
low to very high altitudes, matched vith AA}5 which have • 
e snap up and snap down capability and which can be used 
in a rear and front hemisphere attack. The addition of 
a gun to the necessary :nix of medium and short range air­
to-air m!s~iles will ensure that targets can be engaged 
within, as weIl as beyond, visual range, the gun also being 
required for the peacetime air policing role. These 
requirecents need to be supported by an effective air-to-air 
identification and, to ensure that the fighters can be 
adequately controlled, by an ECM-resiste~t communications 
system. 

6 . Interceptors designed and equipped as 1 have 
Just described will be capable of attacking adversaries 
under aIl light and aIl weather conditions, at aIl altitudes • 
and irom all directions. However. essential as they are. 
they will be very costly and therefore only can be provided 
in limited numbers. The deployment of these aircraft must • 
therefore be carefully considered. not only to meet peace-
time air policing requirements. but. together with proper 
redeployment plans. to ensure that they are available 
throughout ACE in tension &.nd var to lIIeet the threa-:; at the 
extrem!ties of the enemy's flight profile. 

7. Since ~'P aircraft will continue to outnumber ACE 
ai:- forces in general ~ in particular our Hm! ted A~rl:. 
capability. there is a need to augment our dedicated 
interception force, particularly as a counter to sass 
attacks. As this type of attack is likely to be carried 
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out èuring daylight heurs, under reesonable weather 
eo~ditions end et medium altitudes, it involves a far less 
d.amanèing Jill mission. Thus, augmentation by suitably 
designed and equipped multi-role aireraft ean be an 
a ttrat::tive solution to th1s problem, in addition to 
offerine the eir commander the option to use hi s tactieal 
aireraft in deiensive as weIl es offensive roles. There 
are var~vus names f or multi-1'Ole aireraft but, for the 
purpose of thls presentation \~e bave cbosen air eoabat 
aireraft. FrOl!l an air defence standpoint an J.CA should 
have the follcwing capabili ties. 

8. Firstly, it should be capable of rapid 1'Ole 
change without requiri ng additional time for turn-around. 
While airerait design should provide adequate energy 
manoeuvrability and speed to cope vith future enemy 
fighter-bombers flying up to 50,000 feet/Mncb 2, it is 
essentiel that tbe AGA is suitably equipped to detect and 
engage i ts opponent at the earliest opportun! ty at leaat in 
clesr air mass . Short-range miss1les aDd a sun will be 
essential capabilities as will be BCM-reslstant 
communications. A front hemiapbere attack option tog~ther 
with air-to-air interrogation would be h1ghly desirable. 

9. Having deal t ."i th aircraft, l will now outline 
tbe requirements for our surface-to-air weapons; and bere 
ve consider two categories: surface-to-air missiles (SAM) 
anè short-range air defence Eissile/gun systems (SHORAD) 
for loti to very 10." defence. Tbe capability of both 
categories of surface-to-air ~eapon~ fer quick reaction 
combined ."i th the cair.tenance of higb readiness states over 
prolonged periods of time and a11- weather capability are 
indispensable as sets of an air defence system wbicb 15 
to deter in peace and engege the enemy with bigh fire power 
as soon as he attacks. 

10. ~1hile SAMS DI'.lst be capable of covering the low 
to high nj. ti tude bands, there must be tbe added potontial 
to counter the very high level threat. Moreover, in the 
future new l mportant capal:ili tiea r.JUSt be added to !Eprove 
t he overall eff ectiveness of SAM. 

a. A self defence capability against very low 
targets. 

b. A œultiple target engagel!lent capab1lity. 
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c. A bigh single sbot ti11 probability (SSKP). 

d. Improved ECM resistance and protection 
agail~st anti-radi~tior. illissiles. 

e. A reliable, secure and positive identification. 
f. Mobility , t o improve survivability and to 

permit rapid redeployment. 
Of course ea~h individual weapon system must be able to 
satisfactorily interface ~ith the integrated ~lr defence 
system. 

Il. Now to the lest ca~egory of weapons - the SHanAJ6. 
To provide defence ag~inst the increesed threat in the low 
to very 10\" !lI ti tude band, StiOR.kD weapons includi ng vebicle- • 
mount~d short-range ~issiles and guns, will be needed in 
considerable quantity. They will be ecployed in the forward 
combat zone for the protection of mobile army elements ~d • 
in the rear area to cover vital installations. In both 
cases they are compltl!!lentery to the fighter and SAl·1 ueapon 
systems in providing defence in depth, securing an ef~ective 
ove raIl air defence and placing an unacceptable risk of 
attrition on the lo~, level ~.ttacker. 

12. For the fucure, SHORADS will require: 
a. Reliable cocaunication and data links to the 

local air defp.nce command centres and other 
agencies concerned to permit positive control 
wbile still giving oaximuo f reedoc of action 
to SHORAD. 

b. 

c. 

A quick , secure and positive identific~tion 
system. 
Round the clock operr.tion under all-'.'1eather 
conditions. 

d. A rapid engageoent capability. 

13. Having dealt with the air defence weapons , l 
will now turn to the associated air coomand and cont~ol 
system. In our concept for air defence in Allied 
Command 'Europe we have highlighted the need for an 
effective oversll air command and control system. Such a 
system is essential in integrating aIl tactical air 
operations, i.e. air defence, offensive and support 
operations , and \'111] encompass: 
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a. The automated fecilltles at plann1r~ es 
weIl as at taskir~ headquarters. 

b. ?he updated and expanded surveillance and 
tactlcal control centres. 

c. The automated facl1itles at offensive and 
AD air bases and SAM sites. 

14. This diagram 1llustrates the organisat1on of such 
a system wi th i ts wo levels, the planning and tasking 
headquarters, and, at the execution level, airspace 
surveill~nc~ and the tactical control of weapons. _ 

J.5. Important as the planning and tasking headquarters 
functions m::-y be, lIlhen we come t.o look et the tote! strocture 
we find thnt they are rclatively siaple ta specify in 
system te~s. and comprise but a ~all part of the total 
system. I t is the facilities for the surveillance of the 
airsp~ce , track production and reporting, and weapon control 
that represent over 95% of tile total investment in the 
fu "';ure ACCS. It is also in this area that developments in 
t echnology offer a varlet y of options in the determlnation 
of nn obJective mix of systems in the fece of an increcsing 
t:lreat. The ioproveaent of the existing facl1ities of 
the air defence ground environment, and their e~ansion to 
encoapass all tactical ?ir roles, including the iaportant 
integration of bath defensi'le and offensive roles, ~:111 
ther~fore foro the cajor part of the long-tero nir commnnd 
and control plan. This aspect will require critical 
examination ta determine specific requirements. It is on 
this part of the system that l will concentrate my 
presentation. 

16. The surve~llance and tactical control system 
must provide for the peacetime air defance function of the 
policing of ACE airspace and, in addition, be capable of 
sustaining rapid transition ta effective wartiue air 
superiority operations. To achieve this the componants of 
the system ~st have good survivability , be resistant to 
EC~! and provide for redundancy and flexible reerI"2llgement 
in the event of damage to critica1 elements. 

17. l will now dea: with the major components shawn 
here. In doing 50, l will brie!ly define the overall 
requirements and then show bow these can be m~t b7 the 
systems tbat ~!ill coçr1se . our ev~~ "illix". l _ 
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18. ?irstly surveillance; and as a flrst step toward~ 
developing our "mix" of surveillance systems, we lcokcd at 
the alrspace envelope ~ithin which we required coverag~. 
This requirement is primarily dictated by the necd te 
provide adequate warning to initiate defensive r enct ion 
but also by the need to provide tactical control of our 
own weapons. A vertical cross-section of such a 
surveillance envelope is shown here. Ground-based radars 
have limi ted 10~'I-level coverage due to the curvature of 
the earth. We are therefore constrained today in the 
contiguous coverage that wc can r easonebly l ay dO"l'ln as the 
criteria for funding ground radars as part of common 
infrastructure. The minimuc criteria we currently use i5 
shown in orange. It extends froc high levei do\',n to 
10 .000 ft o'ler friendly terri t ory and follo·.~s the i'cdar • 
horizon beyond ACE bord ers. 

19. Ho.,:ever, i n view of the nature of -the t hreat \Off: • 

must in the fu t ure place much ~0re c~phasis on extending 
the coverage at the lower l eve~ s into .he blu~ ~re~ shown, 
to provide the vita l early \·I1! rning. and surveillance neces sary 
for the early engageoent of l ov: flying eneoy uircraf-t . 
This extended coyer will also provide for th~ e: fective 
control of aIl our t actical aircraft, cany of which \;ill be 
operating at low level in enemy airsp~ce. Ac~~al early 
warning requirements will vary under differ ent ~ctical 
and geographic situations: however, a minimuc decp look 
capabil1ty of I SO NHS at very low altitudes is fo reseen, 
increasing up to 250 NMS to match the increased thrant 
speeds at high altitudes. 

20 . In addition to meeting the coverage r equi renents • 
the surveillance system mus t be able to operate ef Zcc"i:ively 
in a hostile environment. Thus it mus t hûve a high degr ee • 
of survivabi lity in the face of physicnl attack and be 
able to provide effective surveillance in the fa ce OÎ 
concentrated ECH. And finally th~re rr.ust oe the abili ty 
to clea.ly identify aIl a ircraft operat ing within the 
surveillance envelope . 

21. The r equirements that 1 have out lined 1'0 :- t~e 
surveillance system ar e very demanding and can only be 
satisfied by a combinntion of s ~nsor systems . Thi~ i s 
neccssary in orde:- to pr ovide nO é only the r equired 
coverage but increased confidence of t ra('k :n.;; in cleêr 
and ECl1 conditions . redundancy ar.d protection a;;ains t 
physical ettack and the necessary data for identific2tion 
and threat analysis. 
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22. l ,"ould :lOW liJte to di:>c:.!.;ls ~e various ways ot 
sens~r systems tbat we have considered and describe bow 
together they contribute to meeting our reçUirements. 

23. Active r~dars are the only devices that enable 
us to detect and track &lI type.!: ~! "dr~rne vehicles, 
over the arens of interest ta u,;. Any future "mix" of 
sensors thet is designed to provide the required continuous 
coverage i~ peace, teneion and ~r, at least at ~edi~ and 
high level> rlust be based on suc.!". systems. 

24. J.. series of dedlcp.ted gro'md radars 15 therefore 
required, optimUEly-placed to prcvide coverage of the 
critical approaches to ACE. These radars ,.,ill reqUire 
to be designed in accordance wlth the latest state-of­
the-art to enable them to operate in ECM as well as 
benign conditions. Rxtension of the frequency spectrum, 
the burn-through potential of pbased-array systems. and 
~ti-stdtic techniques would contribute to tbis aim. 
Hardening, mobllity and eesy replacement of exposed 
components together wlth emission control could oe used 
t 'l r educe physical vulne:"'lbiHty, particularly against 
the ~ti-redletion missile threat. 

25. There are a variety of non-dedicated surveillance 
radars such as ruu~. air traffic control and low-level 
rnder systems, \'lbich could contribute significantly ta 
ovarall coverage if they were integrnted into the air 
cOûl"laIld D.nd control system. Integration of these 
additionsl radars provides the opportunity to further 
increase survivabili~1 by selective control of their 
cmissions end in spreading the frequency spectrum. Full 
integ:-ation of the avallable sensor data would be achieved 
by multi-sensor tracking which would integrete the inputs 
from a nu;nber of sources. The advantages of sueb a system 
are: 

a. Reduction in total system vulnerability 
to physlcal attack and !CM. 

b. Improved surveillance system aval1abl11ty. 
c. SOl!le lmprovement ln low al tl tude coverage 

by surface-based system. 
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26. Howev~r, any considerction of the low level 
surveillance requireeellt i.nevitably leads to the conclusion 
that this can only be provided, in full, by elevating some 
of the s"!nsors. Various possible vehicles Mye been 
considered. Airborne ear:i.y \Jarning is a proven , highly 
capable technique which could meet the requirenent , 
particularly in tenaion an1 ~ar and a force of Ah~ airerait 
that could be deployed, C.3 required, to critical é'.I'eas, 
has been included in our sensor "Dix·. There would De 
advantages, too, in deploying additional. but si~ler 
airborne platforms to provide core continuous coverage, 
particularly in peacetimej and suitable alternative 
pletforms, such as balloons . RPVS or conventional aircraft , 
need to be considered. 

27. The li~tations of active radars in the face of 
severe ECH leeds us to believe that the enemy can, by 
concentrating his efforts, deny us ouch of our surveillance 
informatio~. This factor bas caused further consideration 
to b"! given te the contribution that passive sensors could 
malte ta overEll surveillance. In the pest this capabili ty 
has been lio1ted to providing for the passive tracldng of 
enemy aircraft jamming our s~rveillance radars. However, 
these jamcing aircraft represent only a proportion of the 
threat that could be hidden by ECH. 

28. The introduction of a signal intercept system into 
the air command and control system could significantIy 
ioprove our overall surveillance capabili ty. Sui t cble 
receivers could regularly detect radiated signals f roc 
such ~mitter~ as enemy te~rain-avoidance and airborne 
intercept rad :lrs, identify thair sources and enable thera 
to be subsequently tracked. The value of such inforwation, 
which could be denied to j a=ed active sansors, is obvious, 
in significantly nsslsting the build-up of the to~~l air 
picture in clear conditions and in maintaining i t Wlder EC!1 . 
~~hermore, being, in turn. Wldetecta ble by the enemy, 
passive sensors would provide a substantial redu~tion in 
the overell vulnerebility of our surveillance syste~. 
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29. 'rhe full cdvantage of these systeos woul d be 
obtained if , Ille active radars, soxae uf the sensor s 'ilere 
elevated, airborne platforms - AEW, other suitably 
equ5pped aireraft, balloons or RPVS - could earry passive 
sensors. Passive inforQation could be transmitted to 
appropriate centres for correlation and derivation of 
tracking information. 

30. There is another systeQ wb1ch could contribute 
significantly to ove rail surveillance. Developments are 
well in band of multi-functional information distribution 
systecs (MIDS). These systems could eontribute te 
surveillance by provid1.~: 

a. 

b. 

A high capacity, EO!-resistant, tactiesl 
eocu~cation net. 
A eapability for aIl friendly aireraft to 
identlfy theQselves and their position by 
regular reporting on the comDUn1cations net. 

A limitation of INeh a system, however, is the line-of­
sight requirement resulting from its high frequencr 
transmissions. This liDitatlon could be overcoce by the 
use of airborne relays wb1ch vould substantlally ineresse 
effeetiveness. These reley vehicles eould be the SeDe as 
those used for passive sensors. 

31. Theae addi tionsl surveillance systP.lilS have bellD 
assessed, not only for the covelage they provide, but for 
their survivabil1 ";y, ECM-reslstance a."ld contribution te 
overall system flexibility but there are two araas of 
uncertaint y: 

a. !!irst, the degree of position and traeldng 
aeeuracy whieh ean be provided, by passive, 
signal int ercept systeos. 

b. Secondly, th~ viability of elevating sensora 
by means of balloons and RPVS, particulérly 
in vie~; ) f the height and power requireoents. 

Further work i5 required in these areas although to satisfy 
the cocmun1eation requireoent the MIOS relays eould be 
readily installed not only in AEW aireraft but aIso in 
si~ple communication-type aireraft. But there is no doubt 
t~ t i t i s only a combinatil.lD of all of these syste!JS, 
together l'li th scti ve radal's, that can provide the total! ty 
of inforoation \'~e requin for the complete air p!eture. 
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32. Before l lec'le the subject of surveillance, l 
~ust em~~~ise the V t .~ inport~t aspect of identI fication. 
The penalties to be paid foI' iàentification errors are 
already high and could becooe prohibitive in the light of 
the developing threat and the growing letbality of our own 
\leapons. l have already mentioned the part that a !-!IDS 
ond SIGH1T syste~ CM plcy in its position and identification 
reporting capability for friandly aireraft. There remains, 
however, the requireoent to identify enemy aircraft rapidly 
and rositively, free irom deception, exploitation or 
j~ing. It must be possible ta allocate priority of our 
air defence "'eapons to ene~ aircrart that ret>resent the 
most il!ll!lediate threat end ta exploit ta the =xi/JULl the 
capabilities or aIl our defensi'le weapon systems to effect 
maJÛI!IUIil attrition or the er.e~'s aircraft as far fo .... rard • 
ot the defended areas as possible. In view of the size of 
the threa~, it is necessary to achicve rapid and continuous • 
engagement ..,ith increasing intensity as ranges decrease. 
It goes without saying that friendly aircraft will require 
protection trom engagecent by our o~m air defence ':!eapons. 
Existing systems do not fully ceet this essential 
require~ent. 

33. Having dealt ,-t1th the surveillance systems l 
would now like ta turn attention to the command ~~ control 
facilities at execution level as represented by the contro~ 
end reporting centres (CRCS). l will now highlight these 
requirements. 

