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THE DIVISION OF Europe into two blocs ac-
tually began during the Second World War
with the Allied race for Berlin, when a sig-
nificant part of “liberated” Europe was left
in the Soviet sphere of influence behind the
Iron Curtain.’ In this huge political upheav-
al, the United States and the Soviet Union
rose to be the undisputed leaders of the two
political blocs, the East and the West. In the
West, Soviet efforts to expand were dealt
with using the so-called “Containment
Policy”* devised by President Truman’ and
by founding the defensive North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949.
Gradually the Soviet Union realized that it
was surrounded. The same attitude is still
very much alive in Russia.

The next massive geopolitical change,
the surprising break-up of the Soviet
Union, came more than forty years later.
According to Russia’s President Putin, this
was one of the great geopolitical catastro-
phes of the last century.* Having recovered
from the humiliating position experienced
during Yeltsin’s presidency, Russia is seek-
ing to restore its great power status and
considers it very important to alter the de-
cisions of the 1990s, which it deems unfa-
vourable to Russia.s It is impossible to pre-
dict how well Russia will finally succeed,
but it is certain that the effects of her as-

pirations, be they positive or negative, will
extend to Finland and her neighbourhood.

During the decades of the Cold War, the
military alliances in Europe were armed for
a large-scale war with one another. Finland
was especially affected by the powerful
Soviet military power beyond her border, a
significant part of which was always at a
high state of readiness.

A departure from earlier times was the
arrival of new weapons with hitherto un-
heard-of destructive power, including nu-
clear weapons. They totally upset the con-
ception of a large-scale war, and they were
perhaps the single most important factor
in restraining the great powers from tak-
ing too great risks. In spite of several se-
rious crises, peace was preserved between
the great powers and their allies.”

The build-up of nuclear arsenals of the
two superpowers, the United States and
the Soviet Union, reached exceptional pro-
portions. The striving for nuclear parity
and the eventual goal to surpass the United
States, with complete disregard both for ef-
forts and costs, undoubtedly weighed more
in Soviet decision-making than other fac-
tors.

However, the country’s political and
military leaders had already concluded
during the 1970s that there would be no
victor in a nuclear war.® This matter was
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finally confirmed by both President Reagan
and Gorbachev in 1985. “A nuclear war
cannot be won and must never be fought.”
In addition, according to the Soviet leader-
ship, a nuclear war must be avoided at all
cost.?

It is difficult to interpret correctly the
military-operational plans discovered in the
archives of the former German Democratic
Republic (East Germany or GDR) in which
the abundant use of tactical nuclear weap-
ons would have had an obvious and deci-
sive role. As early as the time of the Cuban
missile crisis in October of 1962, the Soviet
military leadership issued a stern order that
is was categorically forbidden to use the
short- and medium-range nuclear weapons
stationed in Cuba to repel a possible land-
ing by the United States.™

In the West, the Soviet Union’s aggres-
sive offensive posture has perhaps been
overemphasized while at the same time its
fear of a Western surprise attack has been
underestimated.™ For his part, General
Matvei Burlakov, the last commander of
the Soviet Western Army Group, spoke in
March 2003, of the exceptionally high lev-
el of readiness of his troops in the former
East Germany. His troops numbered over
half a million men, and there were abun-
dant nuclear weapons at their disposal,
which could have been used in a first strike
if necessary.™

Nuclear deterrence did not, however,
prevent the Soviet Union from interfering
in the people’s uprisings among its Eastern
European allies in the 1950s and 6os, but
it had a major significance in the preser-
vation of peace in Europe. Finland, which
was in a difficult position, also benefited
from that.
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Geopolitical changes in
Europe after the end of the
Cold War

The Cold War is generally considered to
have ended with the collapse of the Berlin
wall, or at the latest with the breakup of
the Soviet Union in December of 1991."
Geopolitical changes in the CSCE Member
States were noteworthy. Germany was re-
united, and the Soviet republics became
independent. In the case of the Baltic
States it was indeed a return to independ-
ence. The Government of Finland unilat-
erally declared in September of 1990 that
the provisions of the Paris Peace Treaty
of 1947 limiting Finland’s sovereignty
had lost their meaning. At the same time
President Koivisto reinterpreted the Treaty
on Friendship, Co-operation and Mutual
Assistance [FCMA], which finally disap-
peared into history on the fall of the Soviet
Union in December the following year.™
Finland joined the European Union in
1995, and her security political position
became perhaps more favourable than ever
before after 1917, when independence was
declared.

The President of Czechoslovakia Vaclav
Havel chaired the Warsaw Pact summit
meeting on 1 July 1991, when that military
alliance was formally terminated.’s NATO,
however, prevailed, and was assigned new
tasks.

The Conference on Security and
Cooperationin Europe (CSCE), later known
as the Organization of Security and Coope-
ration in Europe (OSCE), was instrumental
in shaping Europe’s new, so-called cooper-
ative security regime (The Charter of Paris
for a New Europe) int990." A crucially
important update (The Istanbul Document



Figure 1. With the break-up of the Soviet Union,
Soviet troops withdrew some 1,000 kilometres to
the east.

1999) was agreed upon in Istanbul, and it
is still in force.'7_

Western threat views and the
development of Western forces

After the break-up of the Soviet Union,
Soviet forces withdrew some 1,000 kilome-
tres to the east from Central Europe. The
Soviet threat was gone and various “new
threats” were added to the western threat
scenarios with ever-increasing weight. The
9/11 terrorist strike in New York in 2001
became a certain turning point.

Western armed forces have been reduced
radically and most countries have aban-
doned compulsory conscription.™ For that
reason, significant reserves are not being
built up. Military activities are concentrat-
ed on crisis management (CM) and repel-
ling threats far away. In Western Europe,
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countries have almost entirely lost their ca-
pability of territorial defence. A respect-
ed Russian observer estimated in January
of 2or1: “In reality, Europe is becom-
ing a defenceless continent. [...] Without
America the Europeans will be left naked
and defenceless, because except for Britain,
they have no armed forces to speak of.”®
Increasingly expensive modern weap-
ons put a strain on arms expenditures of
Western countries, and therefore the pur-
chases have been modest even at the ex-
pense of capability.

The fairly modest operation in Libya
in the spring and summer of 2011 clear-
ly revealed the military shortcomings of
the European members of NATO.> “The
blunt reality is that there will be dwindling
appetite and patience in the U.S. Congress

... to expend increasingly precious funds on

behalf of nations that are apparently un-
willing to devote the necessary resourc-
es or make the necessary changes in order
to be serious and capable partners in their
own defence”, the out-going U.S. Secretary
of Defense Robert M. Gates said at the
NATO Headquarters on June 10, 2011.
At the same time Mr. Gates also acknowl-
edged the contributions of Norway and
Denmark, whose performance in Libya
was exceptionally good in relation to their
resources.

NATO’s total peacetime strength, the
United States included, exceeded 5.3 mil-
lion men in 1989. The corresponding fig-
ure of the Soviet Union was over 4.2 mil-
lion and the strength of other Warsaw Pact
forces was more than 1.1 million. Both mil-
itary alliances were approximately equal
in manpower.>* Russia’s recent peacetime
strength is one million. Here the manpow-
er of the other Russian “power” ministries,
about 500 000, has been omitted. NATO’s
corresponding strength is still surprisingly
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high, over 3.9 million men, of which the
share of the USA and Turkey is more than
a half.>* There were grounds for such com-
parisons during the Cold War. Today they
are no longer relevant. NATO no longer
has any unified territorial defence and nei-
ther the troops trained for this task.

The manpower of new NATO mem-
ber states is modest. The rebuilding of the
armed forces of the former Warsaw Pact
countries is still in process. Their armed
forces were to be used operationally only
in specific auxiliary tasks ordered by the
Soviet Union.

The change of attitudes in Russian
foreign policy

The warm relations between Russia and the
western countries at the start of the period
following the Cold War unfortunately did
not last long. Russia’s liberal Minister of
Foreign Affairs Andrei Kozyrev, who was
well disposed toward the West, surprised
his audience at the CSCE foreign minis-
ters’ meeting in Stockholm on December
14, 1992. He noted that “the area of the
former Soviet Union cannot be regarded
as a zone for the full application of CSCE
norms. In essence, this is a post-imperial
space, in which Russia has to defend its in-
terests using all available means, including
military and economic ones.”* Kozyrev
admitted later that the speech had been a
joke. Its objective had been to serve as an
alarm clock.

At the CSCE summit meeting held in
Budapest in December 1994, a clear change
in direction could be noted. “Europe may
be forced into a Cold Peace”, President
Boris Yeltsin, warned.*+ After this, Russia’s
liberal political leadership was gradually
forced to step aside. In January of 1996,
Yevgeni Primakov, a high-ranking officer
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in the former KGB and the head of the for-
eign intelligence service SVR, replaced Mr.
Kozyrev. Political power in Russia and the
responsibility for threat assessments and
situational awareness shifted increasingly
into the hands of conservatives who were
close to the country’s security agencies and
military authorities.

