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Russi an Nucl ear and Gonventi onal Veapons: The Broken Rl ati onshi p

Dille R Herspring
Kansas S ate Lhiversity

S nce the col | apse of the Soviet Lhion, the Krenhi n=s | eaders and general s

have consi stently bel i eved that what ever happens to thei r conventi onal forces,

if worst cones toworst, they canrely ontheir nucl ear weapons as a deterrent.

Ater all, nocountry was about to attack the Russian Federationwthits triad

of nucl ear weapons. Whfortunately, for the Russians this was nore of anillusion

than reality because i n spite of sone ninor i nprovenents B (e.g. the addition of

the S525 or Topol -Mand the S524), thefact isthat its nuclear forces are

deterioratingalongwthits conventional forces. Indeed, at present Mscowhas

nei ther a conpetent conventi onal nor nucl ear force. The forner are inthe mdst

of anaj or reformproj ect B encouraged by Mscowss poor perfornance i n the var

wth GorgiaB wiiletw-thirds of its nuclear triadis for the nost part

unusabl e.
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Background Vien the Srategi c Rocket Forces (S¥) were created in 1959,

they were prinarily an extension of the Soviet Arny=s long-range artillery.

| ndeed, nost of the of ficers cane fromthat tradition, andit woul d be the ground

leg of the nuclear triadthat woul d be the nost inportant.. G the other two | egs

of thetriad, the navy was second ininportance wththeair forceinthird

place.’ This neant that the | and-based | (B\d were t he nost powerful conponents

of the Soviet and | ater the Russian military=s nucl ear forces. As a consequence,

over the years they recei ved the najority of resources and attention. | ndeed,

the domnation of the ground based systens | ed the Soviets toignore or at | east

pay mninal attentionto coordinatingthethreelegs. For practical purposes

'Rose ttenwoel | er, ANucl ear Vidapons i n Gurrent Russi an Rl i cy, @i n S even

E Mller and Dtri Trenin, eds., 7The Russian M/ itary- Fover and R i ¢y,

(Gantori dge, Mass, M T Rress, 2004), 183-186.



they were three i ndependent arns.

By the begi nning of the nineties, asignificant part of the Russi an nucl ear

triad had conretotheend of their servicelife. Ater all, thenajority of the

missi | es had been depl oyed i n the si xties and seventies. Even the sea based

bal l'istic nmissile subnarines B the Yankee, Beltal and Belta |l had been put into

operationin 1968-1974.> The Soviets were wel | avare of the need to noderni ze

their nucl ear forces, but the col | apse of the UBRinterrupted the nucl ear

noder ni zat i on process. Mbscow had pl anned t o depl oy newtypes of nissiles Awth

shorter delivery tines and shorter booster phase, and to equi p themw th nul ti -

el enent | ast stages, or >buses=to saturate the and thus di sabl e the i nfornati on

*Madi nmr Dvorkin, ARussi a=s Srategi c Nucl ear Forces Ater the LBR

Ref orming and Rrospect s,@i n Yuri Fedorov and Beril Nygren, eds. (S ockhol m

Snedi sh National Defense Gl | ege, 2003), p. 114.
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processi ng systens and destruction capabilities of the future Anerican ABM

defense @ Wfortunately, by the tine the regi ne col | apsed in 1991, the | (BM

noder ni zat i on programwas not conpl eted.  The sane was true of the other two

legs of thetriad.

In 1991 Gorbachev establ i shed the Srategi c Deterrent Forces (SF) which

unifiedthethree legs. However, the coll apse of the IBRneant that the IF vere

located al| over the country incl udi ng on nany of the newy i ndependent

countries. Therewas an attenpt to save the IF wththe attenpt tocreate a

conbi ned mlitary force under control of the Gonrmorweal th of | ndependent S ates

(@9S. For anunber of reasons, by the begi nning of 1992, it was clear that the

A Swas dead on del i very.* | ndeed, by the midd e of 1992 the key questi on was how

*lbid, 115,

* For a discussi on of the probl ens froma Russi an perspective, see, Dal e R
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to wthdrawthe nucl ear weapons fromQd Scountries B howto get themback to

Russia. Newcountries such as Kazakhst an, Lkrai ne, and Bel orus wanted no part of

this nucl ear force. Hwever, the process of wthdraw ng and re-stationi ng t hese

missi | es on Russi an soi |, under nnned what ever progress had been nade i n

coordi nating the actions of the three legs. To nake natters worse, budget ary

allocations were insufficient just to nai ntainthese systens | et al one noder ni ze

them

Nikes and Qonventional Vapons inthe Nneties. The nineties were a

difficut tinefor the IF. For exanpl g the si ze of Misscowss nucl ear arsenal

fell 4-4.5 tines. The reasons were sinpl & the cal | apse of the Russi an econony

nade it increasingy difficult not only to purchase, but to naintainits nucl ear

Herspring, 7he Krenhi n and t he H gh Cormand :Aesi derti al | npact on t he Rissi an

M/ itary fromGrbachev to Ritin (Lawence, Lhiversity Rress of Kansas, 2006),

esp. chapter 3.
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stockpi | es. Qne Russi an source clai ned i n 2002 that since 1991, ARussi a has no

resources to nai ntai n the previ ous nucl ear force of about 10 t housand on

strategi c deli very vehi cl es and about 20 thousand of sub-strategi c nukes.@

The situation confronti ng Mscowss conventional forces was disnal at best.