34. The integr::: tion of the control and repor-ting 
centres into the ove raIl air cocmend and control concept • 
will nec3ssitate expanding current facilities to cater for 
the additionsl control requireGents of offensive support, 
as weIl as defensive operations. It is envisaged that • 
the weapons syste~ oixes in the 80s and 90s \lill consist 
of a combinRtion of the l&test state-oi-the-art syst ews 
together vith systems which are currently in service but 
possibly refUrbished and improved. Thus, the ground 
enviro~ent must be c~pable of control li ne & '1arie~' of 
weapon systems requi.ing different control techniques, as 
weIl as coordinRting ~,e operations of autoaOQOUS air 
defence wecpons systeos. 
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35. L l e.ddition current shortcooings and defi -; i encie.!: 
will ;'3.ve t a :: ~ o.."erCOIile if our CReS are to opernt~ bath 
~ffectively :,:.: ~:fici p.ntly. In particular, we will have 
to provide f or th~ integrntioD of other , ~xternal sources 
')f air pictw"e infomation. This more cocprehensive 
f'i~ture I:lUst thP.n be d1stribut"d !:lore ',ddely both 
t~~oUGhou~ our o~~ conmnnd anL control &ystec ~~ ta o~er 
SJ'stcos o!,erc~ing in our rorea. The handling and di s tribution 
of th" core: cODprehensl';re a Lr picture will require a large 
inc~Ease in the number of interiaces betwe~n the CRCS end 
ext~rnal egencies and eqaipcen~s. 

36. 'Eher <l i s , too, the k ey iss..te of reducillg 
vulnerabili ty cf the Ct cS end the s-..tpport1ng systeLls and l 
will exp~d on this a little. 

37. At ?resent each cnc ls, in general, cssociated 
\/i th one :-",dar cn which i t relies .. a lIilost cocple~oly, for 
surveill~,ce ir~:)ru~tion. Thp~e radars are generally soft, 
a ttra ::tive t,) !"gets for the enemyj if he destroys a radar 
the G.;; soclLlte(~ CR: loses almost aIl i ts total oT)c:-ationel 
c~p3bility. A ~ajor require~cnt therefore, is to provide 
th~ cac wi th other sources of data by netting in other 
s ~nsors. Furthe!'ëicre, by recote radar da~ extraction and 
transcissic!l , ",;':e l c. ::a~ l J:l of our hardened end d1sparsed 
co=d r:.nci c ::::- ' ." ;. ~ _':-.-; :- ':: s could be independ~nt 0 _ the 
sources of thLl r s~~v~illence ir.forcation. 

38. Notl how do thcse expnnded requireotlnts affect the 
~.uabi11ties of ~e eReS? Here one can cake a comuerison 
betwecn future requireo,mts and the capabili ties o::-::Ill 
existing large NADGE site. As Wc have seen, in t he future 
the CReS will as~e responslbilitiea for c~ntrol of 
offensive air cris s ions in addition to the cur~ent air 
ci.efence tasks. 

39. To ce3t the r equirernents fc, I' netting radars , data 
frum up ta ~ extern~l a ensor s wauld Le US AJ tu creat e 
t r :l::.l:s. 

40. ::ont rol tasks wlll d1ctate that the CReS wst heve 
a t l east 10 control consoles. These consoles should be 
multi-purpose (I.e. capable of aireraft and SAli control, 
and recav2~) and will replace the pr~sent ded1c~ted 
control p0~i~!ons. 
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41. T~ck capacity will need to be approx1Dztely 
doubled. Cross-tell cnpacity ~st be enhanced to cater for 
the additional data distribution requireoents for the 
expended tasks. In total these expanded requ!r~ments will 
necessitete a substantially increased data processing 
cnpacity. Soce idea of the increased need for e~ernal 
interfaces 1S indicated. 

42. Having deal t ~t1 th surveillance ond control let 
me now highlight soce o~ the communications aspects of the 
developed system. The point-to-point cornmmf cations systems 
required to support the surveillance, ~id reporting and 
control functions oust provide greeter cnpability to meet 
the needs of the substantif'.lly increased data flO~l. It • 
must also provide fleY.ibili ty and, ... here necessa:rJ, shùuld 
be encrypted. The use of switched rather than dedicated 
networks will do cuch to reduce current vulnerability of • 
point-to-point circuits by providing greater redundancy 
together ,'Ii th the a bill ty tu reconfigur::! the system rapidly. 

43. Another critical area is the need to ensure that 
the vital tactical radio link between the comnand and control 
systeCl :md our aircraft 1S œintnined in the face of the 
enecy's attempts to disrupt it. At present, we rely alcost 
exclusively on UHF radio for the control of our fighters. 
In the ",hole of our conmand and control chain this link is, 
perhaps, the most tenuous. It is relatively easy for the 
enemy to disrupt these co~cations by j3DCing. 

44. ïhus consideration of the air/ground requirements 
focuses attention on the essential need for ECM-resis~t, • 
secure co~cations systems as part of a NATo-wide, 
culti-functional inforcation distribution systeCl. As I • 
bave mentioned before, the additional facilities of 
friendly aircra~t position reporting and identification 
would extend the contribution that sucb a systec could make 
to impro·r.ing the effectiveness o~ the over3ll air coucand 
and control system. with airborne relays such a systeo 
could extend cooounications c07erage to over the horizon 
aireraft and replace essential point-to-point ground links 
that are d~bed. 
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45. How to conclud(l -.:!Y revlew of our requirecents for 
ûlr defence sy 3te~s let De return to those c ritlcal areas 
whlch pcrvnde bot:l our .. ::::: ~~ons a::d C0= ?-711 i~n control 
needs. These are t ;le 'keys' tho.t open ~~,c way to overall 
il:!pro':encnt of our capa;"ili ties: firstly. the pro"lision 
of a ge:'l\' ' .'1e 10\1 level capabili ty. both for surveillance 
and weap J:1 )ffecti': " n<: ::; s. S~ cor.dly. an ef~ecti',e 
identification system to provide positive, UG '.!.loiguous 
dlfferentletion of frIer.d from foe. Thil'd, D.;J. ECM-resistant 
r edio c ornnunications system for the control of tactical 
airerait. tCGcther ~!i th 1 ts pctential contributIons towards 
identifica tion ~'1d surveillan~e. 

46. This then completes my review of overall 
requirements for air dcfence weapons and comJand and 
control facllItics. '!;;e will n~w hear hO\1 t..'1'1 general 
rerequirelJents have been translated into a "Dix" of 
systccs for the various regions. 
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The Develoncent of the Lon§-Term Letence 
tsron:amme Ath. LEr h:lcJ:! . 

Air Letence Systems lUx 

by 

.ir. D.A. Facey, 
NhTO International S~f 
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Tas~ force five was faced wit.h the problem of 
developlng a long term programrn~ for ~ lr d~ fene~ in ~lied 
COl"ruand E.urope \"hien eould ful!il N,,:r'O ' s !'le i:: ds in the 19BOs 
and beyond. You h~Vè already hea.J something cI our approach 
to this problem: You have also been told of t~e Warsaw Pact 
trrreat, and the concépt Ior air defence which is being daveloped 
in the f ace of this threat. Of course te implement this 
concept the Supreme Commander needs weapons with tl.e right 
sort of qualities, and a me ans of controlling these ~eapons 
in an effective manr.er: In the last talk you heard somethiDg 
of our requirements in this regard as weIl, and now. duriDg 
the next thirty minutes or so, 1 intend to outline our approach 
towards defining an integrated programme for air defence systems 
to be implemented over the next ten te fifteen years. 

50 for each region of ACE 1 ~ill first bring 
together those factors which have a local flavour - the 
anticipated threat, possible enemy tactics, geography, and 
50 on - in order to arrive at the objective mix. Having dealt 
in this way wi th each of tt.e regions. the next step is to add 
the very necessary time Element to arrive at the objective 
progr~e for Allied Command Europe. And l2stly some thoughts 
on the sort of tradé-offs which the t a sk force ~~ll have to 
come to çrips with in order to ~rrive finally at a viable air 
defencc programme for ACE. 

As you i:no ..... . the task forces hc..ve in general becn 
~dvised that their programme proposaIs ~ust realistically take 
into a CC0:111t various kno'.n constralnts - in "ther l'lords, wc 
<11'e not bei.>tg as!.:ed t o provide " nc~, ye'll" s shoi'pin~ l':'st. 
Let !Je f ir:.;-: t he?;'l lis"(; thos(l constrnints "rhich \,e oust apply 
in the C3~e of air defcnce systems. Besides the obvious 
military ~ac-:ors we must also t~e into account political, 
economic ::i.Jd industri-al f actors. It i5 of course also 
necessary to take account of th~ capabllities and limitations 
of individual systems, if wc arc to arrive at n mix which. 
from an air defence viewpoillt, makes sense for the Alliance 
as a whale. 

To begin wi th we have only takcn 1Oto account those 
constraints of a military and political nature in order to 
arrive at thE sc--called objective mix you hear~ of earlier. 
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But here I think a f (; '-/ words about Ùle defini tian 
of the mix ::J r a in ord" r. ThA time allotterl to task for!- '] fi'ie 
hGs been such tha t we ha v e: not been 'lble to unàertnke -,ny 
independent ana lys C! s: ':e h:w t! had to r ",ly on 2. cri ti c:. l 
eX'lmin" tion of th" resul t.s and conclusions of a Vâilabl e 
studies - sorne !1a tiorl:>,l, SO"lè iDul ti-national, and so:ne carriEà 
out ,11 t hin ~;Ïl TO - ,,;1 th the subscn,ucnt <:c!d i tion of v e ry essentie.l 
mili t a ry ,:udgement, to provièe th" bas is for the objecti ·.re ,~ix. 
I t is our belief tha t if this complex of ::: ,;,r cle fence assets 
could be provided in its t o t a lity then SACEDr. would have at 
his disposaI 'ln adequqte -" y ::; t 2r:J wi th the rcquirEd capê.bili t:..es, 
and the air dcfencc of AC2 woLlà, to ~ v~ry hiGh degree , be 
assured. Howevcr, 1 0 t me just remind l'OU that this mix œs 
been construct~d without any nationa l financial constraints 
being applied, hence there should be no surprise ..,hen our 
final package deviates eomewhat from the obje ctive mix. • 

Sta rting tiu,n from th., concept for air defence - • 
and I would r emind you have inevitably the question of a concept 
and the mix o f weapons necessl1ry to ÏLlplement that concept is 
an Iterative process - let m~ try ~nd d cvelop an app.eciation 
of our neeès for the various componcnts cf the system for e a ch 
region in turn. 

The Northern region. Her" thG Soviet tactica l air 
armies will probably pose the major direct air thrc~t. Howcv~r, 
medium bombers of ti.e long range air forces and Soviet naval 
air forces will necd routes to the North Atlantic and the 
Uni ted Kingdom aren , probabl;' ::!round the North Cape ar.d ove r 
~er~rk, and this ~ould c e rtainly compoll:ld the air èefence 
problem. Forwa r û deployrn~nt of toctical ê.ircraft to Kol~ and 
perh aps Finland would lik<:' ly in any thrust against North Norway, • 
and potential t a rgc: ts in the, Bal tap E. r ea and South Nor .. 
wa71 be wi thin r ange of bas",s ~ Russia , East Gormany a:ld • 
Poland. 

The r 2gion is v~st, spa rsely populat~ d in gene r a l, 
wi th a geography which poses sev::re problems to both d.] fendcr 
and a tt:::c!;er . Prior i ty for' a ir Ge fel"lcê! n e ,,':;s to 0 2 given to 
the ,~ :;'li tai ' il ~' i mrortant a r c'iS in Southe;'n :;onfflY, uen=rk 
and to t h e arp"l!:: ' ~t "re r e inforcements .,.:ill l <::ld L-l Northern 
!"ior\~ay and 3al tap. 

Thus thpre i5 a requirement for a i."l i':;:iblc air èefence 
syst~~ capable of r apidly switching its focus ~f operotions. 
Conseqa e!1tly fighter a ircra ft appea r to be the best optio;: to 
forro tile basis of tile rcgion' s air de fence system. In aèdi tion, 
th&re are a numbe r of key points of industria l and military 
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s ignificar.cEl, p.:trticulally in t.l),:) vlcini ty of Osl o and in t hi'! 
f ,;;1 tao a r e? , where the dEp~ "YJ!!~nt of a f ixed dc f<'nc ~ system 
llél 5·:.d on SA!':.,: ~'Iould be a v?luô.".:lle complement. Ta counter 
e ttac): by air~rc~ ft pe;1cti"ating e t v<:ry la·", l ev!'l there ls 
elso ,:) ne~d ta provià8 defence in dcpth, and some local 
èefenc~s for certa in high value targcts; i!:cl:..lc!ing alrfi0lds. 
This ~!ould requir e the deployLlent of sul table 3horad weaports 
~ nd 50 wc arrive ~t the composIte dcp: oyment of weapons shawn 
on this sllde. One point about this s lide, and indeed all 
the sIl des involving map displays, it ls mc~~t ta i l lustrate 
a concep"': and no 'Uore ; you should not ra ad into it a t ask 
force u rooosai - i n this case fOI ' weaponz - for the actua l 
deployment of Qir defence assets. 

Turning now to cOJilmand and control r equlrements, 
(' ?l:Jplete s urveill ance over the territory of Norway using 
bround sensors al Gne is impractic~ble , blanki ng by m04Dtalns 
,,,ill inevi t ô.bly cause larce gaps in cover'3ge é't low level 
and the probl.t.mz of installlng and mainta ininG Dobile or 
sta tic rad~r fit~ s in such extreme c l lma tic ~ondltlons are 
f ormi dable. Co~s iQerlng thcse limlt~~lons, emphasis needs 
ta be placùd upon a it'bornc s urve illance , 11nklng into the 
/S ,' cunè commüIld an~ control system. Furth<!rlDore , the cO!illI!and 
'JT' cl cor.trol eOl'lpl cx r:;'.IS t be confif,ureG to ab:::orb and 
cffectiv,'l y er:1ploy the .5u·lJstanti<ü j,AïO reinforcement forces 
~nd ta l.:1t :ôcr'lte t hc;!1!l ~!i th 10C21 'l ir defcnce operatior.s. 
l i T.ally, ùffcctiva ship-to-shore communications ~r111 be needed 
to provide tha command and control system witnthe means of 
exchenging early warnlng and weapons support w1 th NATO 
ffia ritime f orces opcratlng in the a rea. 

This next chart shows you then for the r'orthern 
r eg i on, i.;he vllrious ":aa pons =d comrr.anci. and control elements 
believed ta b <.: n ecess'lry to do tLe job prop8rly. And l !.:lust 
l'emind you that tb, objective mi::, sho~,n ln th " left hnnd 
colUillIl, is tha t ';Ihich appears to s 2. tisfy the perce i v ed 
mIlltary need in the Uorthern region; it ào" s not r epresent 
a fina l t ask force five recommendation. =Oi" this fl :mk ,,,e 
belie"lc the a ir defcncc sj'stem should esscntia lly cOlllpr-lse 
f o'.!r squadl 'ons of eighte(;;n Interceptor alreraft deploycd 
t o covar t he entire r~gicn, with each of their 1l1rfialds 
tie fended by one s~uadron of Shorad ~!eapons. Durlng confliet 
s Itua tions tter e may be a need ta supplement these forces with 
an additionLl interceptor eapabillty. Four ~attalions of 
S,~ <lre deploy<:d ln Southern Norway and in the Bal tap area. 
where thcy will link up wlth the central res lon SAN dcfanccs. 
Flnally , on the we apons side, a total of seventeen Shorad 
battal l.ons gives the neccssary locallsed 10':1 level cover. 
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F~~ comQ~r.è and cont~ol a~Ee~s you ~i l l see that 
the objective mix comprise :-; seventy surfa ce rodars , of which 
fort y-one ar e dedica t ed air defence r adars and the rem~i~ing 
tl-lentv-nine are non-air de :-0nce s en::;!)!' s netted j .'l ta the 
over ail system. ":e aIs:) ~ee a need for s ix ;lass '.ve sensors , 
and of course an I.E'; capabili ty - and here let r~t:· ma:;e i t 
oui te clear that the number of I.E'" airerait i nd icated in this 
sliLle, and included on S::lme of the follo",ing slirles 1s bar"d 
on the are a coverage and ~ust be reg~rded si~ply ~ s an 
illustrati ve figure; we have included I.E.' since i t is an 
essential element of the mix but of course . ~he actual 
number of such aircraft deployd:l in the Northern region, or 
indeed in any region, will inevitably depend on the situation 
in relation ta the rest of ACE. And last, but oy no m~ans 
least, are the six control centres. 

For comparison the right hand column shows tlle air 
defence assets expected to be available in the mid eighties 
and, as you surely ·.rould preèict, there are a number of 
shortfalls. 

Surfaco-to-air assets are limited, and there is 
the deficien']y of one interceptaI' s~uadron - it should be 
also noted that according ta present ,la~s the available 
interceptor force in 1985 will h~ve neither th€: r e1uired 
all-.... ea ther c3pabili ty nor a capablli ty ag:linst the v<Jry hieh 
altitude threat. 