The development sketched out in Andrei
Kozyrev’s “joking speech” of 1992 was con-
clusively realized after the war in Georgia,
when President Medvedev presented the
main principles of Russian foreign and de-
fence policy in August of 2008. Special at-
tention was aroused by the point at which
the president stated that: “Protecting the
lives and dignity of our citizens, wherever
they may be, is an unquestionable priority
for our country. Our foreign policy deci-
sions will be based on this need. We will
also protect the interests of our business
community abroad. It should be clear to
all that we will respond to any aggressive
acts committed against us.”>s These princi-
ples were finally written into law at the end
of 2009, giving Russia’s armed forces the
right to operate abroad.*¢

With regard to Russia’s relations to for-
eign countries, Medvedev affirmed that

“there are regions in which Russia has priv-
ileged interests. These regions are situat-
ed in countries with which we share spe-
cial historical relations and are bound to-
gether as friends and good neighbours.”*”
In September of 2008, Medvedev told po-
litical analysts from the Western countries
that “our neighbours are close to us in
many respects, and are a traditional area
of interest for the Russian nation. We are
so close to each other, it would be impossi-
ble to tear us apart, to say that Russia has
to embark on one path and our neighbours
on another.”*® Thus Russia also strives to
strengthen the loyalty of Russians living



outside her borders to their Motherland.
In this sense, problems have come up, es-
pecially in certain Baltic States in that pre-
serving Russian citizenship is more impor-
tant to a large number of Baltic Russians
than the citizenship to their actual home-
land. One may consider secondary citizen-
ship to also include certain obligations to
the country one is a citizen of. Problems
of conflicting loyalties may arise from this
in times of crisis and not only in the Baltic
States.

The return of Russia’s geopolitical
way of thinking

In the confusing times following the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, there arose in
anti-Western circles an immediate desire
to find a new direction and a new basis
for values. From the group of conservative
Russian geopolitical thinkers, there soon
emerged a forward-looking young philos-
opher named Alexander Dugin (b. 1962),
whose influence on ruling circles has been
noteworthy. According to Dugin, who
grew up in a military family, true patriot-
ism is to be found only in the army and in
the security services.>

In 1992 Dugin had already been appoint-
ed teacher in the General Staff Academy of
the Russian armed forces. There, under
Lieutenant General Nikolai Klokotov, the
director of the Academy’s Strategic Institute,
and with the support of the Principal of the
Academy and future Minister of Defence
Army General Igor Rodionov, he started
to work on an important book about the
foundations of geopolitics and Russia’s ge-
opolitical future.

In 2003, Dr. Alpo Juntunen, former
Professor of Russia’s security policy at the
Finnish National Defence University, en-
capsulated Dugin’s ideas as follows:
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[Dugin examines] everything as a battle
between land and sea, in which the sides
are the maritime powers led by the U.S.A.,
and Eurasia, led by Russia. The forces led
by the United States are the enemy, which
strives for a liberal-commercial, culture-
less, and secularized world mastery. This
grouping is now overwhelming, but in or-
der to save the world, the Furasian conti-
nent will have to counterattack under the
leadership of Russia. A new great power
alliance must be shaped, to be led by the
Moscow-Berlin axis.>°

[...] Military cooperation with Germany
must be made closer. The worst military
problems facing the future superpower
are the border areas, the rimland, which
the Atlantic powers are striving to get un-
der their control in order to weaken the
Moscow-led mainland. Moscow has to
take a firmer grip of the rimland area. [...]
Russia’s only proper form of government
is imperial.3*

Giving up the process of empire-building
is, in Dugin’s world of values, the same
as “national suicide.” Without an empire,
Russia “will disappear as a nation”.3*

Indications of the impact of Dugin’s
thinking came as early as October 1995
when INOBIS (Mucturyr 060pOHHBIX
nccnegosanuit, THOBUC), a semi-official
defence research institute close to Russia’s
power ministries, published an outspoken
report which outlined the external threats
to Russia’s national security and possible
countermeasures.33

“The chief aim of the US and Western
policy toward Russia is not to allow her
to become an economically, politically, and
militarily influential force and to turn the
post-Soviet space into an economic and
political appendage to the West, as well
as its mineral-rich colony. That is why the
United States and its allies are the sourc-
es of the major external threats to this
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country’s national security and should be
regarded as the main potential adversaries
of the Russian Federation, political, and
military affairs,” states the INOBIS report
dated October 26, 1995.

In Dugin’s vision, Germany and Russia
would again divide Europe into spheres
of influence. Germany would get Europe’s
Protestant and Catholic areas, but not
Finland. Nevertheless, Europe’s division
into spheres of influence with Germany
would not be Russia’s final goal, but rath-
er the “finlandization of all of Europe”.
According to Dugin, Finland belongs to
the “Karelian-Finnish geopolitical zone,
which is culturally and in part economical-
ly unified, but forms a strategic support for
a Eurasian centre [i.e. Moscow] [...] As a
state, Finland is very unstable, since it be-
longs naturally and historically to Russia’s
geopolitical sphere.>

Dugin’s suggested means for achieving
Russia’s sovereignty over Eurasia were not
primarily military, but he favoured a more
subtle programme which also included sub-
versive activities in the target countries and
undermining their stability through the use
of disinformation. In addition, Russia’s
gas, oil, and other natural products were
to be used as a harsh means of pressuring
and bending other countries to the will of
Russia. The same was already proposed in
the INOBIS report. “It is vitally important
for Russia to prevent Western oil compa-
nies from illegally developing resources off
the Caspian Sea shelf...Russia must...take
practical steps and even use force if neces-
sary to prevent any activity related to oil
production by foreign companies in the
former Soviet space.” According to Dugin,
one should not even fear resorting to war,
but it would be better if one could achieve
the goals without the use of force.>s
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Later developments, such as the war in
Georgia and the continued pressure on that
country,’¢ clearly show that Dugin’s basic
ideas are significant and enjoy far-reaching
support.’”

Russia has also succeeded in keeping
central Asian states which are rich in hy-
drocarbons quite well in her grasp and
has gained agreements advantageous to
her from Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, and
Kazakhstan.’® Prime Minister Putin’s in-
itiative in October 2011 to establish a
Eurasian Union fits Dugin’s vision well.>®

The construction of the Nord Stream gas
pipeline in the Baltic Sea partially serves
the same goal. Poland and the Baltic States
have strongly opposed the construction of
the pipe for reasons of economics and po-
litical security.+

One can also view the increasingly warm
relationships between Russia and Germany
in the light of history. U.S. history profes-
sor emeritus and former diplomat Albert
Weeks emphasizes: “In the present post-
communist era in Russia, Moscow’s ties
with Germany can be described as strong-
er than those with any other state.”* The
cooperation between these countries is
extending strongly also into the military
sphere,** which has caused uneasiness es-
pecially among the new NATO member
states. Germany is known to have op-
posed NATO contingency planning for the
defence of the Baltic States.#® Germany’s
strivings for great power status, howev-
er, does not find popular political support
and Germany is not ready to assume secu-
rity political leadership in Europe.# That
German position suits Russia perfectly.

For a long time, the NATO enlargement
has been a sore spot for Russia. The writers
of the INOBIS report already considered
the enlargement of NATO and especially
the possibility of Baltic NATO membership



so dangerous that Russia should have pre-
pared to occupy those countries. Russia did
not, however, resort to such extreme meas-
ures, but the so-called Bronze warrior dis-
pute and especially the war in Georgia in
August of 2008 demonstrated that Russia
was prepared to take stern measures when
necessary. “If we had wavered in 2008, the
geopolitical layout would have been differ-
ent; a range of countries which the North
Atlantic [Treaty Organization]| tries to ar-
tificially ‘protect’ would have been within
it”, President Medvedev said in November
20119

The Baltic States could be occupied
without any risk, and “Russia has all le-
gal and moral rights to invade the Baltics.
...Analysis shows that no one in the West
is going to fight with Russia over [these
countries]”, the INOBIS analysts conclud-
ed. This assessment is probably still rele-
vant, and it raises the question of the diffi-
cult problems of defending the Baltic coun-
tries.+

The enlargement of the Atlantic Alliance
since the early 1990s has been primarily a
political process. Its military dimension
has been secondary. In the background
of Russia’s stiff opposition is the knowl-
edge that countries which have joined
NATO may have slipped permanently
from Russia’s grip. For these reasons alone,
“NATO expansion should be kept at bay
with an iron fist.”+

Russia’s former Foreign Minister Andrei
Kozyrev wrote in the Newsweek magazine
(10th February, 1997) that “the Russian
people must be told the truth, and the truth
is, NATO is not our enemy.”+* The contrast
between the views of Kozyrev and those of
the current Russian leadership is great.#
According to a Wikileaks report pub-
lished in the Norwegian daily Aftenposten
on December 17, 2009, Vladimir Putin
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allegedly told NATO Secretary-General
Anders Fogh-Rasmussen that NATO no
longer has a purpose and it was in Russia’s
interest that NATO no longer exists.s° The
director of the Carnegie Moscow Institute,
Dr. Dmitri Trenin, wrote in late November
2011 that “The Russians ... persist in see-
ing the United States through the old Soviet
prism of a superpower confrontation.”s"

At the Istanbul summit in 1999, the
OSCE member states, including Russia, ap-
proved the Charter for European Security
(in The Istanbul Document).5> The follow-
ing quote is worth mentioning:

“We affirm the inherent right of each
and every participating State to be free to
choose or change its security arrangements,
including treaties of alliance as they evolve.
[...] Within the OSCE no State, group of
States, or organization can have pre-emi-
nent responsibility for maintaining peace
and stability in the OSCE area, or can
consider any part of the OSCE area as its
sphere of influence.”

