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POLARIS Quarterly 
 
The NATO School has the honour to 
present to you its first Quarterly issue of 
POLARIS. 

The NATO School focuses on op-
erational military issues. Examples of this 
emphasis are its courses dealing with 
military cooperation with Partners for 
Peace, Russia, Ukraine, and other inter-
national organizations; arms control; and 
aspects of military operations such as 
operational planning, resources, public 
information, CIMIC, and environmental, 
medical and legal affairs. 

These topics are also discussed in 
the NATO School’s periodicals. Whereas 
the POLARIS WEEKLY magazine is an 
open source news round-up, the PO-
LARIS QUARTERLY journal provides 
analytical operational-level articles, in 
order to connect NATO’s strategic 
documents with experience at the opera-
tional level. 

The articles in the POLARIS 
QUARTERLY journal will be acquired 
from the Research & Publication De-
partment, from other staff members of 
the NATO School, and from military and 
academic institutions from NATO and 
PfP member states. 

The quarterly magazine contains 
analytical articles, a forum for discussion 
and an overview of current developments 
in international security. Readers are in-
vited to contribute to POLARIS QUAR-
TERLY by submitting articles or com-
ments on articles published in this jour-
nal. 
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Editor’s foreword 
 
Arms control has been the cor-
nerstone of improving relations 
between East and West since the 
beginning of the 1990s. Although 
the era of confronting blocks has 
vanished, arms control is still an 
important issue for NATO and 
former Warsaw Pact countries, 
certainly when it comes to confi-
dence building steps. Yevgueni 
Aliyev in his article “International 
Arms Control: The Beginning of 
the Process” provides us with an 
excellent description of arms con-
trol and the Conventional Forces 
in Europe Treaty in particular. 
Coming from Azerbaijan, one of 
the former Soviet republics, Ali-
yev’s views are especially inter-
esting because they provide a 
perspective of how Moscow’s ac-
tivities were viewed from the pe-
riphery of the former Soviet Un-
ion. 
 

After concentrating for 
decades on economic coopera-
tion, in the beginning of the 1990s 
the European community decided 
to establish a common foreign 
policy. Soon after starting this 
process, security policy was also 
put on the EU’s agenda. For a 
few years now, the EU and NATO 
have been on a path of increas-
ing cooperation in the field of se-
curity. For instance the Berlin 
Plus Arrangements of Spring 
2003 allow for EU access to 
NATO assets. Therefore it makes 
sense to keep a close watch on 
how the EU is implementing its 
security policy, especially in the 

operational area. Tom Kabs pre-
sents an article on “European Un-
ion’s Congo Mission”. He 
stresses that the EU’s Congo 
Mission had a great political im-
portance, since it was its first mili-
tary mission without any support 
from NATO. However, according 
to Kabs we should understand 
that the EU is developing its own 
military wing, independent from 
NATO, but not in competition with 
the Alliance. 
 

NATO-Russia relations are 
getting stronger, especially since 
“9/11”. To understand the present 
relationship between the Russian 
Federation and the Alliance it is 
essential to know the basics of 
Russian security policy. In the 
year 2000, under President Putin, 
the development of a balanced 
Russian security policy was com-
pleted with the announcement of 
a new grand strategy (national 
security concept) and concepts 
derived from this leading docu-
ment in the fields of military doc-
trine and foreign policy. In his ar-
ticle “The Contours of a New 
Russian Security Policy” László 
Póti shares his opinion on the 
policy document “The Primary 
Tasks of the Development of the 
Armed Forces”, which was pre-
sented by the Russian Minister of 
Defence, Sergei Ivanov, on 2 Oc-
tober 2003. Both Russian and 
foreign observers regarded this 
document as a draft for the new 
military doctrine. 
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The Russian security 
document “The Primary Tasks of 
the Development of the Armed 
Forces” covers not only political-
strategic issues but also deals 
with operational matters. After 
explaining the development of 
Russian airpower over the last 
decade, the editor concentrates 
on the airpower aspects of the 
document. Since many of the 
provisions on airpower also ac-
count for other services, these 
entries can be regarded as an 
example of current Russian mili-
tary thinking as a whole. In our 

discussion section Forum, Rus-
sell Myers, a US-AF pilot and 
former instructor at the Fighter 
Weapons School, provides us 
with his view on current Russian 
airpower thinking. 
 

We invite our readers to 
forward their comments on these 
articles. They will be included in 
the Forum of the next issue of 
this journal. 
 
Marcel de Haas, Major NL AF 
Editor 
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International Arms Control: the Beginning of 
the Process 
 
Lieutenant-Colonel Yevgueni Aliyev, PhD, MoD, Republic of Azerbaijan 
 

This article focuses on issues concerning the implementation 
of the international arms control process. Among other aspects 
the initial stage of preparation and coming into force of the 
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe will be ana-
lysed.  

 
The end of the second millennium 
was marked by essential changes 
in the world which have caused a 
fundamental transformation of the 
military-political situation. The dis-
integration of the Warsaw Pact, 
the collapse of superpower 
USSR, expansion of the NATO, 
formation of a unipolar world or-
der, globalization in the political 
and economical systems, are the 
events which will define the 
course of history in the first dec-
ade of the twenty first century. 
These radical changes in the 
world have caused a number of 
negative developments, such as 
territorial disputes and conflicts, 
economic and interethnic prob-
lems. However, all these proc-
esses have taken place at local 
or regional level. The fact that the 
transition period has passed 
without worldwide and European 
upheavals was defined, in many 
respects, by the presence of in-
ternational military-political arms 
control treaties. 

 
The countries of "eastern" 

and "western" blocks have con-
fronted each other for more than 
forty years. They have been 
armed to the teeth and were 

drawn into a never-ending arms 
race, but nevertheless were able 
to realise the hopelessness and 
fatality of this approach. This 
understanding resulted in a 
number of international military-
political agreements in the field of 
arms control, which included a 
verification regime. The following 
were the most important 
agreements for Europe: 
 

o The ABM (Anti-Ballistic 
Missile) Treaty signed by 
the USSR and the USA in 
1972. 

o The INF (Intermediate-
Range Nuclear Forces) 
Treaty signed by the 
USSR and the USA, which 
came into force on June 1, 
1988; 

o The START-I (Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty-I) 
signed by the USSR and 
USA in July, 1991, which 
came into force in Decem-
ber 1994. On December 
1995 START-II was 
signed, which has consid-
erably contributed to the 
process of reduction of 
strategic arms. However, 
recently the USA an-
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nounced the annulment of 
the ABM Treaty. At pre-
sent in this field of arma-
ment processes are taking 
place, which can lead to 
significant changes, en-
compassing far-reaching 
consequences for the 
whole mankind. 

o The Vienna Document 
1990, which was related to 
the negotiations on confi-
dence and security build-
ing measures. This 
agreement was politically 
binding and contained sig-
nificant measures in trans-
parency, which were ac-
companied by correspond-
ing forms of verification. In 
the Vienna Documents of 
1992, 1994 and 1999 
these provisions were fur-
ther developed.  

 
We have to be aware if the fact 
that during the same period oth-
ers agreements (Open Skies 
Treaty; the Convention on the 
Prohibition of Chemical Weap-
ons; Convention on the Prohibi-
tion or Restriction of the Use of 
specific Conventional Weapons; 
Protocols on the Prohibition of the 
Use, Stockpiling, Production, and 
Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines; 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, Test 
Ban Treaty; the OSCE Document 
on Small Arms and Light Weap-
ons, etc.) were also signed and 
have came into force. 
 

The Treaty on Conven-
tional Armed Force in Europe 
(CFE Treaty) is the most impor-
tant agreement in the field of dis-

armament and arms control and 
forms the corner stone of Euro-
pean security. The starting point 
of the CFE Treaty, which has an 
unlimited period of implementa-
tion, is limitation and, if neces-
sary, reduction by all State Par-
ties of conventional arms in five 
categories: battle tanks, ar-
moured combat vehicles, artillery 
pieces of 100 mm calibre and 
above, combat aircraft and attack 
helicopters. The CFE Treaty was 
signed on 19 November 1990. 
The area of application of the 
CFE Treaty covers a significant 
part of European territory, from 
the Atlantic Ocean up to the Ural 
Mountains. The area of applica-
tion of the CFE Treaty was di-
vided into four zones. The quanti-
tative limitations on arms were 
established for every zone (See 
Section III, IV, V, VI of the CFE 
Treaty). It should be noted that 
combat aircraft and attack heli-
copters are not subjected to zone 
limitations. The Republic of Azer-
baijan, as well as the Trans-
Caucasian region as a whole, is 
situated in the so-called "flank" 
zone, which has an additional set 
of restrictive factors (Section V of 
the Treaty). 
 