On the surveillance side you see there is a 
significant increase in the number of ground based s~nsors. 
1 do not want to go into too much det~il h~re. but ~ shoulè 
r;.{ d tha t !',l::"Jly of th·:se addi tion" l sens.n ~ ar c of the ll ··-ht­
V1c i f ht !llobUe var i e ty 'm d '.~e a I ' ';; e\-Ars of NOr\-/egi&.n proDo~a:!.s 
f or s1.:ch :-!ot~le r'ldar s . \:e 3r e "! l sc a .,,';lr~ of ::hej, r proposaI s 
for mOu''1tiIlb thp. princ':'pal static r adars in ,rotec tec1 si tes 
buil t into the i;)ow-,tains . :::ut ne i ther these nor the i!lobile 
rad~rs are incluùed in the nu~ber of ground based sensors 
shawn i n the right hand solumn because they 'lre simply 
propos'lls and do not yet for~ part of a firm pl::ln. HO YJever. 
cven witi. these add itions. He s till sec the neee to net-in 
sorne additional sensors to provlde thc necessa:j fl exiùility 
and redundancy for the ero t.;nd cnvirorur.ent. 

The airborne compont nt is of course m:ssing ut the 
mOUlent, and it ,",ould be deployed as r.ec essary to provide 
coverage in tension and ~~r particularly over Southern Norway 
'llld t he Bal tap area , and also in the f .lr llor":h. 
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l OU will note that the objective mix entails a 
re~uc tion L~ the number of control centres. ne believe a 
z@allgr number of ~~operly equipped, netted and bardened 
centres vould provide a much ~re resilient command and 
control capability tban the present system. This is a 
general conclusion from the work of the task force and so 
y<:>u will see si",il"lr n 'ductions i n contr:Jl centres indicated 
on each of the r egionel tables • 

• 'Ext then, the central region, ',/here ~/e could e;:pect 
the major offens ive air thl 'eat to be wost likely directed, 
\il th penetrations ~_l'd attacks along the whole fro:lt. Soviet 
tactical aircraft will h& ~~ the range to attack targets 
~lroughout Yest Germany a..~è '!3enelux from home bases in 
~;estern r.ussia, Poland, East Germany and Czechoslovakia. 
Priori ty }:ey areas for enemy attacks are 111;ely ta be our 
nuclcar delivery systems and our counter-air offensive 
fOTc~:::; many of · .. :hich are concentrated. ',<ithin t.1-:iis relatively 
sr!!all ar ~8. . 

The maVli tuci.e of the thl'eat, the possibili ty of 
very li ttle warning of an impending attaclt, plus the fact th:?t 
lI!any of the potenti::.! targats are closely locate: c: , leads 
loglcally to a c:e fence biased tO'Aoards SAH. In adèi tion, also 
faced with a potential attack ",ith limited wo.rn!ng, it is 
eviden t th~t the Allied armies p-eed a rapièly responsive 
air def~nce capability, but it is also apparent that this 
capaoility must be vie,.,ed as one part of the overall air 
defgnce cornplex of the region. lndeed, it is essential 
th~t aIl the air defence need.s of the region are t reated 
i1 S an entity. 

'feapons deployments should b<? weight ed weIl forward 
to cov.: r likc l y flars.:!w Pact apprcach routes, and hence one 
sees a neecl for the armies in the for ... :a rd area to be equipped 
,.,i th surface-to-:ür weapons. '!hese nee<.l to oc of high 
mob~lity ~t the very front, which implies the use of man­
portable ' /eapons of the b::'owpi\Je or redey e co tegory, backed 
by ':>hor ads which may be eithr. 1" ~ nti-H ircraft guns or surfnce­
tù-air mi ssil s. These weapons ~/ill pT'ovide the me 'IDS to 
:Jet er hos tile a ir-craft penE'tl 'atine a t 10,., and vez'y 10'11 leveI. 

Provi~ in[. the e~ies with a r3pid r~p ction 
capnLility againzt low a~d mediun level i ntruders, and pr oviâing 
ev idence of a cnhes lve approach to Alliance air defence there 
needs to be ~ f orward SAM beIt: an extension of the belt 
across r:o.' thern GeI"!l!any and Holland provides a de1"ence 
against a nanking attack. and also some attrition of '1,arse ... 
Pact aircraft en .o~te ta the United Kingdom. 
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B3hind th~ belt dcfenees there is neeè for a 
balaneed mix or' intercepter and surf ace-to-air vlCa ;)(lns ""i th 
specifie target compl e xes bel n g defended by SAN and Shera d 
weapons. the Shora ds partieularly being used extensively to 
provide defence in depth a gainst attaek by very 10'.1 flying 
aireraft. a.'1è to protect vital mil : tary installations. 
Interceptors will give the sy3tem the flexibility to 
eoneentr a te resources . and t o supple @ent ti:e 3urface-to-a ir 
weapons particularly ~f a s ri r esult of corridor busting 
tact ics. the forwarè. SAL de f,~nc (: s <:ppear to be \~2a': cning: . 
Inte rceptors cal: a lso ;:>rotect a g a ins'" fl anking attacks wi thin 
the r;:,g ion. 

DeCaUSi. of the ~. arg0 conccntratio:1.s of .~l lied a nè 
enemy forces likely to be involv~d in a conflict in the area. 
the command and contro l s ystem must be !'la rticularly r e spons i ve 
and flexible. a.,~ illUSt be capabl e of absorbing reinforce@ent 
forces. Thes e factors. coup1ed ~ith the re1 a tive ly small 
slze of the reGi on t end to r esult in a command and control 
package 'I/hich is slgnificantl'{ diffe rent from that required 
in the other regions . 

Fc~ air spac e st::-v~ 111anc e . a Îorwal'd r o,,", of some 
six r aC:a rs is r equirct! <:.long the borde l' for earl} ':Jar:linz 
èu.." ..... ing pC 3.c cti!ae anè :'i r: :) s of -t ensioll. : 'hc se Mus t ':J .; consi do1'ed 
to he at sev€r '= ris_; t o e:.~· roj" .::l':.: t 3ck , or .nî)' 1::dt::ûd , b r· 
OVCI-run in V1a:j . ',l:1€r C, 10!=,o ç raphy ? cr.:J.i ts t h:::sc may b e 
repla ced by mobile r nàars which coula . to some extent. 
reduce this vulnerabil~ty. 

~o back up thcsc f orwarJ sensors five additional 

• • 

mo!lile syst~r.ls shc\,;l d bc a v a ilable ta fill laps and • 
possibly move with a f lezible front line. 

Furthe r to the r ea r . tuo rows. cach of fi vc active • 
radars . are requir-ed ta provi ôf> coverage in d epth. flexibil i ty 
and s urvivabili ty. 'l'h"Js a to t ,al of sOI~e b ICnty h i C> rada r s 
ar~ r equired for the r egion. 

Th~ c e r.t ;-a l rCGion i :; compara t i v e ly we ll endowed '.n 
respect of t !!C a vailabi l i ty of Suppl CUlelltal 'y l 'act:ors for 
ne ~ting-in , and thi s i tu~ t i on \~ill s ure l y cont i nue . The r e 
a re cC ~Tently SG8e cighty candida t é si te s fo r nc t t in::;- in . t h cse . 
t()g~ ~;i:er wi U. the deè ica t.cC: ssnsors. VIOUl. ' mean tha t t h e 
ac 'LivE: t:-éJ.cking o f a ircraf '_ ~ the centr<ü r egion :; oul ~ be 
fl c xibly pe rformE ri by up t o 10ù eq uipmcn t :; ; t~i ~, i 5 more t:,an 
four time s the nwnber i n t he pr esent a ir de f ence system . 
The: dc;:!lofIJent o f AD.' in ~nsiOll J..r:d ,",'aI' . ',:111 p rov ide t.he 
vi tal low l evel radar coverac;e az weIl a s i u tl 'oducing further 
h i ghly mobile and fl e xible f~cilities to b 3Ck-up and . if 
necessa r y . replace grotmd installations. Cor.trol and reportL'1g 
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f acilitie s reauired for the (,"'l1tr a l region ha.e been ass~ssed 
011 the 1.,asi S oi the weapcJI1s ::.ys te r:'>5 te t.e control le":' , bearing 
in rr.ind th~ vari:'.::" like: y scenarios t h;Jt could occ-u:- during 
transition t ::; ",ar. Hardened CRC~ a r e locRted at least 160 
kilometcrs back J.lor'l the i.'ont line. arld dispcrsed in a 
coni1gw'? t10n "ttv't provide.3 for fIIutual support and back-up. 
In pa s sing l would ada in this regard tiat the plan for tr.e 
~ 'j l; t.l1 of t h e r e :;i on, curren Uy t oing imple:lented by the 
GerL <:"1 ûu:-h0r i '. i e s, ee ,~ s so Ile =y to ach~cv_;_;J :: thi" 
('O ÏL : ~gUl a ·C~Oll . 

You tdll b e awara t.l-JGt existing air defences in 
the central :,cgion con!orm g;):lerally to th:) s 'let !?!:! l hn '.rc 
outli:1cd, r!'''; l - ,, ::!ng at the plans o f the na tions Imich 
contl ibute to the defence of -;-:üs ,~gion, i't is evidcn t that 
v'l! have no conflic:' in terms 0::' a COl!llD0n '..lnderst8!':ding of air 
defcllcc neec's. Aside fro!:! fue question of an AD' cape.bility, 
the prob: cm wc face in the central region i5 essentie.lly one 
of numbcrs as you C' '',!l s ee iro;n this slidf: ~!hich describes the 
objective mlx, and also lists in t~e right haLd eol~~ the 
air defence asse ts expected to be aval1aole in th~ mld 
eighties on the basis of current plannL~. 

Eightecn s quacirons of illterceptors, wi th a capabili ty 
against th" high p.ltltudo? threat, are neeaed to achieve the 
rcquired dcnsity of aireraft throughout the region. 

To provide the necessary quic\: response to a low 
level attack anywhe~e along the 700 kllometre of common corder 
with the Warsaw Pact in t he Central Legion will re'1u1re the 
deploym:Jnt of fifty- t'110 battalions of Shorad '.,capons wi th 
!-~r, 'arri wli ta of tiw _~lli.,d arruies. FroviC:ing a barr ier 
defence are thirty-one bztt a lion" ':)f ::;!u~i i :;-ë.:,aè.iately beh1!'!d 
t he forw"i rrl, d'?fenees. Defenee in depth i s provided 'Oy a 
cû:nbin<ltion of sb:teen battalions of 3,t.; " :Uld forty-t\~o 
battalions of Shorad de~loyed to cover a irfielùs and ot her 
vi t n1 tar-get areas in the l 'egion. Finally, to ensur'c a 
proper1y co-ordinated defenee in thls r;)g ion, whieh is 
likely to b e faced ~:ith an extremely c0L1p1ex air slt1~atlon,lt 
L -i ,jr:~' t:i.y ne eè3 an ~ffective cCD1!l~nd and con.l ... rol syst~m , 
~ Dcluuins IFF , a~~ hence ~he largG numt~ ~ Cl s~nsors . 

Before you pale 6t the thought o f such a manslvc 
ü\crea se L'1 thE: numbe. ' oi air èefcnce rade.rs l e t me rcillind 
:/OU that on~y atout a quart;)l' are dediceted s ensors: sixt y­
", igh t o t her r é' dars, ineluding 't'~e GeI't:1an low level reportin , 
" J s tem, 3. I e r:etted into t.'le corumand ar. d contrel system to 
provide 'the necessary surface sw-vel1laûce capablllty, There 
i5 a lso t he pO\~erl'ul CRe complex eoupled of course wi ~ an 
airborne elr.ment. 
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From the ri0ht hand solumn you can see that in the 
mid eighties, the central r egion will have an air def ence 
system in which the majJr shortfalls in time of tension ru.d 
war are largely in tenDs of numbers. Only t hirteen squadrons 
of interceptors , of whi -::h abvut half will have the full all­
weather capability required, rather than the eighteen squadrons 
deemed neCeSS8T'J. A deficiency of twelve ba"'::tali::ms of SAM 
and fifteen battalions of Shorad. Fewer surface sensors than 
are neeèed to provide adequa~e sur~eillance of the region -
in fact largely a lack of netted ratht::l" than dedicated air 
defence senSClrs , and as yet no AD.;" capabi i i ty. 50 unless 
some means can be found to improve the overall effectiveness 
of the system it appears that 3ACEUR just dOES not have 
sufficient assets to properly defend the region. 

Moving southwards, i n any confl i ct situation 
involving the southern region ~Ie vould expect elements of 
tactical air armies fron southern military districts of Russia 
to deploy into Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary in support of 
the land battle, with medium bombers being committed to 
counter-air onerations. Tte Black Sea fleet air forces will 
probably be süpported by the long range air force in the ~ask 
of destroying carrier borDe strike forces in the r:eùiterranean. 
The threat could become multi-directional with the possible 
involvement of Syria, Iraq, Albania and the North African 
countries with potential targets for enemy air atJ;ack 
concentrated in widely separated areas of Italy, Greece, and 
Turkey. In addition, there are four strategic areas which 
will be of considerable interest to the Warsaw Pact, namely 
North Eastern Italy, Thrace, the Turkish Straits and the 
Straits of Gitraltar. 

Considering the large area invol'/ed, much of it 
being water, plus the requirement to defeNt only a relatively 
small number of Key areas in installations, quickly leads to 
~~ effective air defenc~ of the Southern Region be ing based 
primarily on interce~~ors. SAM syste~s provide additional 
defence of important areas such as the }!orth Eastern 
approaches of Italy, and the Bosphorus. Against the low level 
threat Shorads would ag~in provide defence in depth anè point 
d~fence oi vital t a =-ge-:s. Thus we arrivE at the genez'al 
àisposi tion oÏ \~eapor.s illustrated on the slide. It would 
be remiss of me if 1 did not remind you that in a \':ar situation, 
the assets will be augment~d by those oi the Sixth Plest. 
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As a wholc, the cccmand and control sy~tem must be 
conf iQlred to absorb j,ATO reinforcement forces and to 
.'ntegrate thcm I!ith local air defence operations. f..dequate 
surveillance of t he Southern Regi on would need to include all 
aspect coverage t o meet the threat from non-Warsaw Pact 
countries. Eecause oÏ terrain limitations, and the need to 
cover large s ea areas, it will not be possible to provide 
coverage using surface based sensors alone, an~ some level of 
a irborne surveillance will be esse~tial, particularly to 
provide low level detection. The presence of the sixth !leet 
in the Mediterranean, with it5 extensive surveillance and 
self-defence capability, demands an effective ship-to-shore 
interface 50 that the command and control system can effectively 
exchange early warning and weapons information wlth the maritime 
forces. 

;.rhet then is o~ solution f or tht: Southern Region? 
This ~ext slide provides a summ~rf o! the objective mix for 
the: r egior:. 

There i5 a nee~ for eight sqUQdroDs oÏ interceptors 
to be deployed in the .. .rca. Nine battalions of SAH are 
deployed in the Fo valley, and around t he Bosphorus. Coupled 
~ith the S /Jr. èefcnce, f ort y-six battalions oÏ Shorad will be 
necded t o protect airfields, ports, command and control centres 
from attack at low l evel, and to provide low level defcnce 
for elem~nts of the l'ield armies. To provi de the necessary 
s~-.reillance a large number, some ninety s ensor elements are 
r equired , abc·ut hal! of \'1hich arc dedicated air defence radars, 
aad c01..lpl eti with t hese surface based sensors is the airborne 
5ensor element - and aga in l would rem1Dd yOll that the number 
of AZ:" indicatcd .in the slide is based on system coverage, 
and i5 only for illustration; as l said previously, the actual 
number of airerait deployed in any particular theatre will 
dcpend very much on the overall situation in hCE. In addition, 
of cour's e , we must not Iorge t the presence of the sixth 
fleet in this r c{;ion, and the AJ:,"':I capabllity associated with it. 

Again, t he right hand column provides for comparison, 
the air defence assets we expect to oe available in tbis reglon 
in the l!Iid-eighties. There 15 apparentl.}' no shortfall in SAM, 
although l would caution you that the pl&Uled capability ls 
not the IlIcàern SAI·I we s ee as part of the obj ectlve mix. 
You will also note that there is a slgnificant r eduction in 
the number of co~trol centres - this smaller number of 
properly hardened centres would, we belicve, provlde a much 
more effectiv~ and survivable system for the r~gion. Obvious 
areas of concern in the southern reglon are the level of 
interceptor capabillty, only five interceptor squadrona rather 
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than the eicht needed, insufficient sensers integrated into 
the command and control system, an1 of cour~e the l eck of an 
ACi At~J capability. 