This principle was already written in
the NATO-Russia Founding Act signed in
Paris on May 27, 1997.5 Russia compared
this document to the Helsinki Final Act of
1975 and emphasized its binding nature.s*
In the Founding Act, NATO and Russia

“shared the commitment to respect the sov-
ereignty, independence, and territorial in-
tegrity of all states, and their inherent right
to choose the means to ensure their own
security, the inviolability of borders, and
the people’s right of self-determination as
enshrined in the Helsinki Final Act and in
other OSCE documents”.

Since then Russia’s spheres of influ-
ence thinking has only become stronger.
She has taken the initiative to replace the
Paris Charter and the Istanbul Document
with a new “Helsinki Plus” agreement,
which would better serve her geopolitical
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aspirations.’s In March of 2011, the
prestigious Russian Valdai Club, led by
Professor Sergei Karaganov, published a re-
port about the development of the relation-
ship between Russia and the United States.
The report proposes that, as a precondition
for talks concerning non-strategic (tacti-
cal) nuclear weapons, the demands of the
Istanbul Document and the so called flank
rules of the CFE Treaty should be lifted.s¢

The summary of Europe’s geopolitical
development in the last few decades pre-
sented above demonstrates that the situ-
ation with regard to international securi-
ty may not have changed as fundamental-
ly as is generally believed. It also serves as
a foundation for a more thorough assess-
ment of Russia’s military-political develop-
ment.

An Estimate of Russia’s
Military-Political
Development

INOBIS published a report on Russia’s mil-
itary reform and security in 1996.57 The
“strategy of neutralizing external threats
and assuring the national survival of the
Russian Federation” recommended by the
writers of the INOBIS report contained
forceful stands and concrete measures.
According to the report, the role of the
armed forces is so central to Russia that she
should not participate in one-sided arms re-
ductions. This is especially relevant to nu-
clear weapons. “Russia’s nuclear potential
is one of the few arguments that can [still]
convince the West.” It is necessary to devel-
op the strategic nuclear forces (SNF) with
determination. Tactical nuclear weapons
should become the backbone of Russia’s
defence capability in all three European
theatres, i.e. in the Polish, Baltic Sea, and
northern directions, and the southern Black
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Sea direction (Crimea, Abkhazia, Georgia,
and Armenia). This would be even more
important after Poland, Hungary, and the
former Czechoslovakia became NATO
members.s® The deployment of tactical nu-
clear weapons in Kaliningrad and on some
of the ships of the Baltic Fleet was consid-
ered crucial.s®

Dr. Alexander Pikayev, a well-known
expert on nuclear weapons, wrote in the
Moscow Carnegie Institute report as fol-
lows:

The issue of TNWs in Europe became
more acute after the Baltic States joined
NATO. The buffer dividing Russia from
NATO vanished, the Kaliningrad Oblast
was surrounded by NATO member states’
territory, and the Baltic States are only a
short distance from Moscow, and even
closer to St Petersburg. The small depth
of defence, very short flight time for mis-
siles and attack aviation if deployed in
Latvia and Estonia, and the sizable over-
all imbalance in NATO’s favour in con-
ventional weapons and armed forces have
inevitably increased Russian interest in
NSNW’s [non-strategic nuclear weapons]
as a means of neutralizing the West’s nu-
merical, geo-strategic and operational su-
periority.

So far, NATO’s eastward expansion has
not been accompanied by the deployment
of nuclear weapons and the most desta-
bilizing nuclear weapons delivery sys-
tems on the soil of the new member states.
Brussels has observed the provisions of the
1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act, which
clearly states that NATO does not plan
to deploy nuclear weapons on the territo-
ry of new member states. This document
is not legally binding, but it continues to
have important political significance as a
factor contributing to security.*

Strategic parity in nuclear weapons with the
United States still remains the cornerstone



of Russian military doctrine. In tactical nu-
clear weapons, Russia has overwhelming
superiority.’” The notion of nuclear first-
use seems to have remained part of the doc-
trine, although it is not stated publicly.®
Large exercises like West-1999 and West-
2009 [Zapad-1999 and 2009] in the Baltic
Sea area and Vostok-2o010 [East-2o010] in
the Far East have ended with the simulat-
ed use of tactical nuclear weapons in situa-
tions where conventional forces alone were
deemed insufficient.53

In Russia, both her position and her
military capability are assessed primari-
ly in relation to the United States, NATO
and China.® The USA, which has for long
enjoyed military-technological superiority,
is in a period of deep economic and fiscal
problems. Expenditures, including those
for defence, have to be reduced marked-
ly.s She strives increasingly to stay out of
those conflicts which do not directly affect
her most important national interests. The
Libyan conflict in the spring of 20171 is a
good example of this.

For its part, the Chinese economy has
continued its strong growth, and the coun-
try is developing its military capability
with clear objectives and increasing budg-
etary support.®®

After the Cold War, the focus of at-
tention of the United States has gradual-
ly shifted almost entirely from Europe to
Asia and the Middle East. This opens new
possibilities for Russia in Europe.®” Russia
strives to deal with the European states
and also to pursue projects on a bilateral
basis, which undermines the cohesion of
both NATO and the European Union.®
After making certain concessions regard-
ing Afghanistan, Russia may strive to get
assurances from NATO to show restraint,
for example in its Baltic policy.® This kind
of development would be worrisome at

DISKUSSION & DEBATT

least to those small countries which have
sought security from NATO and the U.S.
against possible pressure from Russia. The
so-called Visegrad countries, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia
have in this respect arrived at their own
conclusion. On Mayr12, 2011, they decid-
ed to establish a combat unit (brigade) with
Poland as the lead country.” This measure
may be viewed as these countries’ distrust
in the ability and willingness of NATO and
the US to provide sufficient security.

Military threats and military doctrine’*

In a report published by Russia’s Academy
of Military Sciences, its president, Army
General Makhmut A. Gareev, writes that
Russia in the coming years will have to pre-
pare itself for powerful geopolitical chal-
lenges and even threats rising from two di-
rections, especially from the U.S. but also
from China.”> Russia may end up encircled
in East-West pincers, and the task for plan-
ners is to find a solution for the problem
in view.

Although NATO considers Russia a part-
ner, Russia, according to her new military
doctrine that came into force in February
of 20710, still considers NATO one of the
main dangers, if no longer officially a
threat.”? The enlargement of NATO and
the possible arrival of U.S. troops in areas
near Russia are also viewed as threats.”

Territorial claims to Russia, the use of
military force in the vicinity of Russia, and
international terrorism are presented as
other threats.

Russia is especially sensitive about the
plans to deploy elements of the US mis-
sile defence system in areas of the former
Warsaw Pact countries, in spite of US/
NATO assurances that the missile defence
is not aimed at Russia and assessments
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The tradi-
tional threat
picture of
the encircled
Russia

of leading Russian missile experts stat-
ing clearly that Russia’s nuclear deterrent
is not endangered.”s Russia’s primary re-
sponse to U.S. initiatives regarding cooper-
ation on missile defence has been a propos-
al to divide the areas to be defended into
sectors, for the defence of which one of
the partners would be responsible. NATO
has opposed this idea steadfastly, as well
as Russia’s demand for a single missile de-
fence agency to be formed together.7¢

Despite NATO’s official optimism, pos-
sibilities of the US and Russia coming to
an understanding about the missile de-
fence plan, does not look promising. The
politically infected issue has wound up in
a difficult political deadlock, with Russia
threatening to resort to strong asymmetric
countermeasures against bordering states
in Europe.””

Given the disparate level of missile de-
fence technology and capabilities in the
United States and Russia, and considering
military operational factors, it would be
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most difficult to create an integrated and
interoperable missile defence system that
would satisfy both parties.”

In Russia’s military doctrine, precision
weapons and space-based systems play an
essential role. Their strategic significance is
considered so important that they should
be regarded as being strategic weapons.