The State Parties of the 
Treaty have the obligation to pro-
vide annually detailed information 
on the national armed forces in 
the area of application. The CFE 
Treaty also requires accepting 
inspections, organized by other 
State Parties to check military ob-
jects on-site. The specific aim of 
these inspections consists of 
enabling a state to verify compli-
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ance by other contracting parties 
with all provisions of the CFE 
Treaty. At the same time it con-
tributes to a higher level of trans-
parency in Europe. Initially, the 
limitation of conventional arms 
and equipment was anticipated 
for each group of State Parties: 

seven States of the Warsaw Pact 
and sixteen States of NATO. The 
following maximum collective lev-
els of holdings of Treaty Limited 
Equipment (TLE) for each of the 
two groups of State Parties were 
established: 

 
Table 1: Maximum levels of holdings of TLE defined by the CFE Treaty1 

 

Treaty limited 
equipment (TLE) 

Maximal levels 
of TLE in the 
area of appli-

cation 

Maximal levels 
of TLE in  

each group of 
State Parties 

Maximal levels 
of TLE for one 

country 

 
Battle Tanks (BT) 

 40,000 

20,000 
(of which no 
more than 

16500 in active 
units) 

13,300 

 
Armoured Combat 
Vehicles   (ACV) 60,000 

30,000 
( of which no 

more than 
27300 in active 

units) 

20,000 

 

Artillery of calibre 
100 mm and above 

(Arty) 
40,000 

20,000 
( of which no 

more than 
17000 in active 

units) 

13,700 

 
Combat Aircraft 

(CA) 13,600 6,800 5,150 

 
Attack Helicopters 

(AH) 4,000 2,000 1,500 

 
As a result of negotiations between the USSR and its Warsaw Pact allies 
on ceilings of arms, the following maximum levels for the USSR were de-
termined:  
 

o BT 13,150 pieces (of which 2,650 in designated permanent stor-
age sites, DPSS); 

o ACV   20,000 pieces (of which 2,080 in DPSS); 
o Arty   13,175 pieces (of which 2350 in DPSS); 
o CA   5,150 pieces; 
o AH   1,500 pieces. 

 
In order to fulfil the obligations of the Treaty the State Parties had to carry 
out reductions to reach the defined numbers of TLE. 
                                                 
1 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, 1990, Preamble, Articles IV, VI. 
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Table 2: NATO and Warsaw Pact declared levels of holdings and reduction liabilities2 

NATO Warsaw Pact  

TLE 

Maximum lev-
els of TLE in  

each group of 
State Parties 

Declared 
holdings 

on 19 Nov 
1990 

Declared 
reduc-
tion li-
ability* 

Declared 
holdings 

on 19 Nov 
1990 

Declared 
reduction 

liability 

BT 20,000 2,5091 5,949 3,3191 13,191 

AC
V 30,000 3,4453 4,631 4,2949 12,949 

Arty 20,000 2,0620 2,334 2,6953 6,533 

 
CA 6,800 5,939 0 8,372 1,572 

AH 2,000 1,736 0 1,701 0 
* NATO countries decided to set their TLE limits below the levels permitted by the 
Treaty. 

 
The quantitative data on the Treaty limited arms and equipment for each 
State Party made it possible to evaluate the level of confrontation be-
tween the leading states of the world and between the two military blocks 
of that era. 

 
Table 3: Declared national levels of TLE holdings as of 19 November 19903 

State  
BT 

 
ACV 

 
Arty 

 
 

AC 

 
 

AH 

Maximal levels of TLE in  
each group of State Par-
ties 

20,000 30,000 20,000 6,800 2,000 

Maximal levels of TLE for 
each state 13,300 20,000 13,700 5,150 1,500 

Warsaw Pact 

USSR 20,694 29,348 13,828 6,445 1,330 
Bulgaria 2,416 2,010 2,474 387 44 

Czechoslovakia 3,035 4,359 3,485 369 56 
Hungary 1,345 1,720 1,047 110 39 
Poland 2,850 2,337 2,300 654 128 

Romania 2,851 3,135 3,819 407 104 
Total: 33,191 42,949 26,953 8,373 1,701 

                                                 
2 Initial CFE Treaty data exchange of military information, 19 November 1990. 
3 Source: see note 2. 
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State  
BT 

 
ACV 

 
Arty 

 
 

AC 

 
 

AH 

NATO 

USA 5,904 5,747 2,601 704 279 
Belgium 359 1,282 376 191 0 
Canada 77 277 38 45 12 
Denmark 419 318 553 106 3 
France 1,358 4,125 1,330 700 429 

Germany 7,133 9,598 4,644 1,064 357 
Greece 1,725 1,639 1,941 480 0 

Italy 1,912 3,591 2,222 584 169 
Netherlands 913 1,467 838 196 91 

Norway 205 146 532 90 0 
Portugal 146 259 334 96 0 

Spain 854 1,259 1,373 252 28 
Turkey 2,888 1,554 3,202 589 0 

UK 1,198 3,193 636 842 368 
Total: 25,091 34,453 20,620 5,939 1,736 

 
After the above mentioned quan-
titative data were submitted by all 
State Parties of the CFE treaty, 
serious problems arose concern-
ing the data of the USSR. US 
military experts claimed that after 
analysing this information they 
observed fundamental discrepan-
cies between the data provided 
by the USSR on 19 November 
1990 and the numbers which the 
USSR presented during negotia-
tions in 1988. For example, the 
difference in numbers on battle 
tanks reached up to 11,000 
pieces, for armoured combat ve-
hicles - up to 12,000 pieces, artil-
lery pieces- 12,000 pieces and 
combat aircraft – 3,000 pieces. 
The divergences were substan-
tial. This dispute led to a slow-
down of the CFE Treaty ratifica-
tion process. Numerous bilateral 
consultations followed. USSR of-
ficials explained the discrepan-
cies by stating that from 1989-

1990 the Soviet Supreme Military 
Command had carried out a 
large-scale operation in withdraw-
ing a significant number of mili-
tary units and military equipment 
from Central and East Europe. 
Allegedly, from 1989-1990 focus-
sing only on the arms category of 
battle tanks, more than 4,000 
pieces of equipment had been 
destroyed, exported and con-
verted, and some 8,000 tanks 
were moved to military units in 
Central Asia and storage sites 
beyond the Ural Mountains. A 
similar approach was conducted 
with regard to thousands of 
ACVs, pieces of artillery, as well 
as attack helicopters. All these 
transfers were based on that fact, 
that arms and military equipment 
located beyond the Urals (i.e. 
outside the area of application of 
the CFE Treaty), were not subject 
to any limitations. 
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Similar actions, under-
taken by the Military Command of 
the USSR, have also affected 
military units located on the terri-
tory of Azerbaijan. For instance, 
all battle tanks of a motor rifle di-
vision deployed in Nakhchivan, a 
separately located enclave of 
Azerbaijan, were withdrawn, and 
the division itself was reassigned 
to the Border Troops which did 
not belong to the jurisdiction of 
the CFE Treaty. 
 

During this period of reor-
ganizing the order of battle on the 
European territory of the USSR 
three motor rifle divisions (con-
sisting of 120 BTs, 753 ACVs and 
234 pieces of artillery) were reas-

signed to Naval Infantry; Coastal 
Defence Forces were created 
(813 BTs; 972 ACVs and 846 
pieces of artillery); and a signifi-
cant number of TLE was trans-
ferred to the Strategic Rocket 
Forces (1,791 ACVs). Further-
more, there were problems con-
cerning the equipment of the Civil 
Defence Forces. As a result of 
these actions, the USSR was 
able to reduce the number of the 
military objects subjected to in-
spections from 1,500 to less than 
1,000. In addition to this the 
USSR also reduced the number 
of TLE subject to reduction. 
These actions caused consider-
able dissatisfaction among the 
partners of the CFE Treaty.

 
 

Table 4: Development of the number of TLE declared by the USSR from 1988-1990 

 

TLE On 1 July 
1988 

On 1 Au-
gust 1990 

On 19 November 
1990 

Total number 
TLE withdrawn 
from the juris-
diction of the 
CFE Treaty 

BT 41,580 24,898 20,694 20,886 

ACV 57,800 32,320 29,348 27,452 

Art 42,400 18,300 13,828 28,572 

 
In February, 1991, in the Persian 
Gulf the large-scale US military 
operation “Desert Storm” crushed 
the war machine of Iraq, a former 
ally of the USSR. Subsequently, 
the process of disintegration of 
the USSR became more appar-
ent. In January and February 
1991 Latvia, Lithuania and Esto-
nia declared themselves sover-
eign. Gorbachev lost authority 
day by day. In this period, under 
incessant pressure from the USA, 

final agreement on all disputed 
issues was reached. Neverthe-
less, the USSR was able to retain 
many of its stances. TLE trans-
ferred to Naval Infantry and to 
Coastal Defence Forces, re-
mained in these military units, 
which did not become objects of 
verification in the framework of 
the CFE Treaty. However, all this 
military equipment was ac-
counted in the maximum TLE 
ceilings of the USSR. At the 
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same time the military equipment 
transferred to the Strategic 
Rocket Forces, 1,701 ACVs, was 
not taken into account in the So-
viet permitted TLE totals. US ex-
perts accepted this proposal of 
the USSR, bearing in mind the 
necessity to provide appropriate 
security of nuclear weaponry at a 
time of obvious instability in the 
USSR. Some countries, such as 
Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia 
and Germany, were dissatisfied 
by the fact that all of the negotia-
tions on the above mentioned is-
sues were dealt with at a bilateral 
level between the USSR and the 
USA. However, this was the po-
litical reality of those days. 
 