Finally, the UKAIR r egion : and her e the main threat 
concentration will be from Soviet long range aviation medium 
bombers, supplemented by Soviet tacticel fighters, med i um 
bombers wjuld probabl] approach mainly from the North East, 
but their final run-in could be from an] direction. In 
addition, Soviet naval forces would be likely to undertake 
anti-shipping operations in the Korwegian end i\orth Sea areas. 
The British Isl es thêms~lves will be a primary staging and 
assembly arca for r e inforcements and r esupply from North America 
and will also be a springboard for air support to the continent, 
UKADR air space will be transitted by large numbers of 
relnforcement aircrai t which will require air defence cover. 
The scope of thes e air operations indicates that bases in all 
parts of the United Kingdom will need to oe utilised and 
defended, with key targets for enemy air attacks being naval, 
iW and United States bas es hO\.ising operation, follo~!-on, 
r einforcement end transport forc es. Besides thes e vita l 
military facil i ties, this r~gion also contains a significa~t 
part of the Alliance ' s industrial capabilit y which will also 
nead to be af forded some prot ~ction. 

The distance i rom the iiarsaw Pact t erritory to t he 
region, end t he resul t ing inc~eased tacticel warning ti~e , 
together wi t h tt p l a r g0 s ea ar ea s to be cover ed , i ndicat e 
fight e: rs as the pr i mary weapon syst~m f or the d", i ence of t he 
Vni t ed Kingdom and mari t i r.:c f or ces. S1';!s wiE bl'! ail important 
asset to prot ect vital targLt concentrations, particularly i n 
th" I:astern hal ! of Bnglend , backec! u? by Sllor nd . to provide 
de f ance in depth and point def ence aga inst aircraft penetrating 
at 10'01 level. 

:ilthough the United Kingdom will probably r ecei vc 
earl ier waming inf ormation than th0 o~her regi ons , al lround 
surveillance will be r equ i r ed at every l evel. i ncluding th" 
lare e sea ar ea , to ena bl e a r ea de f ence i n depth , and al so to 
fulfil commi tm ents f or the a i r def enc <.: of m.:lri t i me fo rc es . 
Land based sens ors I·r ill be unable t o cover t he c "rt l r <J a r ea 
and a irbome surveillance, suppl ~~e r. : ed with inf 0, mot ion 
obtained from any seobome s ensors, will be necd~ j to provide 
low l evel cover and warning over the s ea appro~che s . ~n 
addition t o pr ovidine t t is r egion with threat in'::or;;Jati rm, 
th i'! s e s ensors, t ogether with t hei r esseciated wea;Jons syst ems, 
will also prcviàe s orne earl y ".-arning and protectioi1 to the 
Scuthem hali of the Northem region and to the Centrnl r egio:1 
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from ti.reats from over the ~!onleBian a.'1j Horth Se <>. s. The 
overall ù'K!,IR Command 2.lld control system must be capable of 
hancUing a large am~unt of air activity data. And an 
effective inter1:ace .. ill be needej with naval forces in the 
area. Ccnsi :iering the extensive nuclear strike capabillty 
that ~! iE b r,1ep2 0J'd in the United Kingdom, the survivability 
of the <.) ';e:" ,, 'l cOIilDl~lld Pond control system will be of paramount 
j:.·r";;l 't. émCe. 

And 5 0 to tae mix for the United Kingdom air defence 
rebioll !"1imL'ê-riscd in this next slide. Eie~t full squadrons 
of interc t:!ptors, equipped with effectiv~ air-to-air weapons 
will be requi:"~è. ta be deploy ed throuehout the country. Four 
'::';-';'·1 ba1.telior,:; t:re secn us necc:lsë'.ry to protcct the majo,,­
t ar ;;et cOlOlpl e:-: in t:he South ~st, and in addition "n the 
wenpon s side we haVI: six battalions of Shorad to provide 
ai. r fië'.d defenc c and a point defcnr.e of the most important 
t ar[: t:!ts . In f ac t , the ct"plc:tment oI: the surf ace-to-air 
~ '~e!lle'1t cf this \leapOi1S miz will provide a formidable defence 
i n dE'}th over much c:' the South :i ~e 5tern p:rrt of the country. 

On t he COOl!!3tld end control side , ~'ou see the number 
of surfac ~ based sensor clements set at thirty,tr~ee, and Only 
eibht cf these are dedicRted air defen~e radars, with additional 
surveillance c, pability in the form of &ir~ûrne platforms, 
the: whole bein;l i nt,,;;reteà through four control centres. 

tram curren'c plans for the UKADR , shawn in the righ'l: 
hand columr., i t 15 evidE:nt that there i5 rather less in '::he ",ay 
oI interceptor forc es th= desired. Also, the surface-ta-air 
pr,ckr..Çe apparently coes not fit since no SAM elelOle:lt is plan."led, 
and the plan'1ed S:' <:'r:'ld i ~ i n exc~ss of the ob jecti ve mi~: . 

Yeu will see too that the presently planned 
surveillance system also falls short of that desired , although 
the tiK's proposaIs for an improved grour:d envirorunent , together 
wi th th :: deployment ,:, f an air:' .., rne system, go some way towards 
meeting the requirements for the region. One problcm here is 
that, except in the South, there are few existing radars which 
are candidates for netting into the air command and control 
systpm and hence additional equipments need to oe obtained. 

Thè mixes of air defence assets - or the objective 
force mix - that l hav~ just shown you for each region are 
what we believe necessary to provide fu' a~equate air defence 
capability f~r f..llied Command Europe. 
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As p~~sented these of course do not represe~t a 
progré.Jll!le. l'he next stage of our acti vi ty then has bee'l to 
convert them into a logical programme which mCllilS of course 
taking into account e:;: i sting or anticipat"d production sc:.emes. 
By way of ex~pl e, 1 would like to develop the objective 
progr~es for the CentrQl Reôion - and 1 must apoloBise ior 
being 50 very conventional in taking this region as the 
example, but it is h~re thnt we presently h~v~ the most 
complete information on r "tional plans and the vari3us systr Qs . 

This ncxt slide shows, for the next fift e ~n ye~rs 
or so, the funding profile for prescntly plannad procurement 
of intarceptors, S/ .. N and Shorad. This total prograLllDe invol ves 
the procurement of various interceptor aircrait - F-15, F-16, 
and thc air de ... cnce variant oÎ the 11RCA ; Gep3rd, rtapier and 
Roland represent the ShOl'ou .... eapons; ûIld. :;: have assumed that 
P.";\triot will pro-: i de the neces:;ary SAH capabil i t y. 

T? a~riv p. at the obj ective progr = e l or weapons, 
we ne cd to adc to the currently planned pr0era~e 50 that we 
obtain the addi tional wcapons needed to cchieve th~ objecti ve 
mu, and this IJ:us t be accompli shed in U1e shortes t possi ble 
t ime - al t hough tiJ.king i:lto account obvi3t! s pr .Jduction 
constraints. The r esultant funding profil ~ in doing this 
is shown here i ;1 red. 50 we have pl2IlIlcd prcgr=es in blue, 
and objective prograLllDes in r ed. As you mis~t expect, 
attempting to correct deficiencies in short order cr eates a 
need for very high acquisition f undinL f e r ~ number of years. 

The ncxt zlide provides the SanJC s tory f or cornmand 
end control showing h~re the currently plar~eè national and 
:-rATO J:~ogramme s in b::'ue and wi th ':hc obj ec"i v" prcgraDl!Lc ::'n l'et: . 
Once a5ain, because mar.y of the .:! lélilents i ll\ ul ved <!r e 
available, a very high rate of early repor tinG r csults. 

Pùtting the f~ding requirement i or both weapons 
and commar,d and control SyStélliS t ogether, as in this sliJe, 
do es l think clearlr illustra-;;e the probleill . 'iery hig!"! 
funding l evels would be required. And tl~s l eads m~ to the 
l est part oi my t <!lk ; a Îew words on the problems 0;: dtNelopi:lg 
final programme options. 

The obJect I ve mi:-: () s and the obj ·~ ~tive programmes 
have been developeà as the important pellul tim'ô!"':e s+. ep tm'Iards 
the construction of our end product, the progr~e options 
which would provide a viable air defence system f or ACE. The 
final step represents the inclusion of the very r eal constraint 
of financial pr<!cticabllity in t~rms of ~hat the nations can 
afÎord te sp~nd over the ensuing years . 
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This dominant financiel constrail'lt will require 

us t o "learly identify priorities within and between the 
illdi v J. tl.u al clelr,ents o:f our air defence asset s as they are 
set out in our objective pr;;>grammes, and, inevitably, tee 
,lefinition of pr5.orities will la ad to the defennent of some 
important capabilities and the possible deletion of others. 
It is these very dilficult juèeements which the tas!. force 
will need to makc in order to provide a ~c~listi~ a!r defen~e 
programme fûr the next t~n to fifteen years. The final 
pr'ogramIJe options are l lkely to result in soce decrease in 
overnll capaüility, b~low that whi~h @ay seem to be desirable. 
B'lt , the main obj ect of i:ltroducing a ta.sk force approach to 
the yrotl ·.m .ras to find o,œ.ys of achieving the best balance 
of assets across the l'rhole SpcctTUB of air defence and \'flthin 
the diificult const raints that f ace the Alli~lce today. 

Eow then do we attempt to realise a programme which 
is afford1:'ble by thc nations. One obvious way of elillllneting 
high p -oak s:JCr,di.nl; ~s to extend the procur~;nent period. 

Here w~ have the fundine profile ~or a programme 
aga in leading ultiI!Jately to the objective mix, but rather 
than demandin~ maximum production rates, this programme 
forasees the continuation of presently planned production 
activiti ~ s at more er less const3r,t rates. As can be seen, 
by s'~re:tching our nûw figh-:er, SAli and command and control 
progr amJle s \~t'll ÜltO the nineties we have reduced the early 
funding require:mants. But, of course, the ~roblem does not 
l ûnd it.s8lf to such a simple, sil~le action solution. Qwing 
t a their very high priority, we will be forced to introduce 
some individual elements at the earliest possible st~Le: And 
here, possibly, improvements in identification come to mind. 
"~ese will produee their own individuel peaks '~ich we will 
have to comper.sate for by phasi~g or reducing other elements, 
but wc will have tC' constantly bear in mind the inter-active 
nature of aIl the compon2ntli of air defence and the possibl . 
i mpact that t he phus ing or reduction of one capability can 
have on the ·,:hole . This of course, is the nub of the problem 
and l would like to end by giving an exemple of how we oay 
manipulatc inni 'ri dual alipects of one particular air de!ence 
component. The component l have chosen la the SAM capabl11ty. 
and incidentelly, we are repidly approaching ~~ declsion 
point. O!L SAM. 
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Tne obj ~ctiv~ progr~e for the Central Region 
assumes replacement of aIl the existing Nike and improved 
Hawk systems with a modern SAl-~ by the early nineties, an 
expcnsivc r eplac ement programme involving some 2C0 systems 
in total. Shown in blue on thi!> ncxt 51 i de i~ the c.ssociated 
funding profil!:. l"ithout doubt the programme has the merit 
of resulL~ng in a much improved surface-to-ai r capability by ~he 
~arly nineties, but uïlfortlmately demands high acquisition 
L.1!diae ov<'. r U!e dec:a(,(: beginning Ll 1963. 

Now there is more than "this one option in the 
introduction of our future S~~ capability. An c.lternative, 
~Ihich providës a rather different fundin€; profile . i5 to 
replace the Nike system at a reduced rate during the latter 
part oÏ the next decade which w~uld still provide a major 
part C'f the nceded improveoent in the surf3.c e ·to· ·e.ir capabili t}'. 
This could th en be followed by further 1mprove~ent to the 
e::.: isting improved Eawlt system ~Jhich would be completed during 
the nineties. ':'he Ïur.0.ing proÏile associated ~ii t;: this option 
is shown in green. OVerell fU!lding r equirements between now 
and the mid nineties are reduced, altho~gh ult imately the 
total funding applied to SAI1 replacement rllight increasl: . 
Thereis oÏ course some inevitable reduction in t he overall 
capability oÏ the air defence system . 

And wc ,:ould go one step further if there \~ere e.n 
overriding nee~ to :'::und other higher priori ty \-/sapons or 
command and control needs. Eere. we would not plan to replace 
the improved Ha~!k systeI'l during the timescale l!Dder review 
but to l eave it in service. Su ch a situation would l éaG to 
the fun~ing proïil ~ f or SAI'I showr. in r ed. 

l hüJ... C? th:'.t -t!.ese eXi.:ll.ples hav ,-, gi'fen you some ieea 
o~ the way wC? are t acklir.g t he probl en of pro'; i cting Ïip..al 
programme options which will be s een t0 bc alforc!.uol e and 
realistic. Of course we have not got =11 the information we 
would like, partic:ularly bud[;et information. and inevitably 
for the longer Le rm w ·~ will be d.::a llnG wi th \'cry r ound , baIl 
p~r!; figures. SL!t i t 1s the atter.1pt to ::.olve th" ai r Ge:Lnc 'J 
probl"m in i ts totality that t he trul: value of t he tas~ f orce 
approach ha::. been seen. It 15 verj apparent t hat we hav~ not 
been given enoueh time t o 00 our j ob: ~lt wc are hopeful 
t!lat our end proüuct may ac!lil.!v:; one object, and tha-t is to 
clearly demonstrate thet air àefence can ooly be planned al: a 
cohesive whole, without Ïragment~tion and without the 
isolation of any one part. 
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',Ti th that brief survE::y cf task force .rive' 5 lior:; 
50 far, in developing an air defeuce progr8lllll~, and our flrst 
thoughts on !unding considerations l wIll hand you back to 
Admir~l Pric~ f or his summary and conclusions. 
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The DeveloMent of tbe Lc;- Term Detence 
gramme UR bANCE 

Conclusions and OUtlook 

by 

Rear Admira! C.E. Priee, 
SH.tU'E 
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NOl', a fe'W 'Words in conclusion; and l am not 
going to ettempt to SUIaC3rise for you t he various 
presentations the.t you have heard today. Instead. l 
will first briefly outline SOQe of the probleas ~le .toresee 
in developing the final stages of our progrs=e; then 1 
would like to end by offering soce personal thoughts on 
long-term defence planning which have stecced from our 
Task Force work. 

You ,dll r~call t hat our aim in Task Force 5 ls 
to present sev~rel final p~ogremme uptions within various 
budget ceilings, using the nations 1 planned budgets on air 
def ence cs the datum. T~ere is li ttle doubt that ~lhen 'We 
add together the co st of aIl our objective progracmes, t'Wo 
of whi::h you bave heard today, the total suc \-Till exceed 
the planned national budget ceiling. There 'Will , too, 
1)e peaks and troughs and l suspect there will net be too 
mar.y troughs. 50 the final stages of our work will be 
to r efine ~~e various priorities and to phase in the 
various elecents to develop a ten to fifteen year do-able 
progreowe. It will cean having to reduce the number of 
~leapons in the ot:jectlve mixes, and that of course cannot 
be done just on a pro-rata bssis. It will !!Iean baving to 
decide on the balance between weap3ns on the one band and 
the oeans of e~ploying them, the C elecents, on the other. 
&~d in the case of coomanè and control we will have to 
coce to sooe ·ial~e judgecents on a problen; which bas run 
like a threat tLroughout today's presentation, the 
identification problec. Its eerly solution is e,~ensive 
and to give you some idea It Involves apending some 
130 D dollars in the sbort-term and 900 c dollars in the 
longer-ter.:!. \ole will certainly bave to find roolil for 
some , if not all of that money. But there are, of course, 
other competing elecents and to give you some. e=:91es., 'ole 
are talking of: 

a SUlil of 1> 6000 c for the future SAlo! progra=e 
of $10000 c for the ~~ture fighter prograùee 
of $ 2600 m for the future AIDi progr=e and 

of ~ 2000 c for the future ADGE prograi!ll!le. 
AIl these will have to be phased into a tote! air defance 
progrance whose total budget ceiling rangea betwean 
2000 III dollars to 3000 1:1 dollars per ermum. 
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To assist us we are not going to !lb.ve the luxury 
of ecbarking upon lengthy studies or computer progra=cs. 
Instead, it will aga in be a question of applying a phrase 
you have already heard today, subjective c1litary judgenent, 
based on the expertise we have aaassed, to arrive at our 
final programme options. And 1 ac only too weIl a"rare tbat 
there are many people vi thin NATO, wi thin th& nations and 
probably sitting in this rooc today who cay ~,ell claiEl tbat 
their own subjective military judgecent differs irom and is 
superior to ours. Be that es it cay; if we can, as l hope 
we can, provide re~listic and sensible prog~e options, 
they can at least serve as the basis for a fruitful 
discussion; and ttdt is a sterting point which certoinly 
does not exist toàay. • 