In doctrines, cyber warfare capabili-
ty plays an increasingly important role in
our present online interactive world. At the
same time it has become a lasting threat.
Cyber operations are carried out daily all
over the world. Paralyzing of societal in-
frastructure, electric power production, in-
formation, business, transportation and lo-
gistics networks, and, on the other hand,
the repulsion of attacks on them are a part
of modern warfare. Actual military strikes
are to be carried out simultaneously with
cyber-attacks or separately to ensure that
the desired results in case the cyber-attacks
and other paralyzing actions have failed.
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Figure 4. Russia’s mili-
tary district organiza-
tion after December 1, x
2010. The number of
MD’s decreased from
six to four and at the
same time they beca-
me strategic joint com-
mands.
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Shift of the centre of gravity in the
western direction

Russia’s new territorial defence
ture, the so called Operational-Strategic
Commands (O6benuHEHHOE CTPATETYECKOE
xomanposanna) and their respective com-
mand and control systems, came into for-
ce on December 1, 2010. These four new
commands replaced the former six military
districts. All other forces belonging to the
so called power ministries would be sub-
ordinated to these commands, at least in
times of crisis. The forces of the former
Leningrad and Moscow military distric-
ts, the Northern and Baltic Fleets (with
the exception of strategic missile-carrying

struc-
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Figure 3. Russia’s mi-
litary district organi-
zation until December

1, 2010

Eastern MD

submarines), and the 1st Air Force and Air
Defence Command (1 Komanpgosanne BBC u
I1BO) are subordinated to the Joint Western
Command (Western Military District). Its
headquarters is located in St. Petersburg.

The new command structure was already
tested in the large-scale military exercises
in 2009. The different services are still in
charge of developing training and improv-
ing war materiel. The Naval headquarters
will move from Moscow to St. Petersburg
in 2012.7°

The defence reorganization in Russia can
be seen as a long-term security policy reac-
tion to the major geopolitical changes that
have already occurred, when NATO mem-
bers are now her bordering neighbours.
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At the time of the collapse of the Soviet
Union, Finland was still probably regard-
ed “neutral.”® With Russia’s gradual re-
covery from 2000 on, Finland is probably
now regarded as a virtual NATO member
state. On a lower diplomatic level, Finland
has been warned that NATO membership
would trigger countermeasures.®*

At the same time, the economic signif-
icance of Russia’s northwestern area is
clearly rising. In northern waters there are
large natural reserves. Along with climate
warming, the northern sea routes seem to
be taking on a larger role. It is quite prob-
able that the competition for influence in
the arctic areas will grow. Russia views the
Arctic in very different terms from all oth-
er littoral and nearby states, and takes any
”foreign” interest in the area as an indica-
tion of hostile intent which may require a
securitized response.®*

In the Baltic Sea area, Russia has lost her
former military superiority. At the same
time the area is more important to her, be-
cause of the new Nord Stream gas pipeline
and commercial traffic, especially oil trans-
ports. The significance of the St. Petersburg
defensive zone and the entire northwestern
direction are emphasized in this new situ-
ation.%

The Central European direction is prob-
ably not as militarily significant to Russia
as it once was. Therefore the military cen-
tre of gravity in the new western md seems
to have been shifted to the northwest, per-
haps as a preventive measure.’* In the
worst case scenario of the Cold War, the
massive ballistic and cruise missile attack
on Russia would have come from the north
and northwest and some of the missile tra-
jectories could have passed over Finnish
territory.

For NATO the Baltic Sea has become al-
most an inland sea. Only the Kaliningrad
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enclave has remained as an isle from which
Russia can negate the other countries’ al-
most total control of the sea. However,
Russia can, if need be, prevent her op-
ponents from using the Baltic Sea waters,
with the exception of the Gulf of Bothnia,
by the use of new air-launched and ground-
launched missiles.

Development of Russia’s
Military Potential

Potential, not intentions, determines
the development needs

At the Russia-NATO Council meeting in
Bucharest in April 2008, President Vladimir
Putin referred to Otto von Bismarck’s well-
known view that capability, not intentions,
matters most.®s This is the classical starting
point of defence planning. Building defence
capability is a long-term process. Political
intentions, however, may change overnight.
Therefore it is prudent to analyze a coun-
try’s military potential rather than its cur-
rent political situation.

Prime Minister Putin laid out the future
of the Armed Forces in December 2009 as
follows:

The Russian Armed Forces must keep up
with modern challenges in order to reli-
ably ensure national security. The mili-
tary reform is crucial to making the mili-
tary leaner and meaner, enabling it to deal
with any conflicts that could arise. New
types of arms, new equipment and new
methods of waging war are necessary for
that.%

It is evident that Russia needs in the west-
ern direction small, efficient and flexible
strike units in a high state of readiness, and
which can be quickly reinforced when nec-
essary. “The nature of threats has become



such that operations on a regional scale can
start suddenly”, the Chief of the General
Staff, Army General Nikolai Makarov
said on November 17, 2011.% Behind
this assessment it is possible to discern the
thoughts of one of Russia’s most prestig-
ious military thinkers, Army General (retd.)
Makhmut Gareev. He strongly doubts the
credibility of tactical nuclear weapons as
general-purpose weapons in local conflicts.
Mindful of Russia’s experiences of war, he
thinks it is time to assess the merits of the
decisive importance not only of the initial
period of war, but above all the first stra-
tegic strike. “More aggressive actions may
be needed and preemptive actions as well,
if necessary.”

On the other hand, large reserves are
needed in the direction of China. President
Medvedev announced in April of 20171,
that Russia has to retain general conscrip-
tion for ro-15 years.* Russia is also pre-
paring for the most extreme alternative, a
large-scale war.>°

The recruiting of contract soldiers is one
of the central factors in the process of im-
proving capability, but at present it has
not produced the desired result. The lack
of trained non-commissioned officers is a
problem. Therefore readiness and combat
capability have not yet risen to the planned
high level.** General Makarov, however, re-
ported that all units and formations in the
category of permanent readiness have been
reinforced to full combat strength. These
units are ready to execute combat opera-
tions within one hour.”*

In 2008, the period of conscript serv-
ice was reduced from two years to one.
According to announcements made in the
spring of 2011, the earlier goal of over
550,000 draftees annually was reduced
to 400,000.> The call-up in the autumn
of 2011, less than 136,000 men, was not
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encouraging and this raises doubts as to
the possibilities to reach stated goals.>+ If
the modernized armed forces can pool up
300,000 conscripts annually, the system
will produce even in the future a reserve
of about 4 million trained reservists under
the age of 35.

Because of the military organizational
changes, the current conscript service crisis
in the Russian Armed Forces and the nega-
tive demographic development, it is uncer-
tain if the stated goals will be achieved.*s
The trained reserve in 2011 may in theo-
ry be 8 million, but the real figure is prob-
ably significantly lower because of lack of
refresher training and equipment.®¢

One major problem not to be omitted
seems to be the mobilization system itself,
largely inherited from Soviet times and not
very well adapted to the new defence struc-
ture.””

The development of Russia’s military
potential and armaments

Russia has reduced her peacetime armed
forces. After the difficult economic years,
the country has accordingly increased her
defence spending. This trend also seems to
be growing stronger.”® The starting level
was indeed low, but even after taking in-
flation corrections into account, the annual
of growth of the defence budget has been
10 to 15 per cent. In 20171 the total growth
was planned to be 50 per cent compared to
the previous year, and the current share of
defence expenditures in the national budg-
et will already be 20 per cent.” President
Medvedev stated in March 2o11, that the
money spent on defence will rise to 4.5 per
cent of GDP already in 2012.%°

According to often contradictory infor-
mation in public statements, Russia is go-
ing to approximately double her defence

81



NR2 APRIL/JUNI 2012

expenditure and weapons acquisition in
the three-year period of 2011-—2013. A
large proportion of the funds are intend-
ed for the purchase of modern weaponry.
”I’d like to remind you that we plan to allo-
cate over 20 trillion roubles for this current
programme through 2020, which is three
times more than we allocated towards the
previous one. These are very substantial
funds, and as you can understand, they
will have to come at the expense of other
areas. “But I believe that we are justified in
investing in the defence industry inasmuch
as it is by nature a high-tech industry”,
Prime Minister Putin declared in Votkinsk
on March 21, 2011.7" Russia’s Minister of
Finance, Alexey Kudrin, who opposed such
high defence expenditure, was dismissed in
late September 2011.7*

The official Russian plans regarding de-
fence expenditure are not always taken
very seriously in the west. the prognosis of
the Russian defence economy until 2020,
made by the Swedish defence research
agency (FOI), using a range of realistic
growth figures for the whole economy as
well as for the defence budget, is illuminat-
ing. the result was that the defence budget
is likely to increase 50-100 per cent in real
terms during this decade.™3

Carrying out the armaments programme,
will not, however, be easy for Russia be-
cause of the severe crisis in the defence in-
dustry. The problems are largely systemic
in nature, which adds to the difficulty of
finding lasting solutions. Among the ma-
jor problems are corruption™s and flawed
business management practices, excessive
brain drain, Soviet-style inefficient produc-
tion methods, obsolete production machin-
ery and aging personnel.

The well-known expert on Russia’s de-
fence industry, Professor Julian Cooper,
has stated that the industry has lost four
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million workers during the last 20 years
— the present manpower figure is now
1.5 million — and that the average age of
workers is 55 to 60 years. The percentage
of those under 30 is only o.5 per cent.™®
Similar estimates are presented in the re-
spected defence publication Nezavisimoje
Voennoje Obozrenie (NVO). ™7

On October 5,2011, President Medvedev
demanded that the government present
ideas for making investments in national
defence more effective and the military to
submit tenders without delay. Otherwise
a number of weapons systems, vital for
Russia would not be delivered, as was the
case in 2009."* Then, 30 strategic missiles,
three nuclear submarines, five Iskander
missile systems, 300 armoured vehicles, 30
helicopters, and 28 combat aircraft were
not delivered to the armed forces.