In addition to the topics 
agreed, the USSR committed it-
self to destroy or convert (for use 
in civil purpose) a significant 
number of arms and equipment, 
which had been transferred be-
yond the Ural. No less than 6,000 
BT, 1,500 ACVs as well as 7,000 
pieces of artillery were subject to 
this procedure. After reaching 
achievement on the above-
mentioned issues, many of the 
State Parties could start the ratifi-
cation procedure of the CFE 
Treaty. Czechoslovakia was the 
very first state to ratify the treaty. 
By the end of 1991 14 states had 
already ratified this military-
political document in the sphere 
of arms control. The ratification 
process was suspended as a re-
sult of the collapse and disinte-
gration of the USSR. On 25 De-
cember 1991 the USSR officially 
ceased to exist. Fifteen newly in-
dependent states were formed. 

Eight of these states - Azerbaijan, 
Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Ka-
zakhstan, Moldova, Russia and 
Ukraine, fell within the area of 
application of the CFE Treaty. 
The European countries tried to 
develop a mechanism of involving 
these new states in the proceed-
ings of the CFE Treaty.  
 
On 10 January 1992 representa-
tives of the newly independent 
states – Defence and Foreign Af-
fairs Ministers - were invited to 
Brussels, Belgium, to attend a 
session of the North-Atlantic Co-
operation Council (NACC). It was 
for the very first time that high 
level representatives of the newly 
independent states met their col-
leagues from the NATO countries 
as well as from the former War-
saw Pact countries. In their 
statements the Ministers of For-
eign Affairs of the newly states 
confirmed that they considered 
the CFE Treaty to be the “corner 
stone of European security”. The 
representative of the Russian 
Federation claimed in his state-
ment that only Russia needed to 
ratify the CFE Treaty and subse-
quently Russia would settle all 
CFE Treaty implementation is-
sues with the other former Soviet 
republics. However, the countries 
which participated in NACC im-
plied that all the newly states 
should be considered as equal-in-
right successors to the former 
USSR, and consequently all 
these states should sign and rat-
ify the CFE Treaty. It was decided 
that the states of the former 
USSR, located in the area of ap-
plication of the Treaty, should di-
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vide amongst themselves the 
TLE reduction obligations of the 
former USSR. On January 16, 
1992 at a meeting of the Com-
monwealth of Independent States 
(CIS) in Minsk, Russia stated that 
it should receive two-thirds of the 
conventional arms and equipment 
of the former USSR and should 
be entitled to coordinate all in-
spections, escort activities, and 
reduction of TLE on the territory 
of all newly independent states. 
However, the other countries of 
the CIS rejected this proposal. 
Subsequently, complicated nego-
tiations were started on the divi-
sion of the maximum TLE ceilings 
of the former USSR amongst its 
successor-states. From February 
until March 1992 a dedicated 
working group tried to draft a di-
viding formula, which would be 

acceptable for all newly inde-
pendent states. All countries of 
the former USSR were under 
constant pressure of the NATO 
countries, which demanded to 
achieve an adequate division of 
the maximum ceilings of TLE. US 
CFE Treaty negotiators met rep-
resentatives of all countries of the 
former USSR and supported the 
search for compromises. After 
numerous intermediate meetings 
of the representatives of the new 
states in Moscow, Minsk and 
Kiev, on 15 May 1992 the leaders 
of the successor-states gathered 
in Tashkent, Uzbekistan. At this 
meeting consensus was reached 
on the division of the maximum 
TLE ceilings of the former USSR. 
For the Western partners this 
agreement came rather unex-
pectedly. 

 
Table 5: The results of the 1992 Tashkent Agreement on the division of maximum permit-
ted TLE levels4 

BT ACV   
State 

Total  
DPSS* 

 
Total 

 
DPSS* 

 
Total 

 
DPSS

* 

CA 

 

AH 

Azerbaijan 220 0 220 0 285 0 100 50 
Armenia 220 0 220 0 285 0 100 50 
Georgia 220 0 220 0 285 0 100 50 
Russia 6,400 1,425 11,480 955 6,415 1,310 3,450 890 
Belarus 1,800 275 2,600 425 1,615 240 260 80 
Moldova 210 0 210 0 250 0 50 50 

Kazakhstan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ukraine 4,080 950 5,050 700 4,040 800 1,090 330 

Total 13,150 2,650 20,000 2,080 13,175 2,350 5,150 1,500 
* DPSS-Designated Permanent Storage Sites. TLE located within DPSS shall be 
counted in the maximum national levels of TLE holdings but do not belong to those of 
active units. 

 

                                                 
4 4. Tashkent Agreement of 15 May 1992; Protocol “On the maximum levels of holdings of con-
ventional armaments and equipment.” 
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It should be noted that the maxi-
mum permitted TLE holdings for 
the Azerbaijani Republic, as indi-
cated in the Tashkent Agreement, 
were accepted by the Azerbaijan 
delegation under Russian pres-
sure. The same situation applied 
to some other countries. The 
Russian Federation wanted to 
create an impression of military 
parity between the Trans-
Caucasian states, but at the 
same time desired to maximise 
the TLE levels for its own North-
Caucasian "flank" region. When a 
comparative analysis of the maxi-
mum TLE ceilings for the other 
states is made, it is obvious that 
the limitative parameters es-
tablished for Azerbaijan did not 
reflect demographic nor geopoliti-
cal facts. In defining the TLE 
quota for Azerbaijan the following 
parameters should have been 
taken into account: the size of the 
population of the country, the sig-
nificant mass of the territory, the 
presence of a separately located 
enclave (Nakhchivan Autono-
mous Republic), as well as the 
considerable length of the border 
with a state which is not a CFE 
Treaty participant and is not a 
member of the OSCE; the Islamic 
Republic of Iran. For example, 
the Iranian Armed Forces have 
1,565 BT; 1,375 ACVs, 3,285 
pieces of artillery; 307 CA as well 
as 85 AH at their disposal. 
 
Nevertheless, the Tashkent 
Agreement opened the way to 
completion of the CFE Treaty 
signing and ratification process 
for all State Parties. At the Ex-
traordinary Conference in Oslo, 

Norway, of 5 June 1992, the ac-
cession of new states to the CFE 
Treaty was officially accom-
plished and the results of the 
Tashkent Agreement were ac-
cepted. As a consequence of the 
unification of the two German 
states (GDR and FRG) and the 
disintegration of the USSR, 29 
states became participant of the 
international-legal document, the 
CFE Treaty. After the division of 
Czechoslovakia into two inde-
pendent states – the Czech Re-
public and Slovakia, the number 
of participating states was in-
creased to 30 State Parties. After 
the Extraordinary Conference in 
Oslo, all efforts were concen-
trated on completion of the CFE 
Treaty ratification process by all 
States Parties prior to the open-
ing of the CSCE (OSCE) Summit 
in Helsinki, of 9-10 July 1992. 
The Republic of Azerbaijan rati-
fied this military-political agree-
ment on 31 May 31 1992, Turkey 
on 8 June, Russia on 8 July, etc. 
There were only three states, 
Armenia, Belarus and Kazakh-
stan, which did not ratify the CFE 
Treaty in time. This prevented 
declaring the CFE Treaty coming 
into force at the Summit in Hel-
sinki. There was a threat that a 
favourable political opportunity 
would be lost. However, the USA 
offered a way out of this situation. 
The USA suggested signing an 
agreement on a provisional (120 
days) coming into force of certain 
provisions of the CFE Treaty. 
This document was signed by the 
State Parties of the CFE Treaty 
on 10 July 1992 in Helsinki. Thus, 
on 17 July 1992 the CFE Treaty 
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came into force. In addition to this 
at the Helsinki Summit the State 
Parties also agreed upon a 
connection between the CFE 
Treaty and the Agreement CFE-
1A: the Concluding Act of 
negotiations on personnel 
strength of Conventional Armed 

tional Armed Forces (CAF) in 
Europe. By accepting this 
Agreement, the State Parties ac-
knowledged political commitment 
to observe limits on national lev-
els of personnel strength.