Now 1 would like to end by offering some personal 
thoughts on long-tero planning; a."ld there is no doubt that • 
our vork in the Task Force has given us a new insight into 
this difficult subject. There is no need for me to à';.'ell 
too ouch on the strengths and weaknesses of our current 
planning. Suffice to say t l1a t there is the major diso.d'lantage 
in the force planning procedures of a built in imbalance of 
a liATO six-year planning cycle set against national plnnning 
where cajor equipments ere being planned to enter se~vice 
some ten to fifteen years after ir.itial conception. 'l'bus, 
in cost cases netional decisio~5 have already been taken 
long before NATO's consideration can be tak~n intG ~CCOQ.t 
and wi thout anl rl'al input being provided l'y the ~~ATO 
!':j.li t".ry Authori ties. In the early sixties, of course, an 
ettempt hed been made to provide such an input in the NATO • 
basic 1ll1i tary requircments - the NmlR' s. But aiter soce 
seven years wherein not one NBMR bad resulted in a NATO 
project, this concept wes dropped and the CNAD organisation • 
cace into being. This, in effect, took cuch of the locus 
~way from the NATO ~Ulitary Authorities and placed long-
term planning for future reo.uirements even core fir::ly on 
the nations. ~~t little centralised planning ho.d been 
attecpted was dropped in favour cf a oore fle7.ibl e system 
where there were no rigid rules but where cooperative 
action for equip:ilent procurE.cent could take place bet'./een 
two or core mewber nations. Incvitably. the various 
amaoent groups that were forned appear to have bec Olle 
some\lbat cOlJLlercially flavoured vi th the sale of ne:i:ionally 
produced weapons about to co~e on the shelf being the goal 
rather than a deteroined realisation of the future needs 
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of ~he ~~TO Co~anders. 50 w~ have reûchéd a state of 
affairE t Od9y ~here the 11NCs have no clearly accepted ro~e 
of r=-oviding g'lidance ~r advlce to the nations ".ri th regard 
tu the long-terra eql:ipoent of the forces théy tlould 
ul tinate: :-' cOrluand. J.nd "chis woultl appear to be perpetuated 
in the recently established arDBQents planning review 
whcre cl tho-ole'" nations ,,111 provide details of their 
pl&r.r."è f"..ltur" weepon procure:nents Gn an annual basis, only 
taen will they be esses6ed against the possible 
ste::lderdj ,; ~tion or interoperabili ty needs of the NATO 
;"ili tar-J Jluthori-: 1.es. Ntlverthel"!ss, l 1oI0uld certainly ~ot 
ad·/ocate any drnstic reorga."Ù ::-.: "tion cf NATOls planni.'1g 
pro,- <;dur ~ ~; or cf "~he asso.;;iate:d respùnsibillties; l do not 
believe t.net is l'equired. But on the c."tht;r band, l do 
believe that the initial stages of the eq~pGent pl~ 
~ro~ess shculd ~e ca~ied out in a more coordinated and 
coùoeretl v:;; fashirm between Ii:.TO ru .. d the nations and tbat 
the-Mf-:Cs can play a pert in assisting thls process. (Ur 
Task Force \10rk, and in particular our discussions wi th 
the nations, hes clearly evidenced this. The MNCs and their 
subordinetes have the ability, not reedily ûcquirad by 
nations, to look across the Koole field ~f RATO defence 
and identify their future needs. They, as the fUture 
co~ande~s of th~ forces, are in a position to develop 
opûrational ccr.cepts :;etti:lg out the tact~.cal enployment 
and deploycent coùsideratlons for ~be future to which 
cquipment rec;.uireoents could be related. At present the 
MMes have to adjust end adapt tbeir operetlonal planning 
as the force goals are devel?ped ta take into account 
equlpoents provided by the nations which for one reeson 
~r another may or mey not be vell sulted to the task. 
But if the 1·INCs provided a clear irler.tificatlon of NATOfs 
leng-tero ne<!ds on the l1nes of a:: exp'lllded version of 
the operatlonal concept on air defence tbat l outlined this 
I:lorning, to be used by the nations es an essential pre­
cursor to thcjr equipment plnnning, it would. l believe, 
repres ent an i=;ortant step forward to oore realistlc 
long-ten:: defence planning within 1:;':0. And l must str~~3 
here that l a.rJ not suggestlng that the /'!NCs gt!t into the 
rfqulremcnts business; that respc.nsibility rightly 
belongs to the capitals. ,~t l am ta~king about ls the 
p~c.islon of e conceptual framework within which 
requireI:lents could subsequently be developed. This 'WOuld 
involve dialogue and coordination between the Mf-!Cs and 
the nations at a much earlier stage tban we see taking 
place today; and l can see ever;/ advantage in tbat, as a 
ceans of Dore closely align1ng natlonal plann1nz with 
NLTOfs needs. 
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There Is oae furtèer aspect l would like to touch 
upon and i t concerns cOlJCon funding. Despi te sone 
imperfections, NATO!s infrast~cture prograowe provides an 
iDpressive list of proj€C~S which have been ~oDpl ~ted within 
a fr=eliork of co=:m funding, wi th the nations recognisill{; 
the need for ccntrnl plannine for co~on fncilities for 
NATO forces. And as an aside, it is interesting here to 
\'ie.., this su:;cess against the relative failure to achieve 
eommon equipment pJ.cnnin~. But there is no doulJt that "Che 
unique nature of air defEnce and the part that ~~ ~~~ys in 
NATO J ends i tself to co=on ftmding and this was recognised 
in tr.e developucnt of the NADGE. Costly iteos of air 
defence e'luipDer.-: oust be flexibly employod and deployad 
'IIi thin an overall inteS"ated capabili ty and there are obvious 
exacples. Surface-to-air oissiles et e reinforcenent port • 
not only protect ti'.at port t'olt, equally ir.lportant, provide 
defence for the nen and caterial in the reinforcement shlpping 
of other nations. Agein, aIl the ele::lents of cocc.and, • 
control and co!!lCWlications, dOllJl to the very lO~/est levels, 
contribute ~ot just to a particular part but to the whole. 
And a Dore pertinent exacplt :s the AEW force whose aireraft 
could be employed NATO wide ove. regions ~ over nations 
regardless of individual contributions to the cost. J.nd 
here 'Ile ha"e the interesting precedent !lei~ set · .. hereby a 
Iaajor and eostly air defei:ce syst ~::J is bcing !Jrogressed 
under a coemon funding concept. l hope that bodes weIl for 
the future because l believe tbat in air defence there are 
very renl advantales in dev eloping and fu~therin6 the 
concept of COCI.:::-n funding. Not only could c (!u1pments be 
provided that ~0l1ectively would be more cl05ely aligned t o 
the task but proble~s oi Interoperability and standnrdis~ tion 
could weIl be significantly reduced. • 

But the final words on long-ter::J defence planning • 
must go te a Secr~tary General of soce years back, 
fJ'œ. Dirk Stikker, \"lhen cocoenting upon :l report by e high 
l~vel workln,1 group set t:.p to deten:line why the N?;':;~ concept 
r.nd fail ed, he cade th.! observation you now see on ·the 
sc reen. And let ce leave you with the thoueht tr~t th0SC 
' lOrdS are as true tod.ny as they were fiftenn yeé'. r s ~~o a nd 
as you and l weIl know, in the ul tioate 1 t i S the ~/ilJ f) f 
p.~ch and every one of the nations thilt is the key. 
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Uni ted Kir%dom E~er1ence with the 
Ufu Long-term Jêx'ence Programme 

by 

Hr. lI'.1chael QUl.111an, 
Dep~ty lh1der-Secretary of State for Policy and Programmes, 

Ministry of Defence. 
London 
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1. l should like, if l may, to start wlth a couple 
of scenc-setting point s about my country's posture in 
t '2ckling the ~Iork of the Alliance' s long-term è-efence 
programme following the London SU/D!!Iit. One poin t concerns 
our organisa tion a:ld the other our f inélnce. 

2. The flrst is this. ~ust over a year ago we thought 
i~ would be a good idea to aek a senior British official who 
had just left a post L. che NATO International Staff to write 
a report on wbat the UK performance in dealing with NATO 
business looked like f r om Evere, and how it could be improved 
i n :o:tyle and p:,c cec!ure . "ie asked him for a fran!;: report 
with no punches pulled, and that is certainly what we got, 
expressed in c:ear and vigorous l~n~~ge. (Sorne of you may 
ev en euess, from that description, who the individual WRS). 
He did us a real service, and we have prof1ted by 1t. 

3. l shaH not bother this assembly w::' th the è.etalls 
of what we have done or are doing as a result of the report; 
but the particul~r it~m relevant for my pr esent purpose i3 
that vIe s et up a special co-orc' i natinc group to oversec and 
co-orL l~:a i:e '.11,-, whol e ran!l;e of our bus iness ,.,i th NATO. l 
chRir it, and it comprises t he main two-star policy people 
from each of the Services Pond co~parable people, both military 
and civilian, from the various other parts of the llinistry 
of Defence .... hich have most directly to do v:ith AlUance 
business. 'Ile also hAve a senior diplomat from the Foreign 
and Co~onwealth Office; and our key staff men trom Brussels 
- our D€fence Counsello!' and our reput y :·:ILREP - are full 
regular me~bers, coming to London for each ce=ting . This 
lJedy ·"as set up before the SUIIlLli t, but i t has t urned ou'; 
t o be 3 particularly us ~ ful and timely instrument for dealing 
~!i th our national participation in both t he short-terIJ and 
the long-t"rm initiati'!es launched by Presjdent Carter. 

4. My second preliminary point is an economic one; 
but l arr: gla,j to say that i t is of a different kind trom 
those to which my country has had to draw the Alliance 's 
a ttro nti on uncomfortably often in the past couple of years. 

5. Duri !lg t he sum:ner :?nù aut= of 19n it oeC3JDe 
j~creasingly cl en!' to those of us working on dc!ence planning 
in London t hat th€:re was a good prospect - not a certainty, 
but strong ground for hope - that our rùle in the 'Work on 
the Alli ance's long-term programme could he set against the 
o<'.ckground of a positive response by the me Government to 
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t h e c a l I , in th" 1977 /-i nis t e r ial Guid 'Ince, fo r real increases 
in res ource a llocation f :,o!D 1979 on'tlarc' s. These hopes hav", 
now been l i'a l i seà . :'r.!? aIL-.ual Covcrnment ;'ui t e Paper 'm public 
expendi ture , publishe à l a 3 t Th ursd3Y, s hows fi I;ill'C g f or the 
de f ence budget which ~ re 3% h isher in 1979/80 (that i5, the 
financia l yea r r unninJ from 1st :.]:ril 1979 ) than for 1978/79, 
and 37~ high er ::>..,ain in 1980/81. ( The t a ble s for 1981/32 
repeat the 19ao/81 fig1lre , but tha t is me l'cl v ;) ma tter of 
conventiona l from refl e cting th~ f a ct that no dec isions h a ve 
been t a ken ev en l n outline for the yea rs beyond 1]QO/81.) 
The s e increase s will be r e a l one s; '.'le sh311 make separa t e 
and a dditional "! llowa nce for the e ffe cts of innat~on when 
the time c omes . l stre s s a l s o that these in~ rease s a r e 
signi!1cantly highcr than t11oso a llowed fo :, non-è0 f ence 
progr amme s - <' fact which is perha ps made a Il the more 
s t riking by the poss ibil i ty of an e l e ction in the nex t yea r 
or 50 . 

6. AlI tiüs maan s t h a t 'Ile have been :lbl e to a pproach 
the work of the Tas~ Forces with gro'.dng confid en ce thnt où!' 
own parti cipation IIoul .:! not n e"è. to be :oore condi t ioned than 
tha t of our allies by fea r s of poss i ble fina ncia l probl ems . 
Affordabili ty of course s til l ,ua tte r s t fJ the LK, a s ~ t does 
ta aIl of us here ; 'm d ~n C'xtr -. 3:>. i s not i nfin ite 2ffluence. 
I t does no t mean tha t v:c ha v e ~;, of spa r a l oose cha ng e 
j ingling i n our po cke t s - we n e c. d tha mone y pr i mar ily to 
s u::; tain our' plalU1ed overa ll programmes of forc e iDodernisati op. 
und improvcment. l c~ot t h er e fore p romise, l fear, to drop 
the ... nole 3~'S ins ::o.ntly ir.to t h a collecting box of ever. tha 
~ost charis~ati c evangelist. But the increa se does me3n 
that ·.mere , as work ha s progressed in Allianc e d i s cussions, 
'<le ha ve some t i llle s 2dviseo caution - !md l 'lm well a W'dr c- th:> t 
we have donc this in sevcr~l instances, often along with 
other 1".ll ias - thi s lias b·}cn not be c dusc o .~ 8.."1 ~xc ; ss ive 
des i re t o pr otect ou:, fin i1 ncie l .fl ·~: L~ l .... t bi'c: r' l.Is e oi our 
COl1ce rp. t o s cek ~Jo r;: (1 or,e on ;:. fo o t i ng tilorow;h enough a nd 
r ealis ti c enouer. t o ::; t anù the t e s t of t i me . 

7. Le t me now tur'n !ùore direc tly to the s ubje ct 
pre s cribed for me . 

8 . Th e 10n~- te[,iD progr :lrur::e seems to me t h e mos t 
i mper tant item on the wh ol e agcn d;:, of th : All i a !".c c . The re 
is evidence , hl' the W'1y, that this a s sessment is s hnr eà at 
l ev els t1uch mOl cO e.<a l tee' t han mine in the UK. Our Prime 
~:ini ster !-.as cal l ed for us to mak e a specia l r eport to hirr. 
0:1 the p:,ogre=e we I l il: aàv anee o f '<Ihat would be the norma l 
br i e fing cycle f or the summi t. 
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9 . As l see it, we are aeeking in the lo ,~-term 
pr ogramme to achieve two things, distinct but related. The 
first and primary one i5 to str engthen the d":!fence and 
deterrent capa0~~ity of the F~lianc e . The second, l suggest, 
is t0 strengti.c'n the self- cc:lfidence of the Alliance. 

10. Th" first of these aims ",cans that s t the Washington 
Sw"~it a little ovor four months f~om now we hove to set in 
"':!'Clin action that will reall] happen and will ,-::ally improve 
our colle.:tive strength. The second melfis that et the Summit 
we have to achi~ve a visible and widely-shared succes!3. l;ow 
those of cour::e are not in art)' s ense confli::ting objectives; 
they are complementary. But carrying them fonmrd together 
does r equire a certain Judgement and fine balance, since in 
the short r~ the emphases they require May be a little 
differ e:1t . 

11. In the pursui t of these two companl.:m objectives 
tht> concept of us ing int~r:;a tional tasJ~ forces wi thout direct 
La t i ,;:').;:: l re5Do:-:s i!JilitiE:s !las been an excellent one . "':'e 
caüIlot yet jù~e their success in cielivering the go,,(~S in 
the end, but we in Britain have welcomed the task-force 
meth01 ; and ~~ have been ~lad to help to the fullest extent 
we could when we wer& asked for staff, for informotion or 
for advice . Where temporary sn~gs have ?~ise~, as over some 
aspects of costing, l believe thcse have now b":!en weIl resolved; 
and if by ch~ce any still persis t , l hope l ~ay be told at 
once what they are, so that l May address them personally 
and o.lrge!1tly. 

1? . The major str"2mgth of the task-force concept lies 
in the f <'l et that t ask forces can approach probleüs 'd th a 
fr .:sh eye and entir<!ly from the collective and international 
viewpoint; they :leed not be ·,.,eigheà down by the weight of 
bureclucratic habit, cf national instructions, of the pace of 
the slowest - aIl the thL~~s that experience shows can 
semetirn~s ~ke the ordinaFj operation of th<! ft~liance 's 
machlnl; ry seern fl "Ustrating and disappointing. As a result. 
the Tas!-: Force s have a fr-ê::d ;)!D t.'1a t =.kcs theD aèJnirably 
placed te net as catalyst~ - to j ~lt Alliance and national 
planning out of the rut s into \'mich i t way here c:.nd thera 
hdve subsided. In ort.!er that the aè.vantages of this freedom 
of 'tlorking should M Vè full rein, we in Bri tain - and l lmow 
other cou.!ltries have done the same - have dor.e our best ta 
stay off the backs of the task forces, anè no~ to try to 
ba cJt-seat-drivc them or to in'ligilate their every move. It 
seems to !De that the guidance for narrowing down developed 
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by t he E'n"G am : Given in ::Jcc :.:c:bc r in rpC/r, (77)27 went 3 5 f a r 
as was right and helpful, und that.; clos~r survE:illan :::e or 
dictation wOlùd have been dama ging . 1 ho~c and bclic ve that 
this non-int~rventionist a ttitude h h S be en th~ rieht one. 