Russia’s Deputy Prime Minister Sergei
Ivanov said on May 19, 2011 that the sit-
uation has not really changed for the bet-
ter.” Responsible managers have been
sacked, but that doesn’t solve the systemic
problems.

Great efforts have, however, been made
in order to improve the conditions of the
defence industry. In October 2011 Prime
Minister Putin reported on an addition-
al financial input of 3 ooo billion roubles
(about 72 billion euros) to improve the in-
dustrial production base.™™

The defence industrial focus is, however,
shifting from research and development to
production, even though resources for re-
search show growth in absolute terms. One
may, perhaps, doubt the credibility of offi-
cial announcements, which deal with the
huge economic appropriations for materi-
el acquisition during the period until 2020.
Nevertheless, one can expect that all the
military services in the Russian Federation
will be substantially strengthened.™



In 2010, Russia still had over 20,000
main battle tanks (MBTs), a large number
of them are older types and are in poor con-
dition. Future needs were announced to be
10,000 MBTs.™™* Of these, 4,500 are mod-
ernized T-80’s and 600 new T-9o types.'™
Some of the T-72 MBTs are being modern-
ized.

The MBT inventory and the trained re-
serves will make it possible in principle to
establish of some 200 armoured and mo-
torized infantry brigades. Mobilization on
such a scale would, however, take many
months to accomplish. During the war in
Georgia in 2008, Russia operated mainly
with older equipment and didn’t mobilize.

After introducing the brigade organiza-
tion in the Russian Army in 2009, forty
armoured brigades and infantry brigades,
capable of fighting independently (“com-
bined-arms operations”) were established.
The task of these front-line units is to be
in a high state of readiness (with a con-
stant strength of 95 per cent and full com-
bat readiness). The armoured brigade has
three tank battalions and a total of some
one hundred heavy MBTs. The motorized
infantry brigade has one reinforced tank
battalion (41 heavy MBTs). Altogether
these 40 brigades have some 2000 heavy
MBT’s. It is believed that less than half of
these units were combat ready in 2010.7*

Russia has maintained her strong ar-
tillery and the principle of massive artil-
lery fire support. Russia’s ground forc-
es have over 26,000 artillery pieces, of
which 6,000 are tracked artillery vehicles
and some 4,000 rocket launchers. In ad-
dition, naval infantry and coastal defence
units have some 8oo artillery pieces of vari-
ous types. Even border units, which do not
belong to the armed forces, and Interior
Ministry units have some artillery in their
inventory.'
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New types of combat aircraft of the
Russian Air Force are, among others, the
Su-34 fighter-bomber, the Su-35 multi-pur-
pose strike fighter, and the T-50 PAK FA
fifth-generation multi-purpose strike-fight-
er, which is planned to enter service in the
second half of the decade.”™ Russia’s goal
is to obtain by the year 2020 nearly 1,500
new and thoroughly refurbished aircraft of
various types, 1000 helicopters, and some
200 new air-defence missile systems.™®

Development of the Russian Navy is pri-
marily focused on developing and produc-
ing nuclear ballistic missile- carrying strate-
gic submarines and their missiles as well as
nuclear attack submarines.’” It is impor-
tant for Finland and her small neighbour-
ing countries to observe Russia’s remarka-
ble input to return to her invasion capabil-
ity. Russia will procure four large Mistral
amphibious assault landing ships (LHD)
from France. Two of them will be built
in Russia.”™ The Mistral LHDs can carry
16 helicopters, four landing craft, and an
entire tank battalion, i.e. some 30 MBTs.
In addition, five Ivan Gren-type landing
craft are being built in Kaliningrad. Each
of them can transport 13 MBTs or 6o ar-
moured personnel carriers (APCs).™

While obtaining new naval ships and
dismantling older types, the total inventory
may continue to decrease. Contrary to ear-
lier practices, Russia also aims to purchase
other types of modern military technology
from the West. For example, Russia buys
hundreds of recce/patrol vehicles from
France and Italy, and an advanced ground
forces combat simulator from Germany as
well as UAVs from Israel.™>
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Characteristics of Russia’s
Use of Force

Russia’s operational plans are naturally se-
cret, but by analysing the background and
decisions regarding defence policy, deploy-
ments of armed forces units, military exer-
cises and literature, one can present some
estimates.

As outlined earlier and based upon her
strategic decisions, Russia is developing
those of her armed forces that are in their
own garrisons capable for immediate ac-
tion in different directions. According to
the country’s traditional military think-
ing, the aim is to keep warfare outside the
homeland territory. In dimensioning the
capacity of her own armed forces facing
west, Russia assesses the capabilities of the
United States and NATO.

In Russian thinking, high combat readi-
ness of forces is nothing new. For example,
Soviet forces in East Germany were ready to
start “defence battle” by immediate attack.
This was told by Colonel General Matvei
Burlakov (the former Commander-in-Chief
of the Soviet Forces in East Germany) in
2005.'*3

A high state of readiness is an excep-
tionally great advantage in offensive oper-
ations, especially if the troops can be or-
dered into action directly from basic readi-
ness. The possibility for successful surprise
to the detriment of the adversary is then
most favourable, since the enemy’s intelli-
gence has not been able to detect anything
very alarming, but mainly contradictory
signals or signals difficult to interpret. It
seems improbable that governments would
make difficult and costly decisions for mo-
bilization on such shaky grounds. Thus
Russia’s striving to reach a high degree
of basic readiness is logical defence plan-
ning. After reaching such high readiness
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capability, the Russian armed forces’ abil-
ity to achieve their military objectives even
with limited resources must be deemed as
being good.

For the time being Russia seems only to
have just embarked on the road to such
high readiness. It.gen. Vladimir Shamanoyv,
commander of the airborne forces suggest-
ed in 2009 that “it makes sense to move to
a three-way troop training system. While
one battalion is sending people on leave,
the second is at some distant range, the
third will be carrying out combat training
at its place of permanent deployment. ...
it is on combat duty. The events in south
Ossetia have shown the necessity of main-
taining a fist of §-10 battalions which are
always ready to fight.” >

The President of the Russian Academy
of War Sciences, Army General Makhmut
Gareeyv, pointed out in December 2009 that
it is impossible in modern conditions to re-
sist a massive first strike. It is crucially im-
portant to analyze not only the initial pe-
riod of war, but primarily the first strategic
assault. "Therefore, as in the fight against
terrorism, we need more offensive action,
and, if necessary, preemptive action.” s

In 1996, Lieutenant General (retd.)
Valery Dementyev, a defence analyst and
military adviser to the Russian President,
the Ministry of Defence and the General
Staff, jointly with defence analyst Dr.
(Tech.) Anton Surikov described in an ex-
ceptionally frank manner the characteris-
tics of an operation similar to “strategic as-
sault”:

In the first stage, aviation, special mili-
tary intelligence (GRU) forces, and spe-
cial Federal Security Services (FSB) and
Foreign Intelligence Service (SVR) groups
carry out strikes for the purpose of de-
stroying or seizing the most important en-
emy targets and eliminating the enemy’s



military and political leadership. Then
Mobile Forces, with the support of army
and frontline aviation and naval forces,
crush and eliminate enemy forces and take
over their territory. After that, subunits of
Ground Forces and Internal Troops of the
Ministry of Internal Affairs, RF, prefera-
bly with some combat experience, move
in. They establish control of the most
crucial locations and carry out ”cleans-
ing” of the territory. Then, with the help
of militia formed out of the pro-Russian
part of the local population, they estab-
lish control over the territory and ensure
the elimination of nationalists and depor-
tation of some categories of citizens from
certain locations. It should be emphasized
that until the end of the special operation,
local authorities are needed only insofar
as they are useful in supporting military
control over the territory.™*

If Russia’s decision to extend her opera-
tions to enemy territory was made one
month before execution, some brigades
may be ready for deployment. If the deci-
sion is made, say, six months in advance,
an additional force, roughly 20-30 bri-
gades, could be ready for deployment.
Forces available for deployment could be
even more, if they are not bound to oth-
er directions. Concealment and deception
(‘maskirovka’) are essential parts of activi-
ties. The amount of available units will of
course be affected by the opponent’s reac-
tion as well as his readiness level, and by
the role of possible allies and the general
situation elsewhere.

Russia cannot tolerate threats arising
from the direction of small
neighbouring countries

In the light of history, Russia has had a ten-
dency to consider all the areas she has once
governed as “legitimate” spheres of inter-
est.”>” While seeking influence, she also sees
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threats everywhere. In the 1930s, the Soviet
Union set as her goal to return her sphere
of influence of 1914. In the 1920s, Finland
was classified as “neutral”, but in the next
decade she had already become an “enemy
state.”"*® Finland became friendly only af-
ter the legally binding Treaty of Friendship,
Cooperation and Mutual Assistance
(FCMA) came into force in 1948. This pe-
riod lasted for more than four decades.