 
Table 6: National limits of Conventional Armed Forces personnel strength (CFE-1A)5 

Country  
Personnel 

strength of CAF 

Country  
Personnel 

strength of CAF 
Azerbaijan 70,000 Luxembourg 900 
Armenia 60,000 Moldova 20,000 
Georgia 40,000 Netherlands 80,000 
Belarus 100,000 Norway 32,000 
Belgium 70,000 Poland 234,000 
Bulgaria 104,000 Portuguese 75,000 
Hungary 100,000 Russia 1,450,000 
Germany 345,000 Romania 230,000 
Greece 158,621 UK 260,000 

Denmark 39,000 USA 250,000 
Iceland 0 Ukraine 450,000 
Spain 300,000 Turkey 530,000 
Italy 315,000 France 325,000 

Kazakhstan 0 Slovakia 46,667 
Canada 10,660 Czech 93,333 

                                                 
5 Concluding Act of the Negotiations on Personnel Strength of Conventional Armed Forces in 
Europe (CFE-1A). 
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European Union’s “Congo” – Mission 
 
Lieutenant-Colonel Thomas Kabs, Director Policy Department, NATO 
School 
 

 “Europe tests its military wings...... The European Union 
could not have picked up a worse conflict to test its peace-
keeping skills…”  
 
“The EU Force in Congo is making history by deploying for the 
first time far beyond the continent.”. 
 
“In mounting Operation ARTEMIS at the UN’s request the EU 
is seeking to prove itself a global player and, crucially, able to 
operate without NATO…” 
 

Introduction 
The statements mentioned 
above are a summary of the 
sometimes not very positive in-
ternational press, before the 
European Union started its very 
first so called autonomous mili-
tary mission. It is true, that this 
military mission was described 
as a very difficult, risky operation. 
But we should also see ARTE-
MIS as the very first and wel-
come opportunity for the Euro-
pean Union to demonstrate that 
the EU has “ …added some 
modest military muscles to its 
economic weight….”. The EU’s “ 
High Representative”, Mr Solana, 
really wanted to see if the Euro-
peans would be able to make the 
difference. So apart from EU’s 
military mission in the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 
- which I see from a different 
perspective – for the very first 
time Solana “ ….was taking the 
European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP) to the ground to 

make Europeans stop talking 
about theory and capabilities and 
instead carry out a mission….”.6 
 

Background 
In the Democratic Republic of 
Congo more than 3 million peo-
ple have been killed over the 
past few years; the poor country 
has been plagued by political in-
stability, misrule, economic dis-
aster and interference by its 
neighbours Rwanda and Uganda 
as well as by the misuse of child 
soldiers to replenish local official 
militaries. In May 2003, after the 
EU defense ministers had de-
clared that the EU-Rapid Reac-
tion Forces (EU-RRF – or other-
wise called “Helsinki Headline 
Goal Forces“)7 ,would be ready, 
the UN Security Council man-
dated the deployment of an In-

                                                 
6 Steven Everts, British political analyst. 
7 A pool of 60,000 troops available for 
peacekeeping, humanitarian operations as 
well as regional crises (see also annex). 
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terim Emergency Multinational 
Force (IEMF) and requested 
support of its member nations.8 
The European Union’s Political & 
Security Committee (EU-PSC) 
approved the plan to send 
peacekeeping troops to the 
Congo under the name of AR-
TEMIS and ratified the decision 
in Luxembourg on 5 June 2003. 
 

Mandate, Mission & Con-
tribution 
Officially Operation ARTEMIS 
was intended to stabilize the se-
curity in the Congo, to improve 
the humanitarian situation, to 
provide security at the airport 
and at the refugee camps in 
Bunia as well as for the civilian 
population and the humanitarian 
relief workers. 
 

The operation was car-
ried out in close cooperation 

                                                 
8 UNSC Resolution 1484, 30 May 2003. 

with MONUC, the UN Observa-
tion Mission in the Congo. The 
United Nations strengthened 
the MONUC force contingent by 
mid of August and EU peace-
keepers formally handed over 
authority to a UN force with a 
broadened mandate on 1 Sep-
tember of this year.9. Due to its 
extended experiences, France 
served as the Framework nation 

for this EU operation. Under 
the command of the French 
General, Jean Paul Thonier, 
who reported to his MoD in 
Paris and to the EU-PSC in 
Brussels, which provided 
the strategic direction, about 
1,400 soldiers served in the 
Bunia region. 10  All troops 
were relatively heavily 
armed and had robust rules 
of engagement under Chap-
ter 7 of the UN Charter.11 
 

Officially the ARTEMIS 
force left the Congo on 15 
September 2003. But the 
EU’s role in the country did 

not end in September. The Euro-
pean Union is still providing as-
sistance to strengthen UN’s 
MONUC mission, including sup-
port to local Congolese police 
forces.   
 

                                                 
9 About 2,500 soldiers from Bangladesh, 
India, Pakistan, Nepal and Uruguay 
10 850 French, 350 Germans, some British, 
supported by South Africans. 
11 Chapter 7 mentions [Enforcing] Action by 
the UN with respect to threats to the peace, 
breaches of the peace, and acts of aggres-
sion. 
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Comments 
Of course EU’s Congo mission 
was a small one, a timely limited 
one; but no doubt about that – it 
was a successful one. Solana 
has stated, that the French-led 
force had “…. given a positive 
boost to the peace process in the 
Democratic Republic of 
Congo….”  
 

The very first autonomous 
military mission of the EU, the 
very first military mission without 
any NATO support, was a politi-
cal sign. I think we have to per-
ceive this mission as a far bigger 
test of European Union’s effort to 
develop a military wing inde-
pendent of NATO, but not in 
competition to NATO. Therefore 
it was the right decision from 
several EU NATO countries to 
run this mission alone without 
NATO (US) influence and to re-
move “Berlin Plus” rules, which 
would allow special NATO coun-
tries certain control over any EU-
led peacekeeping in return for 
NATO planning and assets. So 
the European Union is becoming 
more and more active, showing 
more and more confidence to ex-
tend its peacekeeping responsi-
bilities. As is well-known the EU 
is still running its peacekeeping 
mission in the Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia, however 
in this case by using NATO ca-
pabilities, and is increasing its 
engagement in the Balkans.12  
                                                 
12 At the moment 80 % of the 25,000 NATO 
led-forces in Kosovo and of the 12,000 
troops in Bosnia belong to the EU. In Bosnia 
the EU set up a civilian/policing mission in 
January 2003. 

 
It is likely that the Euro-

pean Union may have other op-
erations on its agenda, perhaps 
in Moldova (Trans Dnestr con-
flict) or maybe somewhere else. 
The right way ahead; but again – 
the EU should gain experience, 
perhaps on its own but not in 
competition with NATO. Accord-
ing to an EU ambassador …“It’s 
about the EU learning on the 
ground and moving ahead with 
capabilities to carry out a range 
of missions. …It’s also about our 
long term strategy”. This strategy 
is based upon the desire to pre-
vent conflicts. If prevention has 
failed, then the EU wants to 
move quickly with strong civilian 
back-up, such as police and a 
judicial apparatus, to restore ci-
vilian institutions. I think this is 
one of the very important per-
haps even fundamental elements 
which is lacking in the US’ strat-
egy towards Iraq. Indeed, the ci-
vilian role dimension was very 
much part of the Congo mission 
as it is part of Solana’s new se-
curity doctrine. It calls for a 
greater capacity to bring civilian 
resources to bear in crisis and 
post-crisis situations. The state-
ment: “In almost every major in-
tervention, military efficiency has 
been followed by a civilian 
chaos…” - and Iraq is a very 
good example for it - , is well-
known. The EU wanted this 
strategy of civilian back-up to be 
applied in some way to the 
Congo. It was always and still is 
the European Union’s very first 
intension to restore political and 
civilian institutions or to set up 
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transitional institutions by back-
ing the training and integration of 
police forces and judges. As a 
EU diplomat stated:”…. And if we 
do not do it, the military opera-
tion’s success would be a short 
term one...”  
 

European Security and 
Defence Policy is not dead, the 
European Union is on the right 
track. All of us should accept EU 
as a military equivalent to NATO; 
not to weaken NATO, but to 
strengthen the European part of 
NATO!
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The Contours of a New Russian Security Policy 
 
Dr. László Póti, Senior Research Fellow, Center for Strategic and Defence 
Studies, Hungary 
 

Shortly after Putin’s coming to power, first as Prime Minister, 
then as President, Russia adopted three new strategic docu-
ments:  National Security Strategy (January 2000),  Military 
Doctrine (April 2000), and Foreign Policy Concept (June 
2000).  More recently, on 2nd October 2003 the Russian de-
fence leadership held an ‘enlarged meeting’ with the participa-
tion of President Putin.  With unprecedented openness and 
detail, this meeting made public a document that presented 
the current Russian security perception. While reaffirming 
much of the content of the preceding documents, it also intro-
duced some significant new information. The document was 
presented by Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov in a 45 minute 
presentation under the title “The Topical Tasks of the Devel-
opment of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation”. An 
analysis of the 73 page document follows. 