For exanpl e, whi | e Russi a=s general s sat by and wat ched t he Aneri can

conventional forcesrolethroughlrag troops likeahit knife through butter

during Qperation Desert Sromin 1991. The chances Miscowss general s coul d keep

up wththe Vst were dinming qui ckly. This was obvious inthe area of

procurenent which fell by nore than 80% between 1991 and 1994.° S mlar by

> Yuri Federov, ANb First Wse of Nucl ear Vidapons,@London, 15-17 Noventer

2002, Ryvash Meting no 279., 2.

¢ ADefense Mnistry on ReformBforts - Budget, @ AFE/A. [/ ] y Feport,

August 22, 1994.
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Qrt ober 1994, Asone 85 nucl ear subnari nes were docked because t he navy coul d not

affordto operate themi’7

Turni ng to conventi onal forces, consider thefolowng. In1991the

military ordered and recei ved 585 contoat aircraft. In1995 it receivedonly 2

conbat aircraft.@ Thiswas not only thecaseintheair force but throughout

the arned forces. To quote the sane source, Al n nost devel oped countri es, bet ween

60 and 80 percent of all weapons are new in Ruissiathefigureis 30 percent.

Assuning thi s situation renai ns unchanged, by the year 2005, the mlitary wil

have only 5.7 percent newweapons. Giadual |y, we w | slide toward the category

of armes of third-world countries.@

7 Robert V. Barylski, The Soldier in Russian Politics: Duty, Dictatorship, and Democracy Under Gorbachev and
Yeltsin, (New Brunswick, NJ, Transaction, 1998), p. 127.

® AGonversation wthout Mdd enen@Mscow TV, Septentoer 14, 1995 in

Forei gn Boadcast | nfornation Service (FHS), Septener 18, 1995.

*1bid
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The Mlitary Doctrine of 1993. Sonethi ng had to be done. Accordi ngly,

Mscowdeci ded to nodi fy its military doctrine. Thus on 2 Novenber 1993, the

Russi an gover nnent i ssued a docunent entitled, ARinci pl e Gui dance on the

Mlitary Doctrine of the Russian Federati on@(RAMD).° This statenent of

military doctrine was based onthe first ever National Security Goncept (The

Basi c Rrovisions of aForeign Rolicy Goneept ) previously adopted by the Security

Quncil. Init Mscowessentially statedthat it had noalternative but torely

on nucl ear weapons in an energency and that it was prepared to use themfirst if

the country=s survival was at stake. This was Msscows=s formof det errence.

| ndeed, the onl y nissi on assi gned to the nucl ear forces was to Arenove the threat

' For acopy of this doctrinein BEnglish, see, The Basi c Rovisions of the

Mlitary Doctrine of the Russi an Federati on@

ht t p:/ 7wwnf as.or g/ nuke/gui de/russi a/doct ri ne/russi a-nl -doc.ht nh
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of nucl ear war by deterringitsinitiationagainst the Russi an Federati on and
itsalies.@
It would be wongtothink that Russian military experts seriously
bel i eved that Russia could get al ong wth nucl ear weapons al one. (eneral Mikmit
Gareev, general |y consi dered one of Russi a=s | eadi ng mlitary thinkers,
conment ed,
But it isinpossibletoensure areliabl e def ense wth nucl ear
weapons al one. H rst, nany countries have even nowthe ability (to
beincreasedinthe future) of devel oping a surprise attack not only
W th nucl ear, but al so wth conventi onal preci si on weapons, i n order
to destroy the nucl ear bases of other countries, deprivi ng t hemof

theability toretaliate or carry out nucl ear retribution.”

Regard ess of howdesperate the Krenhi n was for newconventi onal -t ype weapons,

"lbid, p 3.

2 General Mkmt Gareev, /f Vdr Cories Tonorrow The Qritours of Aiture

Aned Qriflict, ed. by Jacob K pp, (London, Gass, 1998), p. 84.
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the nineties woul d continue to be a disaster for the Russian mlitary for both
conventional and nucl ear weapons. To quote ttenoel | er, AThe debat e over the
rol e of nucl ear weapons i n Russi an nati onal security has been at the center of

mlitary reformwth the key questions very nuchin pl ay.@

" ttenoel ler, inMller and Trenin, p. 186.
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Yeltins Ignores the Mlitary. ttenoel ler was right. The probl em

hovever, was that Boris Yeltsindid not take military reform whether onthe

nucl ear on conventional level seriously. Hedidnot consider the Vést tobe a

threat, and thus, unlike his general s, was nore concerned wth hi s donesti c pover

or the econony than he was wth upgrading and reforming the mlitary. Infact, he

ignoredthemilitary andregularly providedit wth far | ess than even a

subsi stence budget B and thenthe nmilitary naght only get 40-50 per cent of what

it was aut hori zed because the tax cal | ecti on systemin Russia was broken. |t |ed

tosituations wiere sol diers were sent out to pi ck nushroons to suppl enent thei r

diet."

In 1996, the budget shortfall was R5,000 billion. The situationinside

the nlitary was so bad that the average of fi cer was due about R0,000 i n back

“ Herspring, The Krenhi n and t he H gh GConmand, pp. 79-119.
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pay.” The next year the shortfall was R34,000 billion.'"® Because of budgets

li ke the foregoi ng, there was no noney for procurenent. VMat there was had to be

spent on nai ntenance and provi sions for thetroops. As Aexei Arbatov put it,

the budgets from1997 t0 1999 all ocated up to 70 percent for nai ntenance, wil e

cutting personnel by 30 per cent. This left a nost nothing for research and

devel opnent. Funds al | ocated to themAwere broad y sufficient for noderni zation

of the mninal strategic forces.@ Wththis backgroundit is not surprising

" PscitedinMchael J. Qr, The [dgpest (isis: The Aol emof the Rissian

Any Toaay (Qurrey: Qonflict Sudies Research CGentre, Foyal MIitary Acadeny

Sandhurst, (¢tober 4, 1996), p. 1.