Russia does not exclude the possibility
that foreign powers could in the future use
Finnish territory as an avenue of approach
towards the St. Petersburg and northern
areas. The current changes in Russia’s mili-
tary structure and military build-up close
to her western borders support this as-
sumption.™ The use of Finnish territory
for this purpose must be prevented. This
issue has once again returned in connec-
tion with speculations about Finland’s
NATO membership. Neither the Soviet
nor Russian political and military leader-
ship have ever considered Finland herself a
military threat.™°

Russia’s strategic objective with regard
to Finland seems then to be to assure that
no threat be aimed at her from Finnish
territory. From the Russian point of view,
the essence is not the intention of either
the United States, NATO, or even of little
Finland, but of military capability.

The military alternatives for the great
powers always include intimidation> pres-
sure and threats, and also tailor-made at-
tacks for attaining desired political objec-
tives. In the first phase, vital military, so-
cial and economic information networks
can be the targets of attack. If the desired
objectives are not achieved, more robust
measures may be used. Infrastructure as-
sets and ground already seized may be used
to advantage in that type of operation. The
control of logistics, highways, railroads
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and sea transport is significant in this re-
spect.'3’

Russia’s declaration of new limitations
for foreigners, dealing with the purchase of
property in land near her borders,’s* may
also stem from security policy. For the sake
of military security, Russia may not want
possible foreign observation posts in areas,
whose owners’ rights and potential activi-
ties even the officials may have a responsi-
bility to protect.

During the war in Georgia in August
of 2008, Russia showed in practice how
far she is ready to go, if she feels that a
small neighbouring country threatens her
national interests.™ Russia’s concern over
the Baltic States’ membership in NATO
has already been mentioned. Colonel Ari
Puheloinen made a thorough research of
Russia’s geopolitical objectives in the Baltic
Sea area at the end of the 1990s. One sce-
nario, “The Rise of Russia,” closely re-
minds one of recent developments. 3+

However, if Russia should decide to
take action against the Baltic countries,
the Finnish Defence Forces would proba-
bly be tied up, in order to prevent Finland
from becoming a flank threat. The means
of such actions could be threatening, vari-
ous kinds of precision attacks, or even in-
vasion.'3s

Basic readiness and its enbhancement

The number of Russian forces in the
former Leningrad Military District has
changed significantly after the break-up
of the Soviet Union. The units withdrawn
from East Germany were first concentrated
there. Then, beginning in 2000, followed a
huge reduction of troops. Now the trend
has again been reversed.

The headquarters of the 6th Russian
Army was stationed in Petrozavodsk. It is
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now located near Kasimovo, the “military
village” built by the Finns for Russian heli-
copter units north of St. Petersburg. The
headquarters appears to be in charge of
the ground forces east and south-east of
Finland.

A new motorized infantry brigade was
re-established in 2010 in Vladimirsky Lager
south of St. Petersburg. It may still be defi-
cient but is likely to belong to the planned
units of high readiness. In Kamenka, on the
Karelian Isthmus there is an elite motor-
ized infantry brigade. From the weapons
depot at Sertolovo, north of St. Petersburg,
it is possible to establish a reserve brigade.
A helicopter unit in support of these bri-
gades is also stationed on the Isthmus.
Furthermore there is an abundance of ar-
tillery units in the area, supporting these
brigades, including a heavy rocket launch-
er brigade with a range of 8o kilometres.

A particularly significant addition of
military potential is the deployment of the
new ballistic missile system Iskander-M,
with a missile brigade in Luga, south of
St. Petersburg. The maximum range of the
missile is officially 450 kilometres but may
reach 700 kilometres, depending of the
weight of the warhead.™3¢

Professor Stephen J. Blank (U.S. Army
War College Strategic Studies Institute) un-
derlines that it is no longer political rhet-
oric, but actual policy when Iskander-
missiles are deployed in the neighbour-
hood of Finland:

Recent deployments of the SS-26 Iskander
missile (that comes in both nuclear and
conventional formats) in the [former]
Leningrad Military District where it could
threaten Finland and the Baltic States sug-
gest not just a desire to deter NATO, but
also the continuing desire to intimidate
Russian neighbours. Should Russia divine
a threat in Europe, it reserves the right to



place these missiles in Kaliningrad from
where it could threaten Poland and even
Germany as well.’7

The dual-capability Iskander missiles in
Luga are replacing the older Tochka-U (SS-
21 Scarab) tactical missiles with a range of
120 kilometres. The new Iskander-M mis-
siles represent the precision weapons men-
tioned in the Russian military doctrine.
Their range covers the Baltic States and a
major part of the Finnish territory.

planning, the
Iskander missile systems, including the
Iskander-K cruise missile system, seem to
have a dual role: on the one hand nuclear
deterrence and highly unlikely nuclear war-
fighting, and on the other an increasingly
important conventional offensive role in
strategic directions. Tactical ballistic mis-
siles and cruise missiles supplement the
ground attack capability of the frontal avi-
ation substantially. The Russian military
has great expectations with regard to this
missile as a substitute for the missile capa-
bility lost after implementation of the INF
treaty in the early 1990s. Military Parade,

In Russian defence
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a magazine for Russia’s defence indus-
try, wrote in the spring of 2011, that the
Iskander-M missile, a weapon of choice in
theater operations, with longer range and
greater accuracy, was a part of the mod-
ernization programme of the ground forc-
es. The advanced accurate homing system
of this missile (Udarnik) will be completed
in 2016."38

In building a capability for strategic as-
sault operations, the Iskander missile bri-
gade in Luga is of fundamental importance.
By taking advantage of the opponent’s low
readiness, precision strikes by this brigade
could be used together with air strikes to
paralyze his defence. It is interesting to
note that units from the 98th guards air-
borne division in Ivanovo, 400 kilome-
tres north-east of Moscow, was training in
Luga in February 2012."%

An air assault division is active in the
Pskov area, along with a ’Special Desig-
nation’ (Spetsnaz) commando brigade. In
Pechenga there is a motorized infantry bri-
gade and a naval infantry brigade. These
brigades are in full readiness (in hours).
According to Colonel General Postnikov,
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the Commander of the Russian Ground
Forces, an arctic brigade composed of
Spetsnaz troops, familiar with arctic con-
ditions, will also be established in Pechen-
ga.'+ It is, however, too early to tell if this
brigade will be an entirely new unit.

The condition of the Alakurtti airbase,
east of Salla, will be improved and a refur-
bished helicopter regiment will be stationed
there. Its equipment will include attack
helicopters and armed transport helicop-
ters. Apparently, new helicopters are bad-
ly needed.'#* A reserve motorized infantry
brigade can be mobilized with equipment
from the Alakurtti depot. The above-men-
tioned helicopter regiment will support this
brigade. The depot in Petrozavodsk con-
sists of equipment for one reserve brigade.

A powerful early warning radar against
strategic missile attack at Lekhtusi village,
north of St. Petersburg has been complet-
ed. A new air surveillance radar station on
Hogland Island is under construction. It
will cover the entire air space over southern
Finland, the Gulf of Finland and Estonia.

All together the 1st Air Force and Air
Defence Command, the air force of the
Northern and Baltic Fleets, have more
than 200 combat aircraft of different types,
more than 100 combat helicopters and a
corresponding amount of armed transport
helicopters and many special and trans-
port planes of various kinds. Some other
air force units use air bases in the area for
forward staging purposes.'+

The air force units can universally be
quickly mobilized. They can be transferred
in a short time from long distances to the
desired areas. The Chief of General Staff,
Army General Nikolai Makarov, declared
in February 2011 that the Russian air force
units are in permanent readiness and in full
combat order.™3
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To clarify dimensions one may observe
that the Finnish inventory of some 60 F/A-
18 Hornet combat aircraft will even in the
future primarily serve as interceptors. The
situation will change somewhat, when they
obtain air-to-ground capability after com-
pletion of their mid-life upgrade.

The once formidable Swedish Air Force,
one of the strongest air forces in Europe
during the Cold War, has been allowed to
diminish dramatically in capability. When
the threat of massive invasion in the Baltic
Sea area faded away, the major portion of
squadrons were disbanded. This was also
the case with most of Sweden’s impressive
road-base network, vital for wartime com-
bat endurance.

The numbers of both pilots and mis-
siles available in the Swedish Air Force are
thought to be modest. “Our capability for
air support of ground combat in a war sit-
uation is completely inadequate because of
lack of suitable weapons”, Major General
(retd.) Karlis Neretnieks, the former Chief
of Operations of the Swedish Defence
Forces writes in “Friends in Need”, pub-
lished by the Royal Swedish Academy of
Military Sciences in the spring of 2011.'45

Conclusions from Finland’s
Point of View

Alliances and proclamations of
solidarity

The major global geopolitical changes and
deep economic problems of many coun-
tries have also affected Europe and the
neighbourhood of Finland. The founda-
tions of the European Union and NATO
no longer appear as solid as at the turn of
the century.