 
The document consists of six 
chapters and numerous illustra-
tions was presented – according 
to the reports of those who were 
present – in a very much Western 
business-like style, covered the 
following items: 

o The new phase of the de-
velopment of the Russian 
Armed Forces, 

o The role of Russia in the 
world’s military-political 
system of relations 

o The evaluation of the 
threats affecting Russia 

o The character of contem-
porary wars and military 
conflicts  

o The tasks of the Russian 
Armed Forces 

o The priorities of develop-
ment of the Russian 
Armed Forces 

 

The main elements of the De-
fence Minister’s report can be 
summed up, as follows: 
 

First, the authors of the 
document see current world poli-
tics characterized by the following 
trends: 

o Globalization tendencies 
(e.g. the proliferation of the 
weapons of mass destruc-
tion, international terror-
ism, drug-trafficking); 

o Military force is used more 
frequently outside tradi-
tional military-political alli-
ances in the form of ad 
hoc coalitions; 

o Military force is more fre-
quently used for achieving 
economic aims; 

o The role of non state ac-
tors has grown in formulat-
ing world politics and the 
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foreign policies of individ-
ual countries. 

 
Second, the document identifies 
the regions that are considered 
within the “natural interests” of 
Russia from the national security 
perspective. These are: Europe, 
the Middle East, Central Asia and 
the Pacific. In this regard, what is 
of most interest, when taken at 
face value, is the pragmatic per-
spective that - Russia does not 
identify itself as global power, 
but rather as an actor inter-
ested in regions of lesser im-
portance, such as Africa or 
South America. This self-
definition places Russia in a 
much more realistic dimension, 
as far as her international role is 
concerned, and makes her 
somewhat similar to the self per-
ception of the EU. 
 

Third, in addition to the 
usual classification of threats as 
external and internal, the Defence 
Minister’s report introduces a new 
category,  the so called “trans-
border”  threat. This latter cate-
gory of threat – the significance of 
which is considered ever expand-
ing - is defined by its form and 
appearance as internal, but by its 
substance (sources, instigators, 
executors) as external e.g. exter-
nal support of dissident groups 
with the aim of preparing for later 
actions within Russia, support of 
groups whose aim is to overthrow 
Russia’s constitutional order, as 
well as hostile information activi-
ties, organized crime, interna-
tional drug trafficking etc. What is 
worth noting is that although this 

new category of trans-border is-
sues are primarily found among 
external threats, this distinction is 
very important from the Russian 
perspective, reflecting a very 
specific Russian problem area, 
and as such it is not mere rheto-
ric.  
 

Fourth, probably the main 
message of the report – formu-
lated in a variety of consistent 
statements – is that the role of 
military power in safeguarding 
security not only remains, but 
is expanding, and that to safe-
guard “the security of the Russian 
Federation by only political 
means (membership in interna-
tional organisations, partnership 
ties, and political influence) is vir-
tually impossible.” In comparison 
to the strategic documents of 
2000, this demonstrates the most 
significant change. 
 

Fifth, as to the use of nu-
clear weapons, the document 
does not say anything new, ‘first 
use’ remaining under well defined 
conditions. Of note are new ar-
guments in favour of the role of 
these weapons as a means of 
deterrence. According to the au-
thors of the Report the use of 
military force without a UN Secu-
rity Council mandate has given 
impetus to the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction. 
The Report goes on to suggest 
that nuclear weapons are consid-
ered by more and more states as 
usable weapons, and thus the 
threshold for their use has been 
lowered of late. The conclusion is 
that in this newly evolving situa-
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tion Russia should rely consid-
erably on its nuclear capability, 
which means Moscow declaring 
an explicit comeback to nu-
clear deterrence. 
 

Sixth, as to NATO, - de-
spite the Media’s best efforts to 
dramatise - the Report does not 
offer any new policy changes, but 
certainly uses remarkable word-
ing. While briefly describing the 
existing framework of cooperation 
between NATO and Russia, it 
goes on to state that there are 
differences of opinion between 
the two sides concerning two is-
sues: the enlargement of the Alli-
ance eastwards and NATO’s par-
ticipation in military conflicts. The 
most controversial statement 
sees Moscow asserting that the 
Alliance “removes the direct or 
indirect anti-Russian components 
of its military planning”, and that 
should NATO remain “a military 
alliance with offensive doctrine” 
then Russia needs to carry out 
“radical changes in its military 
planning ... including Russian nu-
clear strategy”. This appears to 
be a blunt way of expressing how 
the lessons of the NATO air cam-
paign against Former Yugoslavia 
have made their way into Russian 
security thinking. The unusual 
wording is not a return to the 
rhetoric or the practice of the 
Cold War era, rather a crystal 
clear expression of the differ-
ence of opinion and perception 
on major developments in in-
ternational security. 
 

Finally, as to reform of the 
Armed Forces, the Report’s main 

message is that the reduction of 
the Army has reached the level 
where further significant reduc-
tions are not expected. This 
means that after reducing from 
2.75 Million (1992) to 1.6 Million 
(1996), the current Army of 1.16 
Million will reach the final bottom 
line of One Million by 2005. 
 

The real importance of the 
Report will obviously be meas-
ured in the longer term, but cer-
tain significant features can al-
ready be seen now. First of all, 
any suggestion that this is just an 
ad hoc political signal from the 
Russian leadership can be dis-
counted.  It is known from several 
sources that the document had 
been under preparation for at 
least a year, with the involvement 
of a range of expert stakeholders 
(General Staff, Ministry of De-
fence, academic institutions, 
Presidential office, and other Par-
liamentary groups). For the same 
reason, it cannot be asserted that 
the Report serves the political 
ambitions of Defence Minister 
Ivanov, or in a wider sense the 
interests of the military-industrial 
lobby, or indeed the hard-line 
military.  Nor can the Report be 
interpreted as a kind of PR-
activity timed for the elections 
that were to follow it i.e. the Par-
liamentary elections of December 
2003 and the Presidential elec-
tions of March 2004. President 
Putin’s presence at the meeting 
(contributing with introductory and 
closing remarks) is also an indi-
cation that the document reflects 
a considered approach by the 
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whole of the Russian political-
defence leadership. 
 

Although, the authors in-
tended the Report as material for 
further thought, commentary to 
date has dealt critically with only 
minor elements of it, and not 
questioned the principal mes-
sage. It is most noteworthy how 
widely the document’s content is 
accepted. The influential informal 
Council on Foreign and Defence 
Policy led by Sergei Karaganov, 
while issuing its own version enti-
tled “Russia’s Defence Policy”, 
basically reaffirmed the Ivanov 
paper. 
 

In summary, while not re-
writing the extant series of strate-

gic documents of 2000 the cur-
rent Report contains one funda-
mental message: if the world is 
evolving in the way it is perceived 
– there is an increased likelihood 
of the use of military force, an in-
creased role for nuclear weap-
ons, a decreased role for the 
main security institutions, and the 
legitimization of preventive 
strikes.  The inference is that 
Russia cannot stop these trends, 
but rather must accept the new 
rules of the game and act accord-
ingly. What we are witnessing is 
not a Russian return to Cold War, 
or the beginning of a new asser-
tive Russia, but rather the adop-
tion by Moscow of a pragmatic 
approach to a changing post-
bipolar security environment. 
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The Contours of New Russian Airpower Think-
ing 
Major Marcel de Haas, Head Research Branch, Research & Publication 
Department, NATO School. 
 

In his article “The Contours of a New Russian Security Policy” 
Dr. László Póti discusses political-strategic aspects of the 
Russian security document “Current tasks of the development 
of the Russian armed forces”. In addition to political-strategic 
views, this document, which was made public by the Russian 
Federation (RF) Minister of Defence on 2 October 2003, also 
comprised present Russian thinking on warfare, in particular 
regarding the fight against terrorism. Since studying military 
thinking on the operational level is a primary goal of NATO 
School, it makes sense to unfold these thoughts in this jour-
nal. I will concentrate on provisions in this document related to 
the use of airpower. Airpower thinking can be regarded as an 
example of current Russian thoughts on warfare in general. 
Before dealing with the airpower entries of this document I will 
describe the development of Russian airpower over the last 
decade. 
 