' AThe Snord of Grisis Qver the Mlitary Budget,@ A asrnaya zvezaa (January

30, 1999) inwnc, February 1, 1999.

7 A exel Arbatov, AThe Transfornation of Russian Mlitary Doctrine
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that there were serious differences bet ween advocat es of conventi onal and

strategic forces. Infact, the battle was bitter, nade worse by t he personal

di slike between the two nai n actors: General Anatoli Kvashni n and Mrrshal | gor

Ser geyev.

The Battl e Bet ween Kvashni n and Sergeyev. General Anat d y Kvashni n was an

arny of fi cer, a nan who had worked his way up servinginavariety of postsinthe

infantry (Gound Forces) to becone (hief of the General Saff. |t shouldalso

be noted that Kvashni n=s personal ity natched hi s i nfantry background. He was

open and bl unt, and a person wllingto engage i n bureaucratic fisticuffs evenif

that neant bei ng i nsubordi nate vi s-a-vis hi s boss.

Manvhi | e, t he def ense mini ster, | gor Sergeyev, was a career mssil e

officer. Indeed, he spent his entire career deal i ng wth nucl ear weapons. He was

Lessons Learned fromKosovo and Chechnya, @ Mirshal | Center Rpers, no. 2 (July

20, 2000), 8.
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a pal i shed of fi cer who eschewed the kind of bureaucratic politics that Kvashnin

reveledin. It washisjobtoadvise Yeltsinwhile attenptingto keep the

def ense est abl i shnent on an even keel . Not surpri singly, the out cone was

constant conflict between these two nen wth Sergeyev constantly touting the

val ue of nucl ear weapons, whi | e Kvashni n argued i n favor of expandi ng

conventi onal forces.

Ps wth so nany other areas, Yeltsinwas a najor part of the probl em

First, he changed the | awt o pl ace bot h t he def ense niini ster and the Ghi ef of the

General Saff directly under him As aresult, the Chief of the General Saff was

no | onger subordi nate tothe defense nminister. That neant that whil e the def ense

mini ster could do his best to convince the Chief to carry out aspecific paicy,

he could not force himtodo so. Furthernore, since the Gneral S aff was

prinarily incharge of operational natters, the Chief couldinpl enent his orders

as he sawfit. Fromamlitary policy standpoi nt, the result was bureaucratic
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chaos. Nb one knewfor certain what Yel tsin=s palicy was, nor waat the MDpal i cy

was on a vari ety of issues..

Infact, Yeltsin=s only policy was to keepthe mlitary off bal ance, to

createasituationinwvwiichthe mlitary woul d never threaten his position

donestically. Ater all, hevas well avarethat it wvasthemlitary that caneto

hisaidinthe 1993 coup attenpt. Had the general s decidedto sit that conflict

out, the out cone night have been very different Bwth Yeltsinsittingina

Russianjail. Hewas not about to take a chance wth these general s and adniral s.

If that neant a weaker military, that was too bad, but it was not that inportant

during the nineti es.

Qe of the fewpositivethings Yeltsindidvis-avisthenmlitary was to

order the Security Quncil to cone upwth anewNational Security Qoncept. |t

was conpl eted on 7 My 1997 and enacted by presi dential decree on 17 Decentoer
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1997." VWMile the Qncept laidthe basis for arevisionof mlitary doctrine, it

was far too broad and anfi guous when it cane to setting priorities, nati onal

interests, and responsibilities..

Marvhi l e, inan effort to nake structural changes Sergeyev sought and

achi eved permissiontorecreate a Srateg ¢ Deterrence Forces (3F). The purpose

was to establish aforce that coni ned the strategi c nucl ear capabilities of the

Srategi c Rocket Forces, the navy, the air force as well as other units having

responsi bility for early warni ng conmand and control units. Additionally, the

count ry=s reconnai ssance satel |l ites woul d be subordi nated tothe IF. Fnal ly on

Mirch 15, 1999 Yel stin approved a docunent cal | ed AMai n Brovi si ons of Russi a=s

'® For adetaileddiscussionof thepoliticsinvovedwththis Qneept see

DaidJ. Betz, Gvi/-Mlitary R ations i n Assi a and Estern Airgoe, (London,

Rout | edgeGurzon, 2004), p. 61.
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Nucl ear Deterrence Rolicy.@ The docunent nade it cl ear that Russi a=s nucl ear

forces were the guarantor of the country=s national security.” The problem

wththe Gnecept was that it didnot bring about the stability and

predictability (stabil=nost=1| predvidenie) that is sonuch apart of nlitary

thinkingthe world over. Generals and admrals cannot planfor thefutureif t

they don=t knowwhat kind of a conflict they are preparingfor or if they do not

knowwhat ki nd of weapons systens and personnel they wll have at their disposal .

If there were two words that woul d descri be the ni neti es fromthe general s and

adnral s standpoi nt they were confusi on and chaos. It was clearly tine for a new

mlitary doctrine.

" See ANewM litary Doctrine Sill Includes Nuicl ear Frst Srike@ 7he

Rssia Jourral, 12 My 1999.

H t p:/ /7wt her ussi aj our nal .comi ndex.ht ntcat =4&t ype=3@obj =529
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Rtinand the Mlitary Doctrine of 2000. VMen M adi mir Rutin took over as

president of Russiahefacedanlitary that was inneed of just about

everything. Shipsdidnot sail, planes did not fly, and tanks were not i n worki ng

order. Indeed, not only didthe country not carry out a singl e divisionlevel

exercise during the nineties, there were nany officers at the lieutenant col onel

and col onel level that had not conmanded an active unit | arger than a conpany.