The most important NATO and Euro-
pean Union member states have great-



ly reduced their defence spending. A pro-
found difference of threat assessments can
be found between old and new NATO
member states. The strategic interest of the
United States is increasingly focused to-
wards the Asian direction.™¢

Russia is significantly increasing her
defence expenditure, and also growing
stronger militarily. The smaller countries
are uncertain and confused as to how to
organize their security.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
which was established primarily to protect
the security of Western Europe against the
Soviet threat, has been largely dismantled.
Except for the integrated command and
control system, NATO’s armed forces have
in practice been armed forces of sovereign
member states, which have decided inde-
pendently on how to use their forces. The
political goals to guarantee the security of
member countries have remained, although
with the exception of the United States the
allies’ military capability is questionable.
The decision taken by the four Visegrad
countries in May 20171 speaks for itself.

NATO’s Article 5 reads as follows:

The Parties agree that an armed attack
against one or more of them in Europe
or North America shall be considered an
attack against them all and consequent-
ly they agree that, if such an armed at-
tack occurs, each of them, in exercise of
the right of individual or collective self-
defence recognized by Article 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations, will assist
the Party or Parties so attacked by tak-
ing forthwith, individually and in con-
cert with the other Parties, such action as
it deems necessary, including the use of
armed force, to restore and maintain the
security of the North Atlantic area.

Any such armed attack and all measures
taken as a result thereof shall immediately
be reported to the Security Council. Such
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measures shall be terminated when the
Security Council has taken the measures
necessary to restore and maintain interna-
tional peace and security.'+

NATO’s security clause is not uncondition-
al, but the power to decide whether to give
aid remains with the member states, who
also decide on the quantity and quality of
that aid. In addition, Article 5 is also direct-
ly coupled to the United Nations and espe-
cially to its security council, whose perma-
nent members May theoretically complicate
the application of NATO’s Article 5. “In
the end, NATO?’s Strategic Concept 2010
as well as NATO’s Charter and Article 3,
are mainly words on a piece of paper. How
these articles will be applied in peacetime
becomes a central question in assessing
their credibility.”+* NATO’s significance
as a guarantor of security is, above all, po-
litical in nature. The mere achievement of
membership in a defence alliance was not
“an objective or an accomplishment, but
a logical step in a broadly based defence
and security reform,” Estonia’s Defence
Minister Mart Laar stated on April 27,
2011." NATO is a security-political ha-
ven for new members, and it also imposes
duties upon them. This is also the opinion
of old member states, who do not consider
the threat from Russia to be acute at all.

It was already previously stated that
Russia has no respect for the defence ca-
pabilities of individual European NATO
members. On the other hand, Russia has
a strong interest in trying to marginalize
NATO as a political factor.

As a member of the European Union,
Finland has also approved the Lisbon
Treaty’s articles 1-42.7:

“If a Member State is the victim of ar-
med aggression on its territory, the other
Member States shall have towards it an
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obligation of aid and assistance by all the
means in their power, in accordance with
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter.
This shall not prejudice the specific char-
acter of the security and defence policy of
certain Member States.”

The wording of the EU solidarity clause is
noticeably more demanding than NATO’s
Article 5. The contradiction between the
goals of solidarity and their credible ap-
plication is also a question of resources.*s°
The EU does not have an independent mili-
tary organizational structure, and NATO
member states are committed to fulfill only
their own obligations, albeit with a dimin-
ished capability as a result of significant
military reductions and a lack of political
cohesion. NATO has, however, to some ex-
tent returned to actual contingency plan-
ning.

The EU’s ability to react quickly to a se-
rious security-political crisis in its own area
or outside it is modest. A great majority, 21
EU member states are also NATO mem-
bers and nearly 95 percent of all EU citi-
zens live in NATO countries. These states
oppose the creation of duplicate military
organizations as a useless waste of resourc-
es, for the single purpose of meeting the
needs of a small minority. Therefore, it is
highly unlikely that EU’s military-political
weight will increase in the future. On the
contrary, the EU’s weakness in taking re-
sponsibility was revealed in an embarrass-
ing way when the Libyan crisis erupted in
the spring of 2011. It should be noted that
the development of the EU’ military capa-
bilities, according to the Union’s Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), is ex-
clusively directed towards crisis manage-
ment operations, not waging war.

Finland and Sweden have commit-
ted themselves to helping other EU coun-
tries, and Sweden, in addition, to assisting
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Nordic countries which are not EU mem-
ber states, i.e. Norway and Iceland. Finland
and Sweden themselves will decide upon
the quantity and quality of the aid. The
unilateral proclamation of solidarity is-
sued by Sweden in 2009, has evoked viv-
id discussion. It was issued at a time when
the country’s capabilities to give significant
military assistance had already declined
sharply in the wake of Sweden’s radical de-
fence reform.'s:

The key passage of the solidarity procla-
mation states:

A military conflict in our immediate re-
gion in which only one country alone is
affected is virtually inconceivable. Sweden
will not take a passive stance should an-
other EU member state or Nordic coun-
try suffer a disaster or come under attack.
We expect these countries to act in the
same way if Sweden is similarly affected.
Sweden should thus both extend and re-
ceive military support.’s*

The mention of an ability to give and re-
ceive military aid is also a way to make
public the secret basic pillar of the coun-
try’s defence policy during the Cold War;
her extensive cooperation with the United
States and NATO."s3

While pondering the mutual solidarity
declaration, the different defence solutions
of Finland, Sweden and the other Nordic
countries have been an obstacle to find-
ing a binding security guarantee between
them. Finland does not see a separate
Nordic guarantee as trustworthy. Norway
and Denmark, which enjoy NATO’s se-
curity guarantees, cannot unilaterally add
to NATO’s burden by making promises
which eventually may be left to the bigger
NATO countries to carry. A very unfavour-
able situation for Finland would be one in
which the Nordic countries would be left



alone with their mutual solidarity commit-
ments in a conflict between the great pow-
ers, as has sometimes happened in histo-
ry.’s+ These political problems would not
arise if all Nordic countries were NATO
members.

For small militarily non-aligned states
like Finland, current geopolitical changes
in her neighbourhood create a condition
of deepening insecurity. The Finnish white
paper (Finnish Security and Defence Policy
2009) states that “strong grounds exist
for considering Finland’s membership of
NATO”.'ss No security guarantees, wheth-
er provided by organizations or states are,
however, comprehensive but being left
alone also has its risks. In the light of his-
tory, agreements have often been interpret-
ed in a way that the interpreter considers
beneficial from his own point of view.

Closer Finnish cooperation with the
United States in the field of defence might
bring a substantial change in the current
situation, with advantages and disadvan-
tages alike. Thus, Finland has to build her
defence relying primarily on her own re-
sources without underestimating the signif-
icance of cooperation with other partners,
such as the Nordic countries.

What kind of defence forces does
Finland need?

Finland’s national Defence Forces (FDF)
exist above all for those unpredictable cir-
cumstances when Finland may have to face
unacceptable demands, and all other secu-
rity arrangements have failed.

The guiding factors in deciding the fu-
ture of the national defence forces are the
tasks and demands on the FDF defined by
the Finnish Government and Parliament.
The Government report of 2009 stated in-
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ter alia the following with regard to the
role of the FDF and military defence:

The Defence Forces, pursuant to their
statutory tasks, are employed in the mili-
tary defence of Finland, in supporting the
other authorities as well as in internation-
al military crisis management.

Finland prepares to repel the use of mili-
tary force, or the threat thereof, against
the nation. This highlights the importance
of deterrence. The defence capability and
readiness are scaled to correspond to the
situation at hand.

In line with the comprehensive approach,
it is necessary to estimate whether it is
possible to carry out the required tasks
with national capabilities alone. Should
the capabilities prove inadequate, during
normal conditions it is necessary to guar-
antee the reception of military and oth-
er assistance needed in a crisis situation.
This can be achieved through close inter-
national cooperation or through being al-
lied with others.™s¢

The strength of Finland’s peacetime defence
forces is among the smallest in Europe,
some 30,000. Especially in peacetime, the
ground forces are essentially a training or-
ganization. Combat forces will have to be
mobilized from the reserve.

These comparisons are misleading, in-
complete and slanted in which Finland’s
total wartime strength of 230 ooo after full
mobilization is compared to the strength of
professional armies of countries with many
times larger populations, smaller national
territorial areas and a completely different
geopolitical position.™”

In discussions about professional armies,
the focus is primarily on ground forces. For
Finland a professional army is out of the
question. Economic grounds alone rule out
that alternative.
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This fact was once again established in
September 2010 by the so-called Siilasmaa
Committee, appointed by the Finnish
Ministry of Defence.s® A professional
army would be such an expensive solution
that its actual size would inevitably be very
small. As a new, low-pay profession, the
professional soldier would not be an at-
tractive alternative for young Finns to en-
list, and the impact on the will of the Finns’
which has remained exceptionally high
for many decades, to defend their country
could be disastrous.™s*

Participation in international military
cooperation is natural. Doing so also serves
Finland’s own defence capability. Finnish
reservists with versatile skills have proved
to be useful in various tasks in internation-
al operations. Finland’s resources are, how-
ever, sufficient only for a small contribu-
tion to the international crisis management
(CM) activities, no matter how much hard-
er we would strive to increase our share in
CM operations.