13. At the same ti~0 , it is onl y s ens ibl € to recoLni~; 
tha t the v "!r:; fr ee ciom that is the str ",1gth of tne ta s i< forces 
c:lrries wi th i t corollari€s ',:hich from :mothcr s t andpoint 
mi;;ht prove Wf!a :mess e s if w,-, are not :lIer"': ta :;ua rè ag~inst 
them. T'he first potëntially awkwar:! corolla ry i::; tivü a part 
from our particular ~ational experts who have been following 
and contributing ta th., wo1'k of particular Task Forces (and 
in the ~h, for our part, wc h~van't sought ta back-seat-drive 
thC!se experts ei thC!r) 'ole Imow as yet rcmarkably li ttle, by 
normal standards , of what the task forces are finally going 
ta come up with in t erms of specifie rC!quests ta specifie 
nations. Fow' months fro :.! now our Heads of Government :: re 
J oing to be as:<c r! to adèress a sc t of' proposaIs - perhaps 
divE: rse, ~!idc-rânging a nd fa r -reaching , almost certainly 
pos ing compe~ing demands on li~ited r c sources - which as of 
tod'!;' our centr~l de f cnce planning a nd budgeting machlne ry 
cannat C'ven begin to staff. Now '«hile our procedural systems 
in ilri t a in for dc f " nce dec inion-taldng are not pE:rfect, the y 
are as good as mos t and better than som~ ; ye t 'ole are certaL~ 
1:0 find them seve:-ely s tretch€' r! by the (Lmllilds the Iong-term 
p;'ogramme is aoout t o put ll~on them in prepara tiOfi fo r 
Washington. l !1a v :.' no doubt t hat m.my - perhaps aIl - of 
the proposaIs that the Task Force s ",ill œake will bc of h1gh 
priority. But 50 i s the provis i on , maintenance , s upport and 
re-e -;u ipment of f orce s alreR 01 pl qrmcd for cO!ll!Ili tmcn L to NATO. 
It ,.,il1 often bc 3 compl ic3t :? L o\.:sineso; to assess the 
implications of finri illg room in na tional prograwmas for new 
mea sures, and ta consid " r prioriti e s between the s e ar..d any 
~le:nen+:s c l cx i st .cng pl~s th2t \o!ould have t e Give way. 1 
::lm no"'.; in ;;he l C:l s t :! fra id of oaking changes in plnn s . :2ut 
exis ~ ing pl ar,s n.ostl y r " st on s v';]c s e rious thought; :m d 
precise àe cisions ta modify thel!l ~,hol e sal :1 may not bc cClpa b l " 
of be i!'l:: 1:~ t<en s ,="ns ibl ~r on t h lS b :!s is o {' ~ f '- YI "'/ec ! ~s' sta ff 
wo r:( • 

14 . TI.e oth.?: potenti:.1Jy awkvl2.!·d asp êct 15 thi3 . The 
f a ctors , ... hi ch 50 oft.e;, 510' " è.c · .. n t he or thoèox NATO machine ry 
è.erive at l eas t in par t fro :") the h"r è. r d "li tics of the comple:~ 
ousin~ ss of defenc c plannir~ in a comprehensive "ational 
context. ln being a t lE.ast partly insulated .fr om thc s e 
slowing-doldi fa ctors, the t é! s:'- for c s may also , in a Sè!nse , 
hé!ve been partly insul3ted from those r~~liti~s; and insulation 
from realit1es can produce - 1 do not s a y it must pro~uc e, 
because 1 know th", task forc es have been a livc to t he daneers -
but it cao produce planning tha t will s ioply not stand up in 
the long run. 
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15 . Now I po~nt to these potential dangers over time­
":;; tI f' " :ld soundness r.ot because I believe th~y will 
~ü teri ~lise but be ca~se I bel ieve we c~n and must ensure 
t hat L e y (10 not . I should l1ke to offer some suggestions 
i nevitably i n gella ral tenns - ùn how 'We can best èo tllis . 
Let me make. clc t1 r , 1'1 passing, who "we" a r e . I am not 
offering a dièactic harang1J~ to the Task Forces, or the 
IlIternational Staff 'ind the :::y,s; the ·'We" I am talking about 
i s a Il of ilS in t.he Alliance 1 s defence plan."llng communi ty. 
1'/c r.. r -? :lll invol '.·'"d in this 2nterorise - 1 t:> suce css or 
f ,Üh,r '., ",ill be t he ,,'.lccess or f <.llure of us aIl. 

1û . Firstly, I hope tnat the d~vclopmcnt of proposals 
c:m n gener ü work wi th the gr<:lin of existing national 
f or ce pl 'll"Jl 1.ng . l d.e not u1éan by thi s ~at the task forces 
mus t not ~ :- o;:>o s s changes of di rection, or fre ::h priorities; 
cl earl y tt.ey mus t be frel' t u do this, Ol" the whole business 
will have been just window-dressL1g . I u:1dertaite th::t the 
Uni t ed Y.l ngdom for i t s part \lill be wholly ready to l ook "Ii th 
!:ln open mind a7. suggs-stions that in the c:>llectlve interest 
we oug~t to moM i f y any of our presant ideas . But the Alliance 
~J i l l not achi€V8 t he clear anè. cOTlcrüt .. 'Jublic success .... c all 
".Iant in ~:a::;hington i f &overnmc:1ts are caÜf;ht co16 in t-:arch or 
J.~ril by a shopping list tha t bears little relation to thelr 
c'.lrrent inventory of plRns, ::''ltantions and possib::'lities. 
! am m~ktr,g , in essence, much the same point in relation to 
nEc tiùr.a.l. plans as Genp.ral Haig _de on f.londay in relation to 
SHAPE plans when he suggested that the proouct of the long­
tcrm progrh:nme 11 s hG:.ù.d blend 'Wi tl., and not ecli pse, ongoL,g 
efforts". ,si.1lllml t 5uccess, i t seems to m" , \~ill not al_ys 
r cql1irc sü:rtling new ideas or scnsati onal n :w '9rol!Ùs~s ; 
the .;on'lCrSiOIl of staff plans into public governmental policy 
will ~ ~ten be an important and positive acr.ievement. 

1,. Secondly, wc must not be too ambitious in the scope 
Qr' -:he d6tail of the proposaIs that arc l;lut !orward. I am 
not her e t~lk~ng mainly about money or a :'fordabil i ty; as I 
hav~ mad~ clcar. my country does not think it h3S te worry 
mor,: about t his than other Alliance m(" ob,.:!'" do. ' !bat I have 
chiefly in mind is proper dcpth of ~o~s idcration. If, in a 
particuJ n! 2 re~ , it proves ~possible in tl.e time avai13ble 
to put forward adcquately-con5idered proposaIs, l am sw'e we 
aIl recognise that the temptation to fUI thé gap w1 th 
inadequately-considered ones ~t be resisteè. All the task 
force s have formidable assignments, but their fields differ 
in charact er, and tlle pace that 15 sensible will also differ 
both be t ween fields and within them. l do not think aIl the 
task forces need r each the same stage, nor need they aIl 
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finish thelr entire t ask by the SUlD!Di t. TÎ1ere will in 11ay 
be a good many subjects where we will kno~ that action i s 
needed and the direction in wbich it should go, but whare 
to s ay precisely what action 1s needed will require toc much 
gueti s won{ f or sa f ety. Let me g ';.ve an exarnp! e ; 1 s '.Jspeet 
that in most are"lS ':le tailed pr.:l •. osals f or pa r ticul:.r inter ­
dependent proeurement packages in t erms of specifie projects 
would probably be to~ precarious for governmental commitment 
in ~~y. ln this and i n sorne other a~eas the wise ~bjective 
for the Sum:nlt may be ta establish a clear orientat::'on an'" 
put political push behinè it, rather than ta plot a Ge~~ ~lcd 
course. ~bat we want to ùo i s ta get ti.ings moving, ta take 
at lea f, t the first step or the firs t iew steps. ~e may 
risk endange~ine tha t vital b~ginning if we try tao socn ta 
Gefine ant! ensure the tenth or the t'Jlentieth step. 

18. Let me at the same t ime e~phasise that we need not 
everywhere be afraiG of firm commitment. As our Cha irman's 
analysis maGe clea~ on ;':ondo:/ , d1fferent kin:.!s of de c..'. sion 
will bt: fe asible and appropri 'l te for Giff:nent kinds of 
proposaI. There wil l , l hope. be a /:ocù proportion of 
proposaIs on 'Ilhich 'liE c:m g 0 fi r~. an<i specifie; and indeed 
the more tt.are are of these t he '::letter 1 s!.oll be ple'lsed. 
Given the time pressures of which we are aIl conscious , the 
sooner we can sert prouosals out iota the kinds of inform? l 
categories you f.:lresha üo>:ed, ~1T. Chainnan. the higher the 
chance of getting the right Gecisions taken. Countr1e~ 
must of course themselves get do\m quickl j; to junging whieh 
proposaIs they can make the [. u':ljeet of sp'i:':ific ac~~ion 
promises and which can G'] :''J further, for the wcmt-nt, th"!!} 

agreemenc on a br :>ad colle;;ti'le orientation. 3ŒL l hope 
that the Er.ec~tive ~orking Group in co-ordinating pro?os~ls, 
and indeed the task forces in finalising the!r content, can 
help us rapidly with the process of sorting out. It ~uld 
be ~ great pity if for l ack cf discrimination the summi~ 
decisions hat! to cast the shad'Jws of caution, g~nerolity and 
individual reservation :nore wièely th.:m the y r C'l lly need to 
eo . 

19. If 1 moy :'e V '2 1 ~ oriefly to the a reas where, 1 
suggested, it will be i:np03 s iule in the first r:Jund t a plot 
f ully detailed courses, l wan t ta :nokc it clea l' t hel t l 
accept entirely that det:liled courses ',lill ir. due course 
be needed; and th? t brings rua to the follow-through of aI l 
this \'lCrk bl! yonc!. the summit. 1 war.t ta say briefly one 
gener al thing and one ~ore particular one a~out follo~l­
through. 
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20. The p,eneral one is that my co~try regards effective 
Alliance follo l'/-through as absolutely crucial to the whole 
endeavour. l Imow this has from the start been in the minci 
of the United States as the main proponents of the programme, 
and it has our fullest support. A one-off public relations 
success in the s~~er of 1978, Gnd a good report resting in 
th~ N;'oT(; archives, will not ~eep the P.ussüms deterred in 
1 ')38 ; wc want a continuing outco:ne tha t \"ill. 

21. Th,~ !!l:J r e particular point i5 a bout machinery. The 
tas~-force c or.cept will remain valua ble on a fi re-brigade 
basis, anù one or t~/O of the inc! ividl;al task forces may ~~ell 
have unfinished business. The Executive \'ior k ing Group itself 
l"Till almost certainly have a continuiilg role to play in 
supervision and co-ordination. Eut l st.·onely share the hope 
of ;:>r ev ious sp ~ a1:ers that so far as possible the sustaine:d 
de':clop"J'=llt of ideas into deta i led form, nn!! the monitoring 
of impl ,=mentation, c un b~ 1irected back int o the "mainstream" 
machinery of the I~liance such os the ~tilitary Co~~ittee, the 
l-mC st..l ffs, the Conference of !1ational Arm.3.ùlents Directors, 
and the wide-r~bing capability of the established èefence 
plannin8 cycle and the expert staff " ho service it. Special 
arrangements cutting across normal patterns Ca!l be very 
helpful, as inùeed l am sure they will prove to have been 
in this instancE ; but if the y are prolonged too far the law 
of diwinishing retc: ,,", s =d iilcreasing dissip<:.tion of effort 
mé'y set in. l'he or -~. ,,-,;;( machi!lery 50metimes has limitations, 
as l aclmowl eèG°:,d p_ 1 . -:+.J e earlier; but if there is joint 
national will and =~~ j~t - and the London and Washington 
summits should pro vide this - the proven and very extensive 
m:ichinery of the Alli'lllce' s normal "Iorkings can be qui te 
pow~rful and fie7:ible enough to serve the Alliance's purposes 
e ffcctively. 

22. Let me concluc~e. l believc tha t the long-term 
rlefence prot;ralDIDe enterprise is n ecessary and profounùly 
important, and th!!t it cao give a re<'\ l imaginative lift and 
drive to aIl our WOi'K; It ha s certainly put people on their 
toes throughout my ol-m Kinistry of Def~nce. l bclieve that 
the , J' oe ress 5 0 f ar in its à evelopment 15 along the right 
lins:: . If 'tin. ,''!.ls e our expecta tions tao hie h - if ..,e look for 
C. XdCt or (:e ·.;a lled cOlemi t mcnts or: a wide, scale or of 0 mor':) 
:"" volutionary king tha n is s ensible in the time ava ilabl e , 
't 'hethe r relating to the a rea ai force imorovement!l or to 
tha t of procure~ent decisions - l believe we risk disappointment. 
But if \~p. s et ou:- sig~lts r ealistically, nnd are prepa red ta 
&ive full weight to the need ta improve the collective posture 
of NATO as a whole, l bel1eve that we shall find much that we 
can do, individually ar.d as c_ teal!l. l believe that our Heads 
of Government will be able in Washington to s eree on setting 
in motion a n invaluable series of imorovements to NATO's 
capability for the 1980s and beyonà: o and that we çan thereby 
enh,mce on a sound and lasting basis our deterrent strmgth. our 
willingJ I2ss to work together; our confidence; and our cohesion. 
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E~er_~ e:ilce gained by !lATO Nations ",1 th "the Application 
"1 tiiëLOng :l'erm Latence Prcaram - derwan IDœer~ence 

Brig~degeneral von Bornstaedt, 
Assistant ~nie! of Staff (VI), 

Armed ?orces 
L"..inistry o! De!ence, Bcn."l • 
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l. General Introduction 

1 ~m glad to have the privilege oI tslking to you 
at the now almost tradition~l NATO Defence Planning Yorksbop 
and Symposium herc in Oberammer~au. 

1 stand in f or Dr. Sttltzle, the Chief of the Planning 
Officç of t he Federal Ministry of Defence, who very much 
regrets that he is lUlable to come himself' nnd has askcd me as 
the .!.sslstant Chief of Staff for Planning in the Armed Forces 
Staff to Spf-'3K to YOl' in his stead . 

Before 1 begin 1 would point out one limitation 
inherent in my subjcct: Lessons le~rned by 3. country, such 
as the Federal ;~ cpublic of Gel'lDany, in applying the long-terlil 
defence programme of NATO cannat really be deséribed and 
evaluated against the background of national planr.lng unless 
one kno",s exactly 'Ilhat are the rcouirem:mts of l!A·.rO that 
national plann ... rs 8 !'e expccted to mec·t. 50 far this 15 not 
the case as far as the new initiatives are concerncd which 

. werc agreed at the meetings of' heads of state and government 
in London and of dofence mlnisters in Brussels in Nay 1977. 
The task forces have not yet Come up with any spacUic 
proposaIs and recommandations indicating the national 
involvel!lent requircd. Until 1l0~! . therefore, no definitive 
and poli tically binding decisions could be tal,en. 

General tllilens ions of the Subject 

Thi s is a very import~nt point. I hcrefor:: , th" aim 
c:mn"t be ta stUGy t!l" cOlDpe.ti bilitr of lons-tenD natio!1al 
(~Ef0nc t:: pIan.s as far a s we ZG-W"'" them wi th specific measures 
aùcpted under N~TO common improvement programmes. At best, 
one can try to discuss the more general interrelatIons of the 
1:\."0 l evaIs of planning , that is national and NA TO planning, 
and to sound them for areas of possible conforJ:Ùty or 
diffe1'ence 'l.gair.st the backgl'our.d of fai1'ly reliable 
pr0d icticns about the likely political and financial para­
~~ters in the 19805. 

The efforts to adapt NATO to the requirements of 
the 1980s th1'ough collective action reflect 0. very serious 
poli ticul cO'lL'IIi tr •. ent. It is, however, qui te le(;i timat ... to 
exprc~s doubts atout the 8ventual chances of suc cess of the 
exeI·ci!' '? Criticism is a challenge to make even brea t er 
efforts to achieve the deslred goal. 
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The long-~e~ defcnce programne for the 1980s must 
not be a repe ti t ion of the Au 70 Experience. The initiatives 
of the summit meeting in London of May last y02r contain a 
much greater chall~ngc for aIl of ue in order to achieve the 
common go~l, that 15, the strengthening of the .Uliance. 

II. iihat is the poli tical aim of Nt.TO' s long-tE: r:n 
defcnce programme? 

The idea Is to de t~l' mine the defensi ve capabili tle: s 
the Allianc :? n c eds to lmp::'e:!;lent NATO'e stra t egy ')f flexible 
response in order co ma inta ln él creèible c!c terrcnt in 3n 
era of stl~tc d i c nucle~ r parity. 

Stable detcrrent str ucture 

J, stable deterrenl structure b:1sec: on 3 r.apaci t.y 
for de f "nc c and a detenLÎnat ion to d u fe;-,~ ource lvez rcmc. in ~ 
vi tal pre r c 'lis i t e for cOi, tinuec! ;:Jear.e ami fre e dorn. The oasis 
of ct;; telTence a nd defcn n ' i). iJ(; t hus " comU tion of the effective 
operation of N1\TO' s s tr::,1;q;y is a bala n c ed forc e r e lations hip. 
It was wi ti: good reason th" t ,lerr Schmidt, t he Fer: e r a l 
Chancellor, sa id in LO'1don on 28 October i'J77: "The poliUcal 
and militery balancc i s a conc1itioll of our s€'curity and no-one 
should delude himself L~to bcli ~ving that there might be 
50iDethlng ":!hich woul C: permi t us to neglect the maintenance 
of that balance." 