This lack of mlitary experience woul d cone back to haunt the Russian military

inthe war agai nst (Rorgia, for exanple. Mearvhile, Ritintook as one of his

prinary tasks stabilizingthe Russianmlitary. Ater al, it was fighting a vwar

inCGechnyaandits probl ens coul d not be i gnored.

The 2000 Mlitary Doctri ne was approved by Russi an Rresi denti al edi ct

706 on 21 April 2000.*° As it woul d on other occasi ons, the Russians refused to

20 Acopy of the 2000 docunent is as Locurert wwscrf.gov.ru.April
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clarify theissue of anuclear threshold. The docunent nade cl ear that Mscow

Akeep the right to use nucl ear weapons i n response to the use of nucl ear weapons

of other ViDagai nst Russiaor itsallies, as well asinresponsetolarge-sca e

conventional aggressionincritica situations for Russian national security@'

G ven the desperate condition of its conventional weapons, it is not surprising

that the Russi ans vanted t o preserve freedomof naneuver wth their nukes. That

i ncl uded the use of nucl ear weapons even if a conventional war deteriorated

bady. Infact, the Rissianmlitary included suchanoptioninits exercises B

e.g, Vst 99, and Autunm 2002.* The docunent did not resol ve t he questi on of

vhi ch side the Krenmhi n shoul d or woul d favor B nucl ear or conventi onal . | ndeed,

if therewas anythingnewinit, it was therecognitionof thethreat presented

' Fedorov, No First Wse of Nucl ear Vidapons, 3.

* |bid
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by international terrorism

WHi | e Vishi ngton nay not have realized it at thetine its decisionto

wthdrawfromthe 1972 Atibal listic Mssile Treaty (ABM neant that the Krenmhin

ddnot havetoget ridof its mitipl ewrhead mssiles as denanded by t he

treaty. Froma policy standpoi nt, the urgency of noderni zi ng exi sting nmissil es

di sappeared. The current ones woul d suffice. The Krenhin had found a way to

nai ntainits nucl ear weapons B Aon the cheap.@ Such a pal i cy nay work over the

short run, but torenain effective not only nust the nissil es be noderni zed, new

ones nust be devel oped to counter the other sides= counter neasures.

Marvhi | e, the very expensi ve naval armof the Russiantriad suffered one

probl emafter another. FHrst, sinking of the subnari ne Alrsk B one of the nodern

subnarines inthe Russian fleet B in August 2000, presunably aresult of a

missi | e expl odi ng on board. Then there was the case of the Y/ [bgorukiy - a

strategi c subnari ne that was under construction throughout the nineties. The
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intentionwas for it toenter servicein 2001. Hwever, vhen the missi | e t hat

was desi gned for (the SSNB28) failed, it was redesi gned for the Bul ava nmissil e,

di scussed below It was not until February 13, 2008 that it was finally

| aunched. As a consequence, there was no way the navy coul d argue for a doninant

positioninthe Rissian strategi c arsenal .

This brings us back to t he ongoi ng battl e bet ween Kvashni n and Sergeyev,

vhi ch had naj or overtones for the rel ati onshi p bet ween nucl ear and convent i onal

vweapons. The battl es bet ween t he two nen had reached the poi nt where, to quote

Aexel Abatov, Alnreality, under the unbrel l as of the official Russian

doctrine, there are nowtwo military doctrines, wth all the consequences fl ow ng

therefrom@® The battle was over the heart of the Russian nilitary B which

2 Nexel Arbatov, AThe Dlemnma of Mlitary Rdicy i n Rissi a@/Aezavi si naya

gazet g Novener 6, 2000, http.//ng.ru/printed/i deas/2000-11-16/8_di | enma.ht nh
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si de woul d be favored: nucl ear weapons as desi red by Sergeyev or conventi onal

forces as favored by Kvashnin? The forner nai ntai ned that gi ven Russi a=s weak

convent i onal forces, Mscowss only alternative was to devel op its nucl ear

capabilitiestothe point where no other state or organi zati on woul d consi der

attacki ng Russia. Kvashni n, on the ot her hand, nai ntai ned that Russi a was

already faced wth threats that coul d onl'y be handl ed by conventional forces.

Ater all, one coul d not seriously consi der usi ng nucl ear weapons i n Chechnya or

Bosnia. The mlitary had t o have nodern conventi onal weapons to neet these

chal | enges.

For his part, Sergeyev nade the familiar argunent that all of the

conventional forcesintheworldwou dnot protect Russiainthe face of an

opponent who had nucl ear weapons and the wll to use them To quote Arbatov,

ARUssi a=s nucl ear arsenal should be sufficient toinflict pre-set danage to any
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aggressor under any ci rcunst ances.@* However, accordi ng to Federov, an anal ysi s

of Mbscowes nucl ear capabilities at that tineledto Athe naj or concl usi on t hat

Russi a=s nucl ear weapons cannot performthe nissi on of det errence agai nst the

hypot hetical aggression at the regional |evel .@° The obvi ous probl em as

pointed out by Aexandr Qltsis that Anucl ear weapons are | ess capabl e agai nst

terrori smthan any ot her.@®

The sinpl e fact was that AMscowl acked a coherent military strategy. In

particul ar, the Mlitary Doctrine of the Russian Federati on was approved only in

April 2000, whil e the Naval Doctrine of the Russi an Federati on was approved in

*|bid, p. 2.

> Federov, No First Wse of Nucl ear Vidapons, p. 6.