 
Russian airpower thinking 
since 1992 
The development of Russian air-
power has been influenced by 
internal as well as external fac-
tors. A vital internal factor was the 
consequences for the build-up, 
tasks and status of military avia-
tion as a result of RF security pol-
icy at the political-strategic level. 
Another crucial internal factor has 
been the Chechen conflict. War-
fare in both Chechen wars (1994-
1996 and 1999 until today) as 
well as in the Dagestani conflict 
(autumn 1999) proved that Rus-
sian military concepts, including 
that of airpower, had to be 
changed from stress on large-
scale conventional to internal, ir-
regular warfare. The primary ex-

ternal factor has been Western 
experience in using airpower. The 
leadership of the RF Air Forces 
has attached a lot of value to 
Western airpower experiences in 
the Gulf War (1991), Bosnia 
(1995), Kosovo (1999) and Iraq 
(2003) and endeavours to imple-
ment these lessons in procure-
ment and doctrinal concepts of its 
own organisation. Below I will go 
into detail on the influence of RF 
security policy on priorities of air-
power, on the effort of the Air 
Forces’ leadership in centralizing 
command and control over air-
power, on large-scale versus ir-
regular warfare thinking and on 
the interaction between doctrinal 
thought and the actual use of air-
power in Chechnya. 
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Consequences of RF se-
curity policy for airpower 
priorities 
Russia’s security policy from 
1992 to the end of the 1990s, 
which demanded annual cuts in 
the defence budget, affected the 
operational capabilities of military 
aviation, of materiel (aircraft) as 
well as of personnel. The Che-
chen conflicts proved that military 
aviation was not capable of oper-
ating either in bad weather or dur-
ing the night, which the guerrilla 
type of warfare especially de-
manded. The shortage or ab-
sence of expensive precision 
guided munitions, high-tech 
communications, navigation and 
targeting systems, as well as all 
weather and day/night capabili-
ties, reduced the combat readi-
ness of military aviation. Another 
negative consequence of de-
creased defence budgets was the 
lack of fuel, spare parts and 
maintenance. As a result of the 
low funding levels pilot training 
and combat experience were in-
sufficient as  well. In 1999 aver-
age annual flying hours for attack 
aviation were around 23 and for 
bombers around 25, whereas 
Western (NATO) air force stan-
dards require 180 flying hours as 
a minimum for a skilled pilot. The 
lack of flying hours resulted not 
only in a higher rate of aircraft 
losses but also in less effective 
fulfilment of missions, for instance 
by dropping bombs too early. Al-
though reorganisations such as 
the amalgamation of Air Defence 
and Air Forces produced cuts in 

personnel as well as in materiel, 
they did not bring about a struc-
tural improvement in combat 
readiness.13 
 

Another aspect of security 
policy was the preferential status 
of the strategic bomber force of 
the RF Air Forces. The desire of 
the political-military leadership to 
maintain a strategic nuclear de-
terrence force led to a special 
status for the strategic bomber 
force, because of its nuclear and 
long-distance capabilities. As a 
result of this privileged position 
the combat readiness level of this 
element became much higher 
than the other parts of the Air 
Forces. Since the end of the 
1990s Russia’s military-political 
leadership has increased the use 
of the strategic bomber force in 
exercises. For instance in June 
1999 strategic bombers partici-
pated in the command-staff exer-
cise Zapad-99. However, the in-
creased attention to the capabili-
ties of the strategic bomber force 
negatively affected the budget of 
the other elements of the RF Air 
Forces. 
 

Centralised control over 
airpower 
In the 1990s, just as the other 
services of the RF Armed Forces 
and the troops of other ministries, 
the Air Forces had to face struc-

                                                 
13 M. de Haas, “Russian airpower over 
Chechnya: lessons learned applied”, The 
Officer magazine, Volume 15, Issue 6, Sep-
tember/October 2003, pp. 17-18.  
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tural cuts in their budget. Every 
force tried to make the best of 
these bad times. The Navy did so 
by introducing a naval doctrine, 
including a powerful position for 
the Navy. The Ground Forces 
managed to create a situation in 
which all forces and troops within 
the Military Districts would be un-
der their operational command, 
instead of being subordinated to 
the staffs of the different services. 
The Air Forces pursued a differ-
ent course to strengthen their po-
sition. They did so by emphasiz-
ing the generally accepted princi-
ple of centralised command and 
control and decentralised execu-
tion of airpower. Naturally this 
centralised command of airpower 
would have to be placed in the 
hands of the Commander-in-
Chief of the Air Forces. At the 
beginning of that decade Russian 
military aviation was divided in Air 
Forces, Air Defence Forces, 
Ground Forces (army aviation), 
Navy (naval aviation), Border 
Troops (aviation section) and In-
ternal Troops (aviation section). 
Having promoted this reorganisa-
tion since 1994, the Commander-
in-Chief of the Air Forces saw the 
merger of Air Defence and Air 
Forces implemented in 1998. In 
August 2002 the shooting-down 
in Chechnya of an overloaded 
helicopter made the RF Ministry 
of Defence (MoD) decide to reas-
sign army aviation from the 
Ground Forces to the Air Forces 
by the end of that year.14 Follow-
                                                 
14 M. de Haas, The use of Russian Air Power 
in the Second Chechen War, B59, Camber-
ley: Conflict Studies Research Centre, UK 
Defence Academy, January 2003, p. 18. 

ing this, in January 2003 the MoD 
announced that it would examine 
the pros and cons of transferring 
all other elements of military avia-
tion to the Air Forces. With the 
prospect of acquiring all military 
aviation, the position of the Air 
Forces among the other services 
and troops would be substantially 
consolidated. Consequently, the 
principle of centralised command 
and control of airpower did not 
only serve the effectiveness of air 
warfare but was also beneficial 
for the position of the Air Forces. 
 

Military thinking: large-
scale versus irregular war-
fare 
On the military-strategic level a 
part of the Russian military lead-
ership has concluded that as a 
result of the end of the Cold War 
and the rise of internal conflicts, 
the armed forces should change 
their concepts accordingly, from 
large-scale to local, irregular war-
fare. However, conservative pol-
icy makers on the other side re-
tained their focus on large-scale, 
conventional conflicts, which was 
translated into emphasis on nu-
clear capabilities and in maintain-
ing massive ground forces. They 
considered local, irregular con-
flicts and modern warfare with a 
leading role for airpower as of 
minor importance. This ‘double 
focus’ was also reflected in the 
status and tasks of the Air 
Forces. On the one hand the 
convictions of the generals of the 
Air Forces, derived from Chechen 
and Western experiences, con-
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cerning the dominant position of 
airpower in internal, irregular con-
flicts were adopted in the Military 
Doctrine of 2000. For dealing with 
these kinds of conflicts this secu-
rity document demanded the for-
mation a unified air component 
subordinated to a joint military 
staff, which would be in command 
of the aviation units of all services 
and troops. Other entries covered 
intensified cooperation among the 
RF Armed Forces and other 
troops, as well as a clear descrip-
tion of the dominating role of air-
power, in the form of air cam-
paigns, air operations and air 
support for ground forces. 15  On 
the other hand at the same time 
concentration on large-scale war-
fare and nuclear capabilities was 
also continued by pressure of 
conservative representatives of 
the security establishment. Con-
sequently, except for the strategic 
bomber force, which benefited 
from this policy, the rest of the Air 
Forces suffered from structural 
cuts in manpower and materiel 
causing a diminishing combat 
readiness. Irregular warfare in 
Chechnya showed that the short-
age or absence of sophisticated 
weaponry and avionic instru-
ments limited the effectiveness of 
airpower. 
 

Looking back at a decade 
of Russian airpower thinking it is 
evident that the most important 
structural problem for Russian 
airpower has been funding, due 
to the economic situation as well 
                                                 
15 De Haas, “Russian airpower over Chech-
nya: lessons learned applied”, p. 18. 

as to other priorities of the politi-
cal-military leadership. But in 
spite of the financial problems, 
the RF Air Forces demonstrated 
that they were capable of en-
hancing effectiveness even with-
out additional financial support.16 
However, at the end of the 1990s 
as a result of priorities of the mili-
tary-political leadership other than 
reinforcing airpower, the combat 
readiness of the Air Forces was 
increasingly declining. 
 

Interaction between doctrine 
and the use of airpower in 
Chechnya 
In analysing the interaction be-
tween doctrinal thinking and air-
power experiences again the fac-
tors of command and control, co-
operation among armed forces 
(MoD) and troops of other minis-
tries, as well as employing mili-
tary force in internal conflicts 
come to the fore. 
 