\ihat then does the b3lance of po"ler look lil(e ? 

Overa ll, the t;nitc Cl Statl= s ûnd the Soviet Union a re 

• • 

on a par il. te r i!lS of stré!Lgic nuel ear capabili ties thou !,h • 
one ' side or the other may have 3 lead in specifie areas. But 
tte West is defini tel y at 2 ctisadvantage a s regards mcdiu.l!l- • 
range nuclear capabilities. 

As l'(~garcls ground ?_nd naval tactical nuelcar forces. 
the t\'!O sides are roughly er_ual. 

An aggrcgativè compari 30n of '!1 :'J(aum-rancie nuelear 
capabilitie s and t~ctical nucle~ r cRpabilities in the Europe~n 
theatre (theatre: nUCl e'11 fo rce s) sug~€'St5 a cle3r ' ;arsa \l Pact 
l ead if, as 1s l ikcly. the Sovie-:: Uni:m ste ps up U13 expansion 
oi h e r cap2bi~ities. 

; n th" convcntiomü fi el d , the : 'ar5:;\" Pact has a 
clear sup0riori ty -,s .... 0 all knov!. It has furthe:r eXp'tm:; ed -ch", 
offensive capabili t ics of its grouncl and air forc e s and, on 
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top of that, ha s increascd its a ir and ground transport 
c:!?aci ty. " 11 tilis contributes to ü,crease our fe'lr of l'.n 
attack r.fter short \~arr.i:lg t iae . 

7he d.i:;parity in mediU!!!-range nucl",ar capabilitias 
a!ld conveutio!'l '3.l forces must be ov~rcome if serious 
consp.quencès for th.: securi ty of Vestern Europe and thus 
of the All ll'nce as a \ihole a r Ç to be avoi~ed. 

i~= Céül try to dchievè this goal lJy expanding our 
ùwn c~pabilities a~d/or through disarmamF:nt and arms control. 
The s~conà option, of course, d~pe!lès on the readiness of the 
ot~~r side to reàuce the existir.g disparity er.d to accept the 
principle of pari ty in r espect of me:di.14!l- r ar.ge nuclear 
capabilities and conventional forces es it has accepted it 
i n the SLLT contcxt. 

So far i t has shoW!. no inclination to do s o . 
Ther e fore, thèr e is no r caSOIl why our long-"term plans should 
be: Clèsigned , .5 though our arms contr ol efforts ... ere cert a in 
t o produce r~3ults that \iOuld justi fy specifie modifications 
in our plans a t this tii!le. From the peint of Vie"" of NAïO, 
the need to strengtl1en the conventional co~ponent of the triad 
is parti cularly urgent. ru.:; priority must be given in 
planning and procurement to increasing the importance of the 
conventjon~l f orces as a deterrent. 

If the Alliance succeeds ill improving i ·~s convent10nal 
posture , it '",i11 have 0. wider choice of options. It lI;ould 
hav\J tlle initiative to esca1ate a t the right time instead of 
having esca1ation forced upon i t whcn i t is of no c d"/a1"lt a ge 
to lU,TO. t.n improved capability for conventil'nal war!are might 
add to de t erring the East from starting a ~~r whose duration 
and outcom~ a re uncert~in. 

If d'!1:crrence fai1s. ? l on:;- dra\-t:"l-out convcntional 
VIal' c2usinJ destruction on such '1 scz.1e tha t our very 
exL;tence \10'.Ùd aventually bo in j eoopo.r dy is not an 
a ccepté.ble 1re)' of def",nding Europ~. 

Therefore, the 1i~~age bc tween the deterrent and 
defensive cnpabilitie s of the conventional forccs and the 
nuclaar cp~ior. mt;st !let be o.àandoned c'/ en if the balance 
of power should shi ft to our Bàvant~ge . 
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Howcver, an adequ;o> t e strengthening of the 

conventional forces consistent vith the agreed 5trntegy of 
NATO will contribute to our collectiv" securi ty and diminish 
the ris!: of nuclcar esc'! l a tior. on ei the l' side of the 1. t1antic 
thereby maintalning the crLdi bi1ity of t he U.S. nuclear 
àeterrent. 

Let me now go on to discuss in what 'rr-ly '_0" are 
pl<mning a t the: na tional level to cor.t.ibute t o strengthening 
~TCIS conventional posture. 

III . German Planning 

'i'he Fede l'31 j: ~ public of Germany bas long been 
aware of the neeù ior an improvcd conventlonal posture. This • 
a~~reness has g~ided our pla~ing in anticipation , as it 
we:-e, of the London and Brussels decisions of Hay l as t year and • 
led to substantial expenditure on defence research anJ 
development. As a r esult, al mos t aIl major branches of the 
Federal Armed Forces have oy now been equippeè. with a new 
[c:neratlon of mod0rn hich-perfor!!l:mce wa<l pon ::yste:ns and 
couipll.c .. t. 

HOweVë ! - , combat effectiv_'ness is not just a m:l tte r 
of h'lvL"lA!: high-;;r adc ",capon systems -; 'Ile must also be able to 
use .bem effEc~ivell and III&intain them proper 1y . Therefore , 
'Ile are const~_n tly f aced wi th the t ask of !ilaintaining a 
reasonable b", lanca bc t weer. c~,pi tal expendi ture and opera tint; 
and m:lintEnance cost. 

Let rr.e nov put i :1 <l re.,. remarks on -the basis and 
methodology of ~erman forc c: pl a~îing . 

On the basis of the political goa l s of ~~c ?edcr al 
Govcrnment, the Fcc!eral Hinister of Le fence issues the l ong­
t eMl D<.Ience Poli cy Guidelines (DPG). 

Actin~ on thiR guid~nc e , the Chief of Staff of the 
Feder al AriDcè Forces a s the highest military 'lutho:-ity unde:r 
t hc Fed8ral i1inister of Defence develo~s an ove r a l l concept 
of military defe:lce, the r:il:!.tar{ Strs. t egic Concept (r.tSC) , 
which is the basis for our-Tons - erm planning as l'cf} ')ctcè in 
the Force Plan. 

The med ium-tenr. part of our fo rce plans is incluèeè 
in a Five Yes.r Prol)r:J!'lII'e ( FYP) whicn is :lpdil t "d and roll ed 
fOr\;a:-C: :lrmually . : -:: corr" spo.lclS to th.:: ?·;ediw:.-term Financial 
~ (MTFP) a t the fi s cal lcvd . 
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The incii v i._u:ü projects and especial:'y the 
eq'_ ':': :1 )!,t pr0~ ~c '.~ 1.:" <,0 be fi t 'tet. lnto thls sys tem of 
p1é!fls j '"h ich, il , ·~ i~c~. t ll l ly, is th~ job of the Flanni!!g 
Li.visië:1 of the "rm" d Force s staff whlch 1 repres€:n~7. 

',le hl 'e v ery littlc l ", tltudF' in !)l anning the 
al loca tion G f :. , ',ds t o the opl:! r a tion of Ol' r arrued forces. 
;\s r i ::;::.rds c " ~ j tal eX:'é'nè iturp. , the slt uqtion is liÏ<e thls: 
JI.l most S,o pc , ·v ;-.-t of e"."pendi ture proj ected for the: tim~ up to 
the o i d-1 JEOs j s firmly allocat~d in principle to speclfic 
prt' jec t s. The r'e~t 15 intended f ar project s wich the Service 
chie fs of st~ff ru1à hCAds of mlnisterlal div1810n~ 
r c sponsiblp. for plru4~ing cons1der necessa~j to m3intain ·the 
operational rc&dines s of the B10DCd forces but which h~ve not 
yl:! t becn aPP1~ved by the Minister. 

LLl ternativ~ Proje c t s 

In f &c t , ~Ie practlcally de not hr..vc a clear choic~ 
of alte:"::ative conce;:.ts tmtil the latter half of the 1980s. 
Con3 equ(~:-,tly, tl:e projecte(l futUl 'e e::pendi ture en r esearch 
End develr:Jpment i 5 principally ge ared to the r eql:iremonts of 
the tim~ af'ti: r 1985. ~o it ls i T!!por 'i;ant that ~peclfic 
c:çuipment p r oPQsals Wlder the new initiatives should be . _ 
clea rly i dentified v~ry soon to have a chance of being 
considered . 'l'h e undersÙ!nd?ble wlsh for !D3.Ximum flexibl1i ty 
in pJ.BlJr.ing is thwarted by the facts statcè \.mich, in ~, 
arc: a resul t of the time required to design new weapon systems 
and, in a vay, also of the principle of system replacement. 

~~erevcr wc can we cndeavour t o reach the goal of 
~hrc at-orlcnted and task-reIat~d interservicc planning tl~t 
a l so cGl"siders the battIefleIcl. of the f'lture and ';akes a ccotmt 
of new 'tac t :.', cal conc epts. 

'. c a sc..: ibe a lr,rge measure of importance to the 
EU:{(lLONGTEI1M subgroup of the EUROGROUP. It i5 indet::d 
tremendou31y important that aIl military service s jolntly 
charged ','Ii th performir.g E !!l ili~ary t3sk be included fro::J the 
vej'~' bc.;l; ln.."l.:i.!l ; L~ ,kv:üopln,:; common -:;actical conc!;pts. 

Principal a s vect3 of t he eçuip~ent progra~e 

1 am now going to touch brlefly upon the principal 
a spects of our Five Ycar Programme . Al onê è etwcen 1970 and 
1977 . ~;e development expendlture preceding this programme 
arnount ed to almost 10,000 million DM. It involves the 
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d ~velopl!lent Md the omrard d~vclopment cost for the LEO?J.hD 2, 
the anti-air armourcd vchicles ROL\lm and G~PAP~, tube and 
missile artill r-:'y systems , and th~ TORN;', tJO and ALPHA JET 
combat a ircraft. In addition, new ships s uch a s tha Frigate 
122 and the system" necess rtry for thc ir protec t: ion are be ing 
developed. Ne'a surv(;~llanc~, c ommand and con lrol, ancl 
information systems "!nd el ectror ic ~mrfare resources a ;: e also 
p."ovideJ. 

The majority of the sa projects arc curr~ntly ~n the 
production phase. That implies an incrl.3. sed e ffort on our 
pRrt to de fra y the production costs. 

Let me ci te SO:nl' s pecifie projects 
t erm equipmr.nt programm e: of the Bundeswehr: 
main battle tank" ',UI be ;Jrocured a-I; 3. cost 
Q·i. 

650 1'1 l~B tanks will b.:- upg:-ad:è by mounting 
gur.; the ir cO"i'Jat e f fec tiv 02 ne s s viII thus be 
considcrably. 

e lle~ înti- aircraft 

from th2 medium-
1 800 LEOPAHI: 2 
ot 6, 360 miliion 

th~ bctt: r 105 mm 
er.hanceë 

o 1 S progr amme 1.5 

Ou:- air c:efcnccs a rS! beine a ugmented by 140 ::OU.I 'D surf'lce-to­
a i r l!liSSileJ)~ste;n~ and th: l equl!:i te r.li s s lI.,s . valued at a 
total of 2, 00 million LM. 

~1:-:6:-;1IU;r,'~s!!,s~1. .. 'l~e~-~e~(Jo.::u='ii~~eE-'d~t.::;a:::.nk'~"""i~~f.:e=-r~s:;:. are b-:}inS crnNerted to 
e 0 w'~ap ::m system. cost is n€::t rly 1,100 

milliOri Li>!. 

212 antibllL~ he licopters havir.ç a value of mo, ~ tha~ ~ OOO 
mIlilon LI'! lncluding the miss il :5 HOT, aré' uc ing procured to 
i mprove our anti-arwour capab!litj. 

A furthcr anti t ank weapon systerr: called :nlli ~,ill require an 
expc-ndi ture of 390 million fil . 

A total of 2,500 ~llUJ~ launchers will be bought. Tog0ther 
'IIi th th€: requisi te missiles this costs about 3,400 million :m-l . 

lULA.N, HOT anj 1'0 : \-/i11 combin~ to fOMi a r;.ew ::nti-armour 
wcapon Gener a tion tot~lling more than ~ ,100 systems; thi ~ 
comp3res weIl with th~ pre s ent numbc r of 600 systems. 
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175 ALPHA JET .â1r~,! ltUJ. be iDtrocl.uced_ ~ the· Gerlll8Jl (Ur 
Force ~~ 0. cost 0 , 00 million DM. -

,. -
Addi tional 15, 5OO- liïlll1on -D)J will be - sp~t OD -322 _ 'l'9RHtJ)O- , -
nircr~ft. 210 of vhich are earmarked for the-Âir , FQ~ce and 
112 for the Navy. -"-:~ 

2, ?OO million DM wIll be needad to procure th~ tirst lot of 
6 Frigat e s 122. 

~ hav e discuss~d only the focal po i~ts of our 
equip~ent prucure~ent progra~~e whos e i~plcmcntation will 
~enere llJ be concludeà by the &l': d-n ir!~te cnel~!lties. Severol 
·.~~apo:1 ,-; y:::;tems will not be completely fi elàe ven ur tU _ 
nft ,"r that time fra:nf':. .mile De", programmes : are-' slready . 
e:nerging. l am referr ing primarily tO':anti-aiB weariU"C' 
Th~ Pederal Lepubllc of Gel'lllaJlY a1;tributës .paramoUll. œ- cc 
ta the intp.~rated air defence and the maintenance of the belt 
conc~pt . 

T(l sk Forc ': 5: '-ir Defence 

Not only will we have te finance the investments 
l have Just outlined; we must also provide the necessary " 
qualified manpowcr. The ne ... equipment i .s more- sophisticated 
i n terms of developmcnt anè product ion, ' it is more exPansive 
-t !::iR:! i ts r. ·~decessors. and i t places enormous demands upon 
7.:: e t .. " .. _wg of our troops, their o::-gani.sational adaptation, 
and fhlally upon i ta operation and el:lployment. 

. -
We must IlOt neglect te think o~~,~e' points 

2 5 weIl ~m~n considering the adoption of additiOnal tasks 
and progro.m;nc s. 

Force Structurt! 

Tnat is exactly ..mat 'ore did ~~n_ we- set up an 
i.mprov..:d force structure. l am certain that that n GW 
s'truc '2ure 'tliii enabie us te meet the increas<:d requi.rements 
our troops ,:"ill have te cop~ ,-litho 

Th;:, s uperior ob jective of the n -:: 't: force :;tructurr:: 
i :o t o <!nhance our co.~ba~ effectiven~s3, .::~e~!<:l~t. our .!,n~i~ 
ar~our capability ana tl1C posture of combat forces-ln-piace 
of the !.rmy. Smaller and more Ga5ily controllable units, 
g::-œte r mobili ty anG ne~lhi.li.!y n.~_~..p.igher degree of 
fire-po,~er ar~ the govcrni~ ..féatures of .the . new structure. _ 
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Task Force 3: Better Utilization ~ f Reservists 

A better utllizôtion of reservists and their out­
fltttng with materiel no longer use~ by the Army Field Forces 
will prJ~ide for more effective mission accomplis lrment by the 
Territorial Army, ..mose tas!{ ls to safeguard the oper3tional 
freedom of action of the ~.TO forces. 

Task Force 1: r. eadiness 

Stua i es 3re under v~y t o ascerta in whethcr additional 
units can be set up from the ava ilable reservoir of reservist3; 
::uch uni ts woul u be taf':,e' Vii th r c infol'cing bo th r ea r area 
uni ts and the assigned f t. : ces cO!!lmi ttf'd to for;~<l rd rl efence. 
A further point of the se studies rela t es to the ques tion 
whetber our hOllle defence groups shoul :l be upgr3de d , that is 
whether they can be grouped in the category aI ~ ssigned forces. 

Fin3ncial and mar.power constraints are obv 101.1s, 
especial11 ,men ne\,' uni ts are to be activated . For thes:? calI 
for addi tional ;~aterial and manpower in peacetime for equipment 
and cadre units. The actual strength of the active units must 
r.ot be affected by these measures, however. In addition, more 
infras t ructure will be " e€!ded for depots and tr'! inill[; f acili tics, 
and logistic requiremer ts v: i l l also increase . /,11 this calls 
for difficul t necisior., t ; OU=' pali ticians. 

1. better l.J.til izetion of reservi sts i ~ n ... , "pecificall:! 
n Ge r-I!la:-. probleill. j.ll '::uropeaD .U.TO cou!'ltries sho1iJ d , therefore, 
give t heir tl.ought t:ëïvarious possibilities of employing their 
r eservist personnel in orde:- to improve their conventional 
posture. l believe that common programces could se~,e to 
mitibate the finaD~ial burden in peacetlme. 