** Nexandr Qlts, Armiya rossi: 11 poteryamnykh /et (Mscow Zakharov,

2004). p. 139.
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July 2001. Rrograns and plans of military constructi on were out of proportionto

Russi a=s economc capabi | ities.@” To nake natters worse, Russi a=s general s

could not get ridof theideaof alarge scaleconflict requiring nass arnies.

They were still tied nentally to fighti ng NATO To quote Locksl ey,

There are consi stent all egations that the doctrine and traini ng
sections of the General S aff are governed by >Cernans= vet erans of
the Goup of Soviet Forces i n Grnany, who are nostal gi ¢ about

pl anni ng and conducting big mil ti -theater warfare rather than
setting the doctrinal conditions andintroduci ng suitabletraining
regul ations. Russianmlitary forces have not fully ref orned and
adopted to the changed threat envi ronnent. 2

“Mctor |. Esin, AThe Mlitary Ref ormin the Russi an Federati on: Bobl ens,

Ceci si ons and A ospect s,@i n Federov and Nygren, p. 102.

¢ (hri st opher Locksl ey, AConcept, A gorithm | ndeci sion: Vidy Mlitary

Reformths Failed in Riussia since 1992,@9avic M/itary Sud es, \Ol . 14, Not,

Narch, 2001, p. 16.
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Regard ess of what approach Mscowadopted, Rtin hadtofind away to stop the

constant bi ckeri ng bet ween Sergeyev and Kvashni n.

Qh July 12, 2000 there was a neeting in the Krenhin, i n whi ch Kvashni n

argued i n favor of disbandingthe Srategi c Rocket Forces. He had i n nind

cutting the nunbber of inter-continental missile divisions fromi9 totw. | (B

vwoul d go from756 to only 150 by 2003. Thi s woul d al so decrease the SH=s share

of the budget from18 percent to 15. Sergeyev responded i n a newspaper article

i n whi ch he cal | ed Kvashni n=s pl an, Acrimnal stupidity and an attack on

Russi a=s national interests@ The next day Rutin ordered both generals to

Asilencetheir debate and cone up wth realistic policy proposal s.@’

Kvashnin repeated his criticismat an August 11 Security Gouncil neeting

2> Akbpe Gi nmers for Ref or m@ Adscow 77 nes, Mirch 29, 2001 vi s Johnson=s

Li st, Mirrch 29, 2001.
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attended by Ruitin. The latter was frustrated, but realized that he woul d have to

do sonething. As he stated, Al have beenrather to erant of the debates inthe

defense mini stry and society asawwole... Nowisthetinetobringthe natter

toitsrightful conclusion@® Inthe neantine natters appearedto be goi ng

Kvashni n=s way. For exanpl e, the 1997 deci sion by Sergeyevtoget rid of the

Gound Forces as a separat e servi ce was reversed.

There was a particul arly i nportant neeting of the Security Guncil on

Noventber 9, 2000. During the neeting, Rutin acknow edged t he i nport ance of

nucl ear weapons, but he al so nentioned the need to Asee other chal l enges.@ 1t

was cl ear fromhis cooments that his prinary concernwas i nprovi ng the Arny=s

% ADevel opnent Srategy of the Arned Forces Defined @M/ i tary Nevs

Al/etin no. 8, August 2000.
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conventional capabilities. The pl an adopted by the neeti ng f oresawa t wo-st aged

process. Fhase one covered 2001 to 2005 and woul d focus prinarily on personnel .

The second focused on giving the mlitary the l ogistical support it needed.

Onh Mirch 24, 2001 it was announced that Ruti n had si gned Decree No. 337,

AQh Qupporting the A an for Qnversi on and Devel opnent of the RF Arned Forces

and Inproving Their Sructure.” The decree broke the S in two conmands: The

Srategic Mssile Troops and the Soace Troops. Four days later Ritinfired

Sergeyev, naki ng hi ma presi dential advi sor. He was repl aced by Sergei 1 vanov, a

forner KB general and cl ose confidant of Rutin. |vanov=s task was to snoot h

natters over wth Kvashnin, while hel ping create stability insidethe mlitary.

Inspiteof |vanov=s best efforts, it soon becane obvi ous that he coul d not

vwork wth Kvashnin. The latter i gnored hi mjust as he had Sergeyev. As noted

above, t he probl emvas that the Lawon Defense stated that Kvashni n worked for

the president, and did not havetoclear his actions or ideas wth |vanov. Then
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on June 14, at RAutin=s urgi ng, the Duna changed Aticle 13 of the Lawon Def ense

tonention only the Defense Mnistry: AQrersight for the Arned Forces of the

Russi an Federationis carried out by the def ense mini ster via the Def ense

Mnistry.@ Furthernore, Aticle 15, which had |isted the nai n functions of the

General Saff, vas declared null and void. This neant that henceforth the Chi ef

of the Gneral Saff worked for the Defense Mnister. Several weeks | ater

Kvashni n was hinsel f fired.

' AFederal nyi zakon ob oborone@April 24, 1996 in

http.//7wwwnl .ru/articl es/articl es3g863.shtnh
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Russi a=s Nicl ear Forces. Accordingto | 1SSfigures, in 2000, the S had a

total of 771 @Ml aunchers. . Manwhil e, there were probl ens wth t he navy=s new

folowon S BViand it was cancel | ed i n August 1998 after threetest fail ures.*

Duri ng the sane year, M adi mr Yakovl ev, head of the Srategi ¢ Rocket Forces,

stated that MscowAwoul d have 20-30 Topol -M each year for three years and 30-

40 in each of the subsequent three years.@® |nfact, Rissia depl oyed only 10

during 1998 and 1999, and si x duri ng 2000.