The Military Doctrine of 1993 
made a clear distinction between 
command of the armed forces 
and that of the other troops. This 
was put in practise in the first 
Chechen conflict when forces and 
troops, including the different air 
assets of the MoD and of the In-
ternal Troops, acted on their own. 
The result was a disaster and 
frustrated an effective course of 
the operation. Keeping this ex-
perience in mind the Military Doc-
trine of 2000 took a different ap-

                                                 
16 De Haas, The use of Russian Air Power in 
the Second Chechen War, p. 20. 
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proach. Now the General Staff of 
the MoD apart from commanding 
its own forces was also in charge 
of the joint (MoD and other de-
partmental troops) employment of 
the military force as a whole. By 
creating a joint air component this 
doctrinal demand was imple-
mented in the second conflict. 
 
As a result of the minimal atten-
tion for cooperation among forces 
and troops in the Military Doctrine 
of 1993, the first Chechen conflict 
showed shortcomings in coopera-
tion in air operations among Air 
Forces, army aviation and avia-
tion of the Internal Troops, as well 
as by Forward Air Controllers 
(FACs), who formed the link be-
tween air and ground operations. 
As stated above the 2000 Doc-
trine, by demanding the formation 
of joint forces in resolving internal 
conflicts, incorporated these les-
sons learned. In the second Che-
chen war apart from the formation 
of a unified joint air component, 
cooperation between military 
aviation and ground forces was 
also improved. By conducting air 
barrages prior to the advance of 
troops, airpower created favour-
able conditions for ground forces 
and diminished the possibility of 
friendly fire. Because FACs were 
deployed in more units and at 
lower tactical levels of the ground 
forces, they proved to be more 
effective than in the first conflict. 
 

The Military Doctrine of 
1993 failed in providing entries on 
solving internal conflicts. There-
fore the use of airpower in the 
first conflict was not based upon 

doctrinal guidelines. With these 
lessons included, the 2000 Doc-
trine not only extensively men-
tioned warfare in internal con-
flicts, but for the first time also 
dealt with levels lower than those 
of grand strategy and military 
strategy. Regarding airpower, en-
tries on air campaigns, air opera-
tions as well as joint operations 
by (special) forces were stated in 
this doctrine. In the second con-
flict these doctrinal guidelines 
were implemented by commenc-
ing with an intensive air cam-
paign, fulfilling air support for 
ground forces in the form of close 
air support, air interdiction and 
transporting special units in anti-
terror operations, as well as by 
providing air support for psycho-
logical warfare. Thus airpower 
was employed in line with the 
Doctrine. The doctrinal guidance 
of forces and troops clearly im-
proved between the first and sec-
ond Chechen conflict as a result 
of lessons learned. The grown 
emphasis on internal irregular 
conflicts as well as the increased 
doctrinal attention for warfare at 
the lower levels of strategy was 
evidence of a realistic approach 
of the General Staff towards cur-
rent security threats. 
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Airpower aspects in “Cur-
rent tasks of the develop-
ment of the Russian armed 
forces” 

Characteristics of current 
wars and armed conflicts 
Analysis of conflicts from the 
1970s until 2003, leads the Rus-
sian military-political establish-
ment to the following conclusions 
in the security document of 2 Oc-
tober 2003:17 

o A significant part of all the 
conflicts has an asymmet-
rical nature. They demon-
strate fierce fighting and in 
a number of cases result in 
a total destruction of a 
state system; 

o The outcome of conflicts is 
more and more deter-
mined in its initial phase. 
The party which takes the 
initiative has the advan-
tage; 

o Not only military forces but 
also political and military 
command and control sys-
tems, (economic) infra-
structure as well as the 
population have become 
primary targets; 

o Information and electronic 
warfare nowadays have a 
great impact in conflicts; 

o The use of airborne, air 
mobile and special forces 
has increased. 

                                                 
17 “Aktual'nyye zadachi razvitiya Vooruz-
hënnykh Sil Rossiyskoy Federatsii”, RF 
MoD, 2 October 2003 (Current tasks of the 
development of the Russian armed forces) 
www.rian.ru/rian/intro.cfm?doc_id=261, pp. 
34-38. 

o Unified command and con-
trol, joint warfare and a 
thorough cooperation be-
tween ground and air 
forces in particular has be-
come essential; 

o A prominent role in mod-
ern warfare, as demon-
strated in conflicts such as 
those in the former Yugo-
slavia (1999), Afghanistan 
(2002) and Iraq (2003), is 
taken by long-range preci-
sion guided munitions 
(PGMs) in combination 
with airpower, after air su-
periority has been estab-
lished; 

o Massive use of tanks and 
infantry has to a large ex-
tent been replaced by 
long-range guided weapon 
systems and massive air 
raids, although the role of 
these conventional forces 
is still important after the 
initial stages of a conflict; 

o The dominating role of air-
power in modern warfare 
requires a well-equipped 
and electronic warfare re-
sistible anti-aircraft de-
fence system; 

 

Key priorities in the build-
up of the RF Armed Forces 
The Russian military-political 
leadership underlines two main 
concerns: first, to maintain a po-
tential of strategic deterrent 
forces, and secondly, to 
strengthen conventional forces 
and to organize them in joint 
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groupings of forces.18 In addition 
to the Strategic Missile Forces 
the strategic deterrent forces also 
consist of nuclear air forces. In 
order to guarantee the capacities 
of the airpower element of the 
strategic deterrent forces Russia 
intents to modernize its Tu-160 
strategic bomber fleet so that 
they can be equipped with high 
precision cruise missiles and 
PGM air bombs, and will be ca-
pable of carrying out air recon-
naissance and electronic warfare. 
 

The reinforcement of con-
ventional forces, with the aim of 
forming joint groupings of forces 
and creating a unified and cen-
tralised command and control 
system, is especially directed at 
lifting the levels of mobility and of 
arms and equipment. These 
groupings of forces will be tasked 
to destroy illegal armed forma-
tions, terrorist groups and organi-
zations, as well as their bases, 
training centres, storages and 
communication sites. In order to 
successfully carry out tasks in the 
present stage of warfare the con-
ventional forces must be very 
mobile, deployable at short notice 
and in any direction. Because of 
the size of Russia’s territory the 
capacities of the military transport 
aviation are of great importance. 
For an effective unified and cen-
tralized command and control 
system to be installed coopera-
tion among the services of the RF 
Armed Forces (MoD) and the 
                                                 
18 “Aktual'nyye zadachi razvitiya Vooruz-
hënnykh Sil Rossiyskoy Federatsii”, pp. 59-
66. 

troops of other security depart-
ments is a prerequisite. This co-
operation is be realized by a joint 
training of the staffs of these 
forces and troops. 
 

For airpower these objec-
tives mean the following. The 
training of officers at all levels in 
the field of disguise (maskirovka), 
disinformation, reconnaissance, 
cooperation with tanks and artil-
lery, as well as target guidance 
for close-air-support aircraft and 
army aviation (rotary wing) is to 
be increased. Pilots should be 
trained in terrorist tactics. Fur-
thermore their flight currency 
should be lifted by expanding re-
sources for air units in unstable 
regions, by at least securing the 
present number of annual flying 
hours and by practising the use of 
PGMs in simulators. 
 

Conclusions 
Reviewing the airpower aspects 
of the October 2003 RF security 
document “Current tasks of the 
development of the Russian 
armed forces”, the first and fore-
most conclusion can be de-
scribed in one word: realism. In 
this document the lines ex-
pressed in the 2000 version of 
Russia’s Military Doctrine, em-
phasizing asymmetric warfare 
and discussing military actions at 
lower levels than military strategy, 
are continued and even further 
expanded. However, the imple-
mentation of these plans might be 
a concern. 
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Rightly this document fo-

cuses on asymmetric conflicts as 
being on the forefront nowadays, 
instead of large-scale conven-
tional wars. Clearly analyses of 
recent Western-led conflicts and 
of their own experiences in 
Chechnya, has convinced the RF 
military-political leadership to 
concentrate on irregular warfare. 
Since this perception in the Octo-
ber 2003 document is stronger 
expressed than in the 2000 doc-
trine, the assumption could be 
made that the conservative part 
of Russia’s security establish-
ment has lost influence in deci-
sion making, from which modern 
thinking military leaders have 
benefited. Standpoints stressing 
the importance of information and 
electronic warfare, unified com-
mand and control and joint war-
fare, which were already included 
in the 2000 doctrine, are repeated 
in the October 2003 document. 
 

Looking more closely at 
the consequences for airpower, 
the following can be said. The 
weight of airpower in Russian 
warfare thinking has been rein-
forced. As performed in the pre-
sent second Chechen conflict, 
airpower receives a key role, not 
only at the start of a conflict but 
also as a vital asset for success-
ful operations of ground forces. 
The enhanced role of airpower 
has also led to another conclu-
sion; more attention should be 
given to anti-aircraft defence. At 
the operational level this new mili-
tary thinking results in the crea-

tion of joint groupings of forces, 
as the best organizational struc-
ture for fighting an irregular en-
emy. In 1999, at the start of the 
current Chechen conflict, such a 
joint grouping of forces was 
formed for the first time. Further-
more, this security document pro-
vides realistic options for improv-
ing the output of airpower, by 
striving for a more efficient use of 
human as well as of material re-
sources. 
 