The primary task of the FDF remains
the defence of the homeland. However,
the cost-effective defence solution has its
downside. Combat units, established from
the reserve are most vulnerable at the mo-
ment of mobilization. Another significant
fact is that peacetime readiness is so low
that repelling a surprise attack may be dif-
ficult.m°

It is decisively important that the units
mobilized are not eliminated with a few
well-targeted strikes, and that they would
be capable of fighting territorially dis-
persed after having survived the first blows.
Sufficient endurance is needed and also for
buying time to allow for counteractions
from friends and allies even after surprise
precision strikes.

The Finnish defence community and the
FDF contingency planning have to consider
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the significance of nearby foreign forc-
es in a high state of permanent readiness.
Sufficient reserves must be available in or-
der to compensate for initial losses during
the mobilization phase and those caused
by enemy strikes as well as for personnel
rejected due to deteriorated combat capa-
bility and for other reasons. If the trained
reserve is only equal to the nominal mobi-
lization strength, the precondition for the
entire defence capability is rapidly put into
question.

A significant part of the reserve will
be tied up with different kinds of guard-
ing, protection and auxiliary support du-
ties. The need is already great during the
pressuring and threatening phase of the cri-
sis. The call-up and training of the whole
annual contingents is necessary in order
to satisfy the quantitative demands for re-
serve units.

For example, at the end of the Cold War,
there were in Sweden 8,000 sites or loca-
tions considered vital for the national de-
fence to be guarded.** One can assume
that in Finland, there would be thousands
of corresponding locations.

The Finnish territorial defence is largely
based on the requisition of tools and vehi-
cles from the civilian community in order
to fill the needs for some territorial units.
There are available at low cost in our coun-
try enough all-terrain, four-wheel drive ve-
hicles, snow mobiles, ‘monkeys’ and other
vehicles.

Enemy operations would extend deeply
into our territory from the very start with
no single, clearly defined front line, and the
need for defending units in the vast Finnish
territory will be great. An aggressor would
have to be met with determined resistance
from the very onset of hostilities at impor-
tant locations anywhere in the country.



The crucial question is how to allocate
resources between increasingly expensive
state-of-the-art army units and the indis-
pensable local defence system which cov-
ers the whole country. A certain modern
spearhead is needed to defeat the aggressor.
Yet it is questionable how much a possible
invader is deterred by a Finnish qualitative
military high-tech capability if the quanti-
tative dimension of it is miniscule.

Concluding Remarks

The forceful return of geopolitics in inter-
national affairsis a fact. It also has implica-
tions in the neighbourhood of Finland. The
withdrawal of the Russian forces from the
previous Soviet positions in the Warsaw
Pact countries and in the Baltic States at
the end of the Cold War was the first phase
of the change, which coincided with the ef-
forts of the CSCE to build a new coopera-
tive security structure for Europe.

The second phase, Russia’s return as
a dominant player in the former Soviet
sphere began in earnest halfway through
the last decade and gained increased mo-
mentum during the war in Georgia, the
downfall of the so-called Ukrainian or-
ange revolution, and the broader inte-
gration of Belarus into the Russian sys-
tems.™* Prime Minister Putin’s efforts to
establish a Furasian Union, is a manifes-
tation of Russia’s current ambitions and is
also an excellent example of the impact of
Alexander Dugin’s thinking on contempo-
rary Russian policy.

Wilhelm Agrell, a Swedish professor and
well-known peace and conflict researcher,
wrote in 2010 that the European security
architecture suffered a disastrous failure in
the war in Georgia:
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The war, no matter how insignificant it
was, and how well its foreign political ef-
fects have been brushed out of sight, sim-
ply should never have taken place [...] It
was an anomaly, an exception impossible
to explain in light of the adopted basic se-
curity political framework.

[...] the war did not fit at all into the pic-
ture of the EU’s and the eastern border ar-
ea’s mutual and stabilizing relationships
[...]. The EU’s primary or rather only
foreign political capability — soft power
— turned out to be merely a stage setting
which the Russians punctured unscrupu-
lously.

By going to war with Georgia in 2008,
Russia halted NATO’s expansion east-
ward, President Medvedev pointed out in
November 2011. “The military operations
we conducted to force Georgia to peace ...
were absolutely necessary. The fact that
Russia adopted such a tough line at the
time ultimately ensured that the situation
is much more peaceful now, in spite of cer-
tain difficulties.

We were able to calm down some of our
neighbours by showing them how they
should behave with regard to Russia and
small adjacent states. For some of our part-
ners, including NATO, it was a signal that
they must think about the geopolitical sta-
bility before making a decision to expand
the alliance. I see this as the main lessons of
what happened in 2008.” ¢4

The Russian political and military lead-
ership have returned to a more confron-
tational language, but so far the domi-
nant players in the West tend to dismiss
it mostly as posturing without much sub-
stance in deeds.’® Russia’s invasion of
Georgia is simply forgotten.'s Russia aims
to overthrow perhaps the most impor-
tant achievements of the OSCE, the com-
mitments by the member states made in
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the Paris Charter (1990) and the Istanbul
Document (1999).7” Russia suspended im-
plementation of the CFE Treaty in 2007.
The United States and the UK followed suit
four years later and other NATO member
states are expected to follow.™® Russia re-
sponded strongly, using the ballistic mis-
sile defence controversy as a tool. “The
current political leadership can’t act like
Gorbachev, and it wants written obliga-
tions secured by ratification documents,”
Russia’s former NATO envoy, Ambassador
Dmitry Rogozin said*®

The U.S. think-tank STRATFOR com-
mented in December 2011 as follows:

For Russia, the fundamental issue at hand
is not the BMD system itself, but the U.S.
military presence the system would bring
with it. U.S. BMD plans are focused on
Central Europe, which abuts Russia’s
former Soviet periphery. Moscow can’t
help but feel threatened by the U.S. mil-
itary commitment to the region that the
system represents.'7°

In its military doctrine, Russia considers
NATO a danger. The authors of the doc-
trine, however, regarded NATO still a
threat to Russia, even a serious threat.’7* A
disunited NATO, on the other hand, con-
siders Russia a partner. The experienced
Swedish Russia expert Jan Leijonhielm
writes in Friends in Need:

For small states in Russia’s neighbour-
hood the military doctrine is by no means
a calming document, given the earlier-
mentioned Russian law stipulating a right
for Moscow to intervene wherever and
however in defence of Russian citizens
abroad.

[.]

Investment in considerably higher readi-
ness, great mobility and attempts to in-
crease air assault capabilities [...] matches
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ill with the development of Russian doc-
trine, which stresses defensive capability.
A possible future Chinese threat, for ex-
ample would probably not require any
major naval landing capability.7*

In Western Europe, the threat of war is
considered an extremely outdated thought.
It has resulted in exceptionally large reduc-
tions in the armed forces of NATO and of
other Western countries, and the emphasis
of tasks has shifted from national defence
to international crisis management. At the
same time their military operational readi-
ness has decreased drastically.

Russia takes advantage of this situation,
and acts in her own way. In developing
her armed forces she creates units of high
readiness with a capability to achieve op-
erational results also in the western direc-
tion by surprise strikes directly from their
peacetime deployments. Reinforcements
would be brought in and possible occupa-
tion forces mobilized from the reserve only
after the operation has begun.

The “new” NATO member states gained
a political victory when the Alliance final-
ly agreed to work on contingency plans
for the defence of the Baltic States. Only
scarce open information about these plans
is available, but it appears that the starting
point for the planning is the retaking of lost
ground. A capacity to repel invasion from
the very outset of hostilities is not deemed
possible. The geostrategic position of these
countries is exceptionally unfavourable.'7s

If Russia were forced to consolidate ter-
ritorial gains, obtained with convention-
al means, she might resort to the threat of
nuclear use. Open discussions of “de-esca-
lation” of conflicts by the use of nuclear
weapons, the simulated use of tactical nu-
clear weapons at the end of large military
exercises, such as Zapad-2009 and Vostok-



2010, and the deployment of dual-capable
Iskander missiles not far from the Estonian
border, support this view."7+

A general perception is that there is no
immediate threat in view now."”s However,
no one can predict reliably what the world
will look like ten or twenty years from now,
the timeframe of today’s strategic decision-
making. Finland’s influence on world af-
fairs is modest, at best. Capabilities, not
intentions are significant.

The defence can be considered credible,
when the aggressor realizes that defeating
it will be achieved only at an unaccepta-
bly high cost. The defender himself has to
be confident of his capabilities. In broader
terms, national defence requires the com-
prehensive military and societal capability
to endure. The importance of good strate-
gic early warning should not be underesti-
mated.

A large military reserve is a signal of the
will to defend one’s country. Above all, it
also indicates that the defence cannot be
paralyzed by a surprise attack or by threat
thereof, and that resistance will continue
even after enemy intrusion into the country.
Its preventive value is great.
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