By 2004 natters had deteriorated further. As one observer noted, AThe

situationinthe nanufact uring sector i s so serious that in 2004, serial

#International Institute For Srategic Sudies, The M//tary Bl ance

1999-2000, London, Oford Lhi versity Rress, 1999), p. 111.

> Ans Gntro Associ ati on, ARussi a Depl oys S x Topal -MLong-Range

Mssi | es,@January/February 2001.
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production of the Topol -Mhad to be stoppedtwce. Thiswasthelast straw . . .

I f the governnent does not nake t he necessary steps inthe next 2-3 nonths, the

strategi c nucl ear force=s devel opnent programw || be di srupted.@*

lvanov tried to put a good face on natters, notingin 2005 that the

Krenmhinintended to acqui re Asi x | (B and one Tu-160 strat egi ¢ bonter.*> Foma

strategic standpoint, this was a joke as one witer noted.

The words about the priority of nucl ear deterrence are as usual
hanging inthe air, because the plan to buy si x i nterconti nental

** ADevel opnent of Russi a=s Nucl ear Forces Sai d Threat ened By Lack of

Fundi ng, @ Agertt st vo Vbyrnykh Novost ey, 29 tober 2004, inwic 11/2/04

** AS enogr af i cheski 'y ot chet o soveshchani i rukovodyashchego sost ave

\oor uzhennykh S 1,

http://presi dent .krenhi n.ru/appears/2005/11/09/2022_trebe6337tyre63381_969

885.shtnh.
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bal |istic nissiles and one strategi c Tu-160 missil e carrier in 2006
neans not hi ng to anyone. M adi mir Dvorki n, who earlier headed the 4'"
Def ense Mini stry=s research for strategic arns stated. AWth such
tenpos thereis absol utel y no certainty about what wll renain of
Russi a=s strategi c nucl ear forces in 2012-2015, after the

conpl et el y out dat ed weapons are w thdrawn, and whether we w il be
able to nai ntainthe nucl ear bal ance wth the Lhited Sates at 2,200
warheads det ernined by the Russi an-US Srategi ¢ G fensi ve Reducti on
Treaty.*

Oh My 29, 2007 Mscowtested a newground based nissile. The S524 miltipl e
warhead bal listic missileis sinmlar tothe Topol -Mexcept that its prinary
purpose i s to overcone ai r def ense systens such as the one the US previ ousl y
intended to deploy in Europe. To quot e the nowforner def ense mini ster | vanov,

AThese conpl exes are capabl e of penetrating al | existing and perspective anti -

** ARussi a=s Rearning Too S owt o Conpete, @/t erfax, Novenber 11, 2005 in

wnc 11/12/05
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missil e systens.@’ It was testedinits MR&d formin Novenber of 2008.

The Mss wth the Bulava. Just as the S needed a new nore nodern
missi | e, so didthe navy. Newsubnari nes were bei ng constructed and a new
missi | e had t o be devel oped. Each of these newR gj ect 955 subnari nes woul d
carry 12 of these mssiles. Inaddition, they woul d be back-fittedintothe
R o ect 941 subnarines. The Bul ava, however, was t 0 becone a naj or headache for
the Krenhin. Inthe begi nni ng, Msscowwas convi nced that this newnissile woul d
be a savi or for the Russi an subnarine fl eet.

Def ense Mini ster Sergel | vanov announced that in 2007 the arned
forceswl| acquire anewstrategic ballistic mssile the S30
Bulava. ... lvanov saidthat the newsupersonic MR/mssile has no
equivalent intheworld (h 27 Septenter, a Northern H eet subnari ne

inthe Vi te Sea | aunched a Bul ava, whi ch after a 30 mnute flight
successfully hit atarget inthetesting groundin Kanchatka. . . .

" ARussi a Tests Missile Adleto Renetrate Defense as Ritin Vdrns of Eiropean

Powder Keg, @ Shace Vi, May 29, 2007.
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That sane day, Rresident M adimir Rutin said during his nati onw de

tel econference that the Bul ava can changeits route and altitude i nn

suchaway that it nakes the mssileinvul nerabletothe strategic-

mssi | e-def ense syst ens of >sone of our partner countries.=>®

Reality, however, would be quite different fromlvanov and Ruti ns=
predictions. For exanpl e, a fewdays | ater, the MDreported that Aseveral
mnutes after the | aunch of the autonati c systemof sel f-destruction was
triggeredas aresult of adeviationof the missionfromits trg ectory.@’

Bef ore di scussi ng t he Bul ava=s probl ens, sone background. 1n 1998

when t he deci si on was nade to bui | d this mssil e, cost was a key concern. Anan

naned Yuri Sol ononov, who was t he chi ef designer at the Mscowl nstitute of

*®* ADefense Mini ster Presents NewSrategi ¢ Mssil e @ AEA Rpoort,

Sept entoer 29, 2005.

* ARussian Navy Oficial QGonfirns Failure of Bul ava Mssil e System@/rterfax,

Qxt ober 25, 2006.
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Thernal Engi neering (MT), promised to creat e a newsyst emt he ABUl ava-30 whi ch

is bothaland and sea mssile. As aconsequence the project was transferred

fromt he Mikeyev Desi gn Bureau, whi ch had been bui I ding the Topol -Mto MT. The

anount of noney that had been sunk into this project by 2009 was $7 billion.*

Believeit or not, accordi ng to sone estinates, 40% of the MD=s budget was

0 See, AThe >Bulava= Should Be Rut inthe Krenhin: |t Does Not Ay, @ AMdskovski y

ronsonal et s Qnl i ne, August 2, 2009 inwiC 8/4/09
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bei ng devotedtothe Bulava project.* Sill, as | ate as 2008, the MDwas

reported y coomenting privately that Athe strategic nuclear forces arein

particul arly catastrophi c situation.@?