I would like to distinguish 
two areas of problems. First, re-
garding the structure and capa-
bilities of the air forces, the posi-
tion of the strategic bomber force 
continues to be ground for con-
cern. In describing the develop-
ment of the air forces during the 
last decade I mentioned that the 
military-political leadership has 
attached much value to a state-
of-the-art strategic bomber fleet. 
However, as has been the case 
in the past, it is likely that the 
preferential status of the strategic 
air force will continue to entail 
deprivation of means for the other 
elements of military aviation, such 
as transport and ground support 
aviation, as well as rotary wing. In 
dealing with an irregular enemy 
not strategic (nuclear) aviation 
but the latter elements of the air 
forces are used. Thus, a contin-
ued emphasis on strategic air 
force is likely to hinder the plans 
for reorganizing the (air) forces 
towards irregular warfare. 
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The second area which is 
likely to cause problems is that of 
financial resources. The realistic 
view that modern specifically ir-
regular warfare can only be 
fought with sophisticated weapon 
systems, such as PGMs and avi-
onics providing all-weather capa-
bility, and by improving the train-
ing level of personnel, requires 
financial means. The current 
Russian armed forces, massive in 
form and still aimed at conven-
tional large-scale warfare, de-
mand a lot of money for upkeep. 
So far military reform plans have 
not offered a solution for this di-
lemma. Unless the military-
political leadership decides to 
radically change the structure of 
the armed forces towards one 
which is capable of conducting 
asymmetric warfare, the envis-
aged adaptation of not only air-
power but of the RF Armed 
Forces as a whole is expected to 
be hampered.  
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FORUM 

A Good Time to Reflect 
 
Lieutenant Colonel Russell Myers, Course Director, Joint Operations De-
partment, NATO School 
 

In his article “The Contours of new Russian Airpower Think-
ing” Major De Haas outlines the recent Doctrinal shift by the 
Russian Federation in the application of Airpower. His descrip-
tion of the developments of Russian airpower over the last 
decade provided me an opportunity to comment on NATO’s 
own development and current challenges based on the new 
operational environment. 

 
When I looked at the recent doc-
trinal shift by the Russians, it 
made me reflect on where NATO 
has been and really appreciate 
how far it has come with respect 
to doctrine and capability. NATO 
doctrine has shifted from Deter-
rence in the late 1940’s, Massive 
Retaliation in the mid 1950’s, 
Flexible Response in the early 
1960’s, Collective Defense to 
Collective Security in the 
1990’s. The latest shift in thinking 
includes Crisis Management as 
a fundamental security task of the 
Alliance. Each of these shifts in 
doctrinal thinking has meant fun-
damental changes in our multina-
tional forces and equipment to 
gain the capabilities needed to 
fulfill the ever-changing mission 
requirements.  
 

I see doctrine as a collec-
tion of justifiable ideas, knowl-
edgeable theories, and time 
tested principles of warfare. It 
provides the guidance for the 
proper use of armed forces in se-
lected operations. It is based on 

what we have learned from our 
own war fighting experiences, 
and from those lessons learned 
by others throughout history. By 
developing officially sanctioned 
guidelines (doctrine), a common 
frame of references can be estab-
lished. NATO’s current Gradu-
ated Readiness Force (GRF) 
structure provides that guidance 
to organize, train, equip, and sus-
tain forces. Within the framework 
of the GRF’s NATO is committed 
to building a more mobile, flexible 
and highly responsive multina-
tional force. It has come along 
way to realizing the type of capa-
bilities it needs to meet current 
and future challenges.  
 

You could say the Rus-
sians shift in airpower doctrine 
serves to validate the restructur-
ing of NATO forces. Although 
Russia may have only captured 
the ideas in their doctrine, they to 
have identified the need for 
forces that are more joint, flexible, 
capable of moving quickly and 
attacking with greater precision. 
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As the Alliance interests increas-
ingly fall outside the traditional 
Cold War boundaries, the need 
exists for a NATO force that can 
be tailored to fit a variety of mis-
sions with the capability of de-
ploying quickly. With the inception 
of the NATO Response Force 
(NRF) this concept is now an op-
erational reality.  
 

The NRF has prompted 
many changes in the way NATO 
thinks and operates, not just from 
the Strategic level, but from the 
Operational and Tactical levels as 
well.  Our current doctrine will not 
and should not remain stagnant 
for very long. To remain current 
and relevant NATO doctrine must 
be constantly adapted. The 
changes must come from those in 
the field and Headquarters that 
recognize the need for updates, 
refinements, and in some cases 
completely new doctrine, that 
supports the NATO Mission. Doc-
trine must remain a living docu-
ment that is constantly scrutinized 
and challenged to provide the 
guidelines that lead us to suc-
cess. This is particularly true in 
today’s threat environment of ter-
rorism and irregular warfare. The 
keys to success are having the 
ability to move quickly, the flexi-
bility to handle a variety of mis-
sions, and the ability of NATO 
forces to adapt to changing 
threats and environments and still 
engage decisively. 
 

The Russians may not 
have their fielded forces struc-
tured as they have identified in 
doctrine yet, but they do have the 

guidelines needed to organize, 
train and equip, a force to ac-
complish those missions and 
capabilities they have defined. In 
contrast, NATO has the forces 
and structure in place with the 
challenge of educating and train-
ing that force on the effects, 
competencies and/or functions of 
the NRF and its combined/Joint 
capabilities. Just as the Russians 
and NATO have identified in doc-
trine, airpower plays a significant 
role in this new operational envi-
ronment and it is the ability of 
NATO Air Forces to skillfully exe-
cute Tactical Airlift, Air Defense 
(AD), Offensive Counter Air 
(OCA), Airborne Early Warning 
(AEW), Aerial Reconnaissance, 
Air to Air Refueling (AAR), Sup-
pression of Enemy Air Defense 
(SEAD), Support Jamming (SJ), 
Close Air Support (CAS), Air In-
terdiction (AI), Special Opera-
tions, and Combat Search and 
Rescue (CSAR), that will set the 
conditions for the NRFs success. 
Tactical Airlift provides mobility 
and assists in the sustainment of 
forces. AD, OCA, SEAD and SJ 
provide force protection and in-
sure our forces have freedom of 
movement while denying the en-
emy his ability to move freely. 
NATO AEW and Reconnaissance 
provide the intelligence to exe-
cute on priorities and maintain 
operational focus. AAR extends 
the use of NATO airborne assets 
to allow greater flexibility in cover-
ing the battle space. AI and CAS 
support the joint mission with 
precision and lethality. CSAR 
provides the capability to protect 
vital assets, deny the enemy any 
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bargaining chips or source of in-
telligence, and maintain the ex-
perience level needed to prose-
cute missions long-term. 
 

In my opinion, it is the level 
to which NATO is able to train, 
plan, and execute these capabili-
ties that will determine the effec-
tiveness of the NRF.  
 
At 0200 local time on the morning 
of 17 January 1991, airmen from 
all military services and 10 na-
tions became the “Thunder and 
Lighting” of Operation Desert 
Storm…Literally in minutes, the 
coalition delivered a knockout 
blow to Iraqi air defenses and 
paved the way for thousands of 
air sorties to pummel Iraqi lead-
ership, their command and con-
trol capabilities, essential ser-
vices, infrastructure, and military 
forces. After only 28 days, the 
Iraqi army in Kuwait and eastern 
Iraq was so demoralized, disor-
ganized, and degraded that coali-
tion surface operations envi-
sioned to require weeks took only 
days.19 
 

I see doctrine as the 
means of setting the framework 
and guidelines necessary to 
make NATO forces successful. In 
Desert Storm, it was the ability to 
adapt, the doctrine of the day to 
exploit the weaknesses of the 
enemy and apply the strengths of 
the allied force that helped in the 
early achievement of the opera-
                                                 
19 Colonel Edward C. Mann III, Thunder 
and Lightning: Desert Storm and the Air-
power Debates. 
 

tional objectives. Recent opera-
tions in Afghanistan and Iraq 
showed the improved ability of 
airpower to engage in multiple 
missions simultaneously. This 
ability to provide direct support 
and conduct shaping operations 
simultaneously demonstrated the 
type of precision, flexibility, mobil-
ity and jointness that NATO doc-
trine should refine, develop and 
incorporate.  
 
It is a good time to reflect on how 
far NATO has come over the last 
decade. We should be proud of 
the accomplishments, vigilant in 
our pursuit of readiness, secure 
in our tactics but never compla-
cent. NATO doctrine and the ap-
plication of airpower must remain 
flexible, adaptable, and ready. 
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