Standby F. e'ldiness 

The :;tandt:y reaèiness component in the Bundeswehr 
is an effecti ve instr~ent ~calllng up reservists guickly. 
It enablE::s the ~'eder31 r1inister of Dcfe:1ce to calI to th<'! 
colours, Even pr ior to general mobil izatiol., such reservists 
who have lately completed their milit~ :-y service . 

Short-term i!:easures 

The ovC'r all progr ti!ILllE ~lhi ch l have olltline ~ to you 
will a1so ccv~r the :;hort-term irnorovEUlents rcouired of the 
Federal Fiepublic of Germany Ullder ' the ::e' ... lni tla". ives . 

Ljl_T_0M-___ C~O_:_: _F __ I~D._E __ N __ T~I_A~L 
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The Federal fi.epl.1blic of Germany has already made 
";h~ political decisicn p,"-ta:'ning to the measures revuired 
of her in the fields of éinti-armour \~eaporu; and amm~itlon 
stoekpiliq;. Nt.'i'O requirements on the one hand ar.c! national 
:>lam-,ing on t he oth .. !' have proved to be 1a1'[;<:ly i è.entical . 

Undfr I' this positive aspe~t we will also cooperat~ 
in the long--!;e1'm defellce programme. Judging from the cur.-ent 
statu>; of wor!~ in the t :;tsk fo r ces, the i"ederal î.epublic of 
Gcr ;;'l w y -",il1 be able to f uli1l1 her s~<lr(> o!: the likcly 
r ~ ~~:':-'E !"1C!:' ts. 

.AIl German agellcies and crgani7;ations in .. olved in 
this cooperation have be E::n given a set of implementing 
inst:-uctions , prepar ad last year by tl'le :1inister of Defence, 
to~ether wlth t h" FCl''1ign rÜnister, in t he form of Eolltical 
guidelines. l~ese guidelines provide tlL~t our cooperatIon be 
6eared to 4 ma in criteria: 

The fi~E+' crlterion is the conduct of a successfUl 
F0r't!!lrd -Defence, whlch 15 of vital import=::e to the Federal 
~cçublic of Ger~any. 

Owing to its high degree of indus trializa tion and 
the den5ity of i t s population, Western E~vpe is particularly 
vulnerabl e . Furthermore, it lacks r,eographic depth w.hich wo\ùd 
sustain the te~porary 10ss of territory in the course of 
defel:C :l ac t i ons. Tnls applies above aIl ta the Federal 
Hepublic of Ger;nany which shares her boundary with the 'Iiarsaw 
Pact over a length of 1,700 km. The inàustria l struc~~e of 
the Federal ~epublic of Germany and th~ ~.favourable ratio 
be t\-!een hel' north-to-south and east-to-west dimensions, 1. e. 
its lack of hi n-;;er1and, probibit the r.=linquishing of any _ 
of ::::!r t t:rri t ory . i';ore than 30 pel'l.:ent of her population 3I;1d 
25 V'1 r c ent of her industria l capacitie r, are located within 
a 100 km wide st.'etch wes -'; of the GDF. bounùary. 

~orward de fence is ~ absolute ne~essity from both 
tile politi cal and military point of vie." . Since NATO is a 
c.e f enc e a1.l i = ce, it 15 tile Farsaw Pact which can detel"!lline 
cime and place of the outbreak of a military conilict. Ta 
.sus -ca in its credibility ft is. therefore, especially import=t 
for HATO to offset these military disadvantages :i5 far e s 
possi":Jl e . To achicv~ thls, the Alliance rec[uirell certain 
cap3bilitie:;: 
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Firstly: An early ~!LIrning systpm capaci ty which , in time s of 
cris~s, leaves more tlme for ;Jolitical e fforts tow"I rds solving 
the eonf1iet and/or for i ntroducing r e-inforcements. 

Seconèl,y: Forces in pla ce ..mieh are capa ble of 

eountering l ':'lilÏ t~, ti a t taeks, and 

of conta ining the first echel on of a large-scale 
aggression 50 as t o enable the J~liance to mobilize its 
reservist manpower, introduce re-inforcements and - if 
necessar;' - t o make decision!: re ~::lrèing the use of nuc}, c => r' 
wea;>on3. 

~he second criterion is tte need to start increasing 
botr. the force levels and their combat effectivenes5 in times 
of political tension. Political conditions and financial 
constraints limit the ~rmed forces' size. Structure ruld 
organization of the exi s ting forces must De su ch as ta permit 
exploitation of the wnrning period and - prior to the Ollt­
break of military conflict - a r 3.pid augmentation to fully 
operational comba t formations. Our standby readiness system 
is a component te be mentioned i n thls conneetlon. 

This leads us t) the ird criterion. It is the 
need for an improved crisis oûnagement ar. t e capability of 
quicker political and military reaction. This calls for our 
readiness to exploit warning periods. Flexible improvements 
of the degree of readiness carried out, for instqnce, in 
response to non-routine activities on the part of the other 
side is a means of deterrence . 

The f our th criterion is a gr eater exploitation of 
the resources of every one of the nations with a view to 
supporting their force aug;nE:nta t ion capabilities . ~hi s mus t 
not be a task l e f t t e> the Feder al f-.epubl ic of Germany and 
tne United States a lolll'! . The '.lliance a s :. ,~hole Idll have 
to honour the r e1'ld iness of th'? United St.3te s - announccè by 
Lefcnce Sccretarj Brown in the LPC l a !:t month - in t he future 
to double the nun:ber of its divi.s ions in Europe wi -;;hin ~ 10-
cay span of time and triple the t nctical air fo rces within a 
wee~{ • 

This intended ACleri can contribution must be t aken 
as a s l,;nal to be follolied by ill member countries of the 
1.l liancp. 
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Burden-sh<l rinE 

Fa ir financial burden-sharing ls jndispensable to 
the Alliallce . I+. ls the only means of av ~ iding both dis­
!ll'opor tlonai;e dcmands and burdens placed on individual 
partners and the danger of jeopardizing the A1li~~ce's 
i ntprnal poli t ic ·:!! balance. 

Therefore, the Federal Eepublic of Germany will 
always see to It that its contributions to the Alliance will 
have a stabilizing as weIl as integratinf effect. Furthermore, 
plRcing mu-:h higher demarons on this coun ry's citizer s than 
h~ t he past would not be acceptable for do:nestlc reasons. 

Integrating effects of contributions to NATO are 
also being achj eved by intensifying the tractical cooneration 
aillong the El~op~an partners. French par Iclpation shoûld be 
50ught 50 far as this is pOSSible. 

Notably the possibilit1es of defence e9ui~nt 
coop~ration among the Europe&~ nations and between ope and 
the United States must be explolted , though of course on the 
basis of realistic expectations. 3y now ve are almost flooded 
~,l th models conceived to improve cooperation in the defence 
equipment field. Many of them do not stand the test of even 
a cursory examination, ma1nly because their inventors expected 
t oo much of them . 

Tas!: Force 8: ;-", tion'!llzation, Standarèizati.cn 

In m)" vle~', i t \1OuJ.d, ho"!eve, , be necessary to . 
investi bate t J:e concept of "N/:TO " .. eapons faoilies" as :l new 
:.pproach to cOOpe!'2 t ion • . '·:"e should. consider whether i t would 
jn fact b~ advise'le to integrate i ndividual weap~n ~yste~s 
requirec' t o perf~rm a defence function into one wenpon sys tem 
f~~ily ~~à then trea t tha~ f aml1y a s a cooperntive project. 
l~i s type of inter-proJect procedure could he lp to reduce the 
nurnb~r of difficul ties invol v"d in single-weapon projects. 

l find it emb:lrrassing th",t tilDe And again we 
bplore the Alliance to e;.,:ploit its cap3tility of cooperation. 
For, in vie\: of aIl the efforts made, we start ponderlng the 
question of '."hat must really happen before the Alliance 15 
ready to embark upon a genuine improveœellt of coopera tion -
although it ha s agreed 10 princlple to a common goal - namely 
to drive for standarèization and/or 1oteroperab111ty. 
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The requirement for political solidarity witllin 
the Alliance on the one t.and Li no shortage of r c sour ces on 
other su;:;gest tha t the ne ces !'>a ry improvements be a chieved 
arranging a s many c>mmO!l progra=es as posf:.i.bl 'ô! . 

Task Forces 8 & 9: Standardization, r~gistic s 

the 
by 

This docs not imply that COL <mon fundinî shoulè be 
the rule. Common funding ~ hould be s ough t only f :mc:! ,.,hen 
it Ls the only meaningful an ù pr ope r wa y to solve the problem. 
f , t this junc t ure , l ~t Ii'le r.lention NA'i'O i!lfr?s truc tur.: planning 
- an a 11:1< , 5 t tl 'ad i ': i or.;;l exa mple of th i s cù!lC !; pt. But we shoulti 
a lso E: xa.ninJ ana logeus ca s es and <;tart in t ime to ,.cvc l o:> 
criteria thLit are acc"pt :.ble te ,,11 NArO ml"'.;ions and applicable 
to projects of such na turc. Haa suca cri terin bee'l developed 
and accept ed by the part'lers to NATO, we ~;oulc have less 
difficulties in solving the A~ACS problem fo r instance - a 
typical collabora tive project r~quiring Cùmmon funding. 

: '"!o ',ü '~ ocli t 'l i! irJpor'tant ~ 'Ji r: t of t!'le subjec t if 1 
w"re to leavp ,",ut tllcl sc'cor:d lJilldr U~Oll ... t.i,:; .. :u..TO 1 s C: u<~, 
strategy rest s : 1 am referr i ng to ùé ten t e, which aims a t 
a chicving ;:; state of ~lOrh-~!i 'l~ p Llc ification. This is 0 
concern of vi t nl illlportê.nce ·,.,hich le3ves no al ternatl v~ to :! 
policy that bas be~n legitimized by damocratic proc~durcs . 

Concerning the mili t a ry pa rt of dé t ente everyborly 
cxpects th,:) two ... orl :1 pO',olCrc to continue the ir t alks on the 
limitation of str a t egic nucl ~ nr ~eapons e nd th, ir rcduction 

• • 

and to reach an agrce.oent .... hi ch wi::'l s Cl f èguar ct th., unr r strictad • 
security interes'ts of ill concerned. 

;!o doubt i t meo.ns f 3cing :l dile=-: if one "!ishes • 
to meet this mor"l cha llenge: bu~ is forc c:à, n é:v crth o.: l ,:)ss, to 
ma illtain detc rrenc e uy the r1t: èd 01 provi C:: ing anc'. .improving 
both nuclea r and conventional ~ ... r; '1 DOnS of an enor rnous de ::: tructi ve 
power. Obvious ly, this dile~3 forms p'1rt 0f the politic~l 
condi tions '"h i ch S 0t the fr . f:j~ for the r calization of Nf, i'O 
long-term ::"mp! JV';)IJ,}r:t progra mmes. 

At tl'1~ :!Al0 ~\L'!'.l:1F, Heetinb o f l ast Nay , Chancellor 
Sch., !ldt said in London that theoretically t herè we rc two 
approaches open to achie ..... e conventional pari t y wi t.~ the i;arsa w 
Pact countri t?s : Th .. ;;estern nl~ancp could turn to a massive 
ê ::p :!nsion of i ts arœélments and bre2.tl y increa s .) i ts manpower 
ceilings. 3ut it woulè s lso be possible to r educe the armed 
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::c.r:; c,s of both sides , thus lowering the levels of collecti ve 
CO= OI1 ce ilings. "ie a :'e bound to give pr(' fer~=nce to the 
s econd alternative . For ClYJ arms r ace would not r cduce the 
èang",rous di sparities in t he relative East-\lest force 
capabili tiG:> . 

our securi t y- pol i tic" l thinll Ln .:; , our plan:1ing an," 
O'..ir. a"'.:titude :r.:Jst oe L l k,}eping wi "'.:h tlw principle of détente 
:!.n every phase in order t ha t we do nC' ~ for ego the 8lightest 
chance of ar~E limitations. On the other hand, however, such 
an approach cert ainly ey.cl ~des c~rcles ~ness or a slackening 
in vigilance wher e our <:ecl.:l: i ty i 5 a t stake . . 

v. Having said aIl this as far as general s ecurity 
polit ical issues are concerned 1 will now turn to sorne 
concrete a spects of our common further work . 

Prospects of ~~e Spring Conferences 

~rnat can we realistically expect so far as decisions 
a r e ccncerned which the min1sters of defence and subsequently 
the heads of state and government are to reach in the spring 
of 19707 

LPC Communiqué, item 4 

For a limited number ~ :: i denti f i ed areas of defence 
planning, wher e joint measures are urgently required, the 
defencc min1sters aprroved - on 6 and 7 Cecember 1977 - the 
prioriry catçgories of measurcs upon which att~ntion 18 to be 
foc~sed in the development of joint and coordinated mediuml 
long-term defcnce progra&mes. 

Pr ocedur e lUltil suri ng 1978 

Tt will c~rtainly be difficul t t o develop and propose 
pr iori t y proEran~e3 of this type in n r~thcr short tioe fr~me, 
beca \.lse concrc, t e proposaI s , toget!'ler .... i III cos t estill;r.~s ;"er :.! 
ta be addl css 2d ~o the i ndi vidual ~ountr ies fn the li~Iance 
whicn <'Ire -:0 :'mpl i?ment tnefie ::? roposnl s , -: i ther -s lone or 
t o[ c thc:- '.ü t lè. other nations , 'l. S jc int pro,€;r 3.IIl!lIes. AlI this 
r Equir..:s noli ticnl and f inanc i.al dc:cl!üons which C!L.'1Dot be 
re8chc:i "vern~gnt. \-l i "t1-J.n the nations , intez'depar tmental 
cooi'dination ",{I l be necessary, since the ministries of defcncc 
shar e this r esponslbility ~!ith other departments . After having 
d~veloped and a,i')f, tee' national pr ocedures, the propo~als 
s~ould oe r e t urned to NATO for duscission L~ such bodies as 
the Military Commlttee, .Exec:utive. 'i/prlOng. Group, DPC. 
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1 have my dou~ts, l sd ies and gentlemen, whether aIl 
this can be done by April/May of this year, which is 3bu~t 
three months from now. [·esirable as s~ch a rcpirl pac l': and 
decision-making mal be to mainta jn the momentu~ and to launch 
these improvement meas\~'~s with vig~ur, it is of ~o use to 
rush forward and precipitate decisions which later will not 
be taken seriously becaus e they ~~d not bcen aûly prepared in 
the first place . 

There arc two ~hings which l deem important: 

First: Cor.centration upon the i dcntificd hiGh priority arcas , 
as directed by the ülinisters of def ence . cannot be ta:wn 
seriously enough. 

Second: Our prosp~cts for decisions in t he s;ring ë1ust remain • 
reallstic. Ths y must yi ~ld the ~oift decision to implc~ent • 
programme proposaIs ~Ù1en availab e or the improvemcnt of the 
NATO posture in c spir!e of collective defence llild a coalition 
stratcgy'. 

'~'hat ~:0 should nct e:;,:pect ::l rc cOlJlLli tmen-cs end 
obligations in respect of i ndividual actions in the far future. 
There are still too nany uncert3intis s: uncert~ intie s in the 
cost estimates, fo r instance , :-.nd unprcC: ictabls n::ti onal 
d€v~lop:ner,ts until the l a t e ~ ighties <on.! beyond. 

ln our pla.1:1in~ 'vIe iLd VC thlJ str2. tl?p: ic framC' 1:'!0rk 
'.~t.ich can be considgrec:. a constmt valw:!. It shoulc! serve <lS 
guidaline - gven for the longer timc frame. On the other band, 
however, wc have to cop~ with such variables as fin3nces, • 
teclmology and manpower. Uncertainties in this area and the 
related constraints obviously nalte firm commi tlTJente over a 
longer p~rioà of time morè difficult. This , by the W3y , • 
leads me to a question of the methodology of planning. Let 
us assume that in spring we shall be f aced vii th a number of 
long-term progr?mme inputs which SO beyond th~ timc frame of 
the five-year r1ATO fo:"ce pl Z\nning cyclo - h o v! exactl] shall 
we deal with the s c: inputs in our ~lanning? l 'he IMre planning 
document DPC/fJ (ZYï10 cocs not provide us with an a ::;wcr t o 
Ulis question. "o:i.à discuss!.()n whether or no :' i.hé· NA70 
forc e planning proceciur e should be supplementcd !" al ef'lc q ; :' 
once u;ore. 
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In concl uslon l et ma say tt,is: 

l believe that through ca refully s21ected improvcmen~ 
proGrammes " hose validi ty should be U.'lde:-lin(;; c: by the haads of 
st~ i ;c a;ld govErnment at ths 1978 NA'ro Council Summi t ll,eeting 
in W" shingto:J , the political resol'le of the I;.l liance and the 
credibili ty 'jf i ts stra·t egy must be convincingly l118~lfested. 
That will be ~ signal cautioning the other side against 
U!:cler e stir-.atinc the solid:lrlty and r9l:'olve of the .Ullance to 
dafen C: itsel f . 
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