“1bid.

“2 AMIni stry of Defense has Witten Latest Qoncept ,@ Aezavi si noye vooyernoye

obazre nye August 19, 2008 inwic 8/20/08.
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If the constant failures by the Bul ava was not enough, the Navy was becoming

i ncreasi ngly enfbarrassed. VMy? Because the Krenhi n was bui | di ng subnarines to

be equi pped wth the Bulava missile. The MD expect ed t o have t hemi n servi ce

in 2008. The subnarine [mitri Lonskoy had beenrefitted in tine to acconmodat e

the Bulava missiles. Inaddition, anewsubnarine the Yur/ LY goruki y was

| aunched i n 2009 and ready to go to sea by 2010. Mbscow had al so begun work on

two addi ti onal subnarines, the A eksandr Nevsky and the U adl mir Mronakh Thi s

neant that the Krenhin was faced wth the very enbarrassi ng si tuati on of having

one subnari ne that was supposed t o be equi pped wth Bul ava missil es going to sea

Wthits mssiletubes enpty Bwthtw nore onthe way

For his part, Admral Madi mr Wsotskiy nai ntai ned that one of the

naj or probl ens confrontingthe mlitary in Russiawas the decrepit stateof its

mlitary-industrial conplex. Thereisalot of truthinhis cooments B the

technol ogy i n nany of theindustrial plantsis fromthe seventies or eighti es.
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Furthernore, the average age of nest of those who are conpetent to work i n nost

of those factories are over sixty. Thengjority left mlitary factories towork

inbetter payingjobs el sewere.

Faced wth this ness, the Chi ef Designer, the nan who had cl ai ned he

couddesignit in1998, Yuri Sol onov, was fired. Ater all, the mssile had

failed seven out of el even | aunches si nce 2004. I nfact, Mscowappears stuck

wththe Bulava. Therewas talk of insertingthe Snevanmssile but it isa

conpl etel y di fferent system Furthernore, taki ng the Bul ava t ubes and rel ated

equi pnent out of subnarines likethe Yur/ LY goruki y and repl acing themw th

tubes that would fire the S neva missil es woul d be too costly.

Mscowagaintriedtestingthe Bulavain 2008 and while onein

Sept enfrer was successful, the one i n Decenber vas not. Inthelatter case, not

one of thereentry vehicles hit their targets at the Kanchatka range. |t narked

thefifthfailure out of 10 launches. As one Russian source put it, AAnd the 10"
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graded | aunch fromon board t he subnari ne mssi |l e-carrier Dtry Donskoy ended

infull-scal e di saster.@?

The bottoml i ne was stated by Admiral Wsotskiy, and that was t hat

AThe Navy has nothingtoreplaceit wth.@ Accordingto Wsotskiy, inspite of

t he unsuccessful tests, the Navy had not choi ce to press ahead wth the program

The missileis slated to be the nai nstay of the sealeg of Russi a=s nucl ear

deterrent through 2040-2045.*

According to Russi an sources, the next test of a Bul ava was

schedul ed for the end of June on board the [mitri Lonskoy. But this was nodified

in My wenit was announced that the mssilewl| be tested again Ano earlier

“ ARrogranmed for Fai | ure,@ A avaa-KHAE February 2, 2009.

“ ANavy Gormander in Chi ef : There=s Not hi ng wth whi ch to Repl ace the Bul ava,@

Gani.ru Decenber 16, 2009 inwnc 12/17/09.
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t han Novenber thi s year.@*> The reason, accordingtothe navy is that they have

still not been abl e to deternine Athe reason for the previ ous | aunch fail ures.@®

The navy suspects that the problemisinthe assenly of the mssile the only

vay they can expl ai n vhy sone nissi | es have worked successfully, whil e others

have not. Inthefuture the navy statedit wil |aunch three Bul ava nissil es at

thesanetineinaneffort topinpoint the problem Inthe neantine, the new

subnarines Wil undergoseatrias, but not really put to seadoingthejobthey

were intended to performuntil the Bulava is perfected: whenever that happens.

Long-Range Avi ation. sing the one or two Tu-160s availableto him

General | gor Khovorov, the coomander of Long Range Aviation, stated that during

2006, he planned to carry out ten | aunches of crui se missil es; not exact!y what

* AThree-Vdy BError Mt hod, @ Aormersart O i ne May 25, 2010 inwic 5/26/10.

“Ibd
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one woul d expect fromthe air force of a superpower.*” The next year the

conmander of the A r Force, announced that an upgraded Tu-160 woul d enter servi ce

wththeair forceand that another onewas inthe pipeline* Inagine -- the

effectiveair armof the nucl ear triad consisted of 4-5 ol d, i f noderni zed,

strategic aircraft

The situation did not i nprove over tine. For exanpl e, every tine a

senior Air Force of ficer spoke of newpl anes, his cooment s were cl earl y f ocused

onfighter aircraft, andthat is the naj or concern of the Ar Force at present B

the Hfth Generation Fghter. Consider the fol |l owconments froma critic of LRA

“ AConmander of Long-Range Aviation Qutlines Future Hans A AANMNvost/,

Decentber 21, 2005 inwc 12/22/05.

“ ARussian Ar Force (etting NewBonbers, F ghters and Hel i copt ers,@ Agertt st vo

voyerrnykh novost ey, June 17, 2006 in env 6/18/06
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Srategic mssile-arned aircraft are desi gned to destroy eneny
targets wth known coordi nates. Recently wthinthe scope of the
LRA conmand and staff drill conducted under the direction of DA
(LRA) Gonmander Myj or-CGeneral Anatol iy Zhi kharev, crews took up Tu-
95MB=s wth practi ce crui se nissil es aboard fromEngl es A rbase.
They unsuccessf ul | y execut ed | aunches t o naxi numrange (around
2,500) agai nst targets onthe northern Renboy Range (Morkuta). |t
was Avhi spered@to ne that the missil es= deviation fromthe center
of thetarget didnot exceed 20m This is sonething of wiichto be
proud_*

The bottomlineis that LRAhas avery longway to go before it can be consi dered

acritical part of thestrateg c nucl ear triad

The Search for a NewMlitary Doctrine 2010. Bven though it had only been

ineffect for three years, by 2003 there were calls for an updating of Russi an

mlitary doctrine. As General Anatoliy Kulikov put it, ABearinginnmndthe

® ASrategic Aviation Mintain Fornation Supersoni c Tu-160s Qver the

zean Broke Anay fromNATOI ntercept ors,@ A gurnert y Neael i Qil i ne My 10, 2010

inwc 5/11/10.
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recent war inlrag the current mlitary doctrine of Riussia does not neet nodern

requirenents for national security. It should be the basis for drafting a

national security doctrine of Russiato clearly define nodern threats and

chal | enges to Russian arned forces. . . A*° Foman organi zati onal standpoi nt,

Rutinand | vanov had succeeded in stabilizing the mlitary. However, there were

conti nued probl ens B funding for the mlitary had pi cked up, but there was still

not enough t o purchase t he weapons needed ei t her t o noderni ze the country=s

conventional forces, or tobuildthe nuclear forces the country needed. As a

result, in 2005, Atinfornal |y charged mlitary | eaders to cone up wth a new

mlitary doctrine.

Qe of the key factors of any nucl ear doctrineis preenption. Ritin had

> ARussi an (eneral Galls for Drafting NewNati onal Security Doctrine,@

Interfax, 17 April 2003 inwc 4/18/03.
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nade his positiononthis issue very clear in 2003, when he renarked, Alf the

practi ce of preventive strikes shoul d ge fact o becone w despread and grow

stronger, Russia reserves the right to such practi ce.@He conti nued, renarki ng,

that AV are against this, but weretaintheright tocarry out preventive

strikes.@'

So vhat were the naj or probl ens B beyond the reoccurring i ssue of

preenption? Hrst, as Arbatov noted, was the failure of the doctrinetotell the

Arned Forces Avhat ki nd of eneny they are supposed t o prepare t hensel ves

agai nst.@* Asecond factor was the absence of a discussion of the threat of

terrorism Manvhil e, under |vanov=s direction (as President of the Security

> ARutin on Breenpti on@AAF i n Johnson=s Li st, (Ctober 9, 2003.

2 ATrue Mllitary Reforns are Entirely Wb to the Rresi dent,@ Mvye

/zvestiyg Mpril 6, 2004, i n Johnson=s Li st, 4/6/04.
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Qunci ) the latter was prepari ng a newconcept of national security B whi ch,

according to the Russian constitution, i s supposed t o proceed and gui de the

drafting of mlitary doctrine). Infact, the drafting of both docunents woul d

turnout to be nore | engthy than anti ci pat ed.

There was littl e change i n the concept of nucl ear deterrence.

Theoreticians |i ke General Gareyev naintained that it was critical to continue

to bui |l d-up Russi a=s nucl ear deterrent. Interestingy, healsonotedthat it

vwould be inportant for the doctrine to pay attenti onto Athe devel opnent of

general -purpose forces; the air force, the navy and ground t roops.@®

I n My, 2009, Mdvedev signed the Nati onal Security Srategy Docunent .

That laidthe basis for the newMlitary Doctri ne docunent whi ch he si gned on

>* AGeneral Gareyev Says Russia Ghangingits Mlitary Doctrine@HA

Novost/, January 8, 2007 inwic 1/8/07
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February 5, 2010. Insofar as nucl ear weapons were concerned, the doctri ne of

preenpti on was not nentioned, but the i dea was retai ned. As the docunent states,

ARussiaretains the right to use nucl ear weapons i n response t o t he use agai nst

it or (and) itsalies of nuclear or other weapons of nass destruction, oninthe

case of aggressi on agai nst t he Russi an Federati on usi ng conventi onal weapons, i f

it threatens the very existence of the state.@* This |ed one comentator to

call Russia=s newnlitary doctrine: AMn ExerciseinRublic R ations@B a

ref erence to avoi dance of the termpreenption.>®> Qherwse, whenit cones to

** “The Ml itary Doctrine of the Russi an Federati on Approved by Russi an

Federati on Rresidentia Edict on5 February 2010”

http.//wwsras.org/military doctrine russi an federati on 2010 .

>> Ditry Qorenburg, ARussi a=s NewMllitary Doctrine: An Exercisein Riblic

Rel ati ons,@February 8, 2010.


http://www.sras.org/military_doctrine_russian_federation_2010
http://www.sras.org/military_doctrine_russian_federation_2010
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nucl ear weapons, the docunent is not significantly different fromthe previ ous

edi tions.

The Shri nki ng Nucl ear Forces. Throughout the nineties and i nto the next

century, not only di d Mscowexperience probl ens wth particul ar weapons syst ens,

the fact was that the nunber of nucl ear weapons was decreasing. Note the

folowngcriticismA the start of 1992, the Rissi an Federati on had 6,347

nucl ear warheads. WMen Boris Yeltsinresigned at the end of 1999, hel eft his

successor 5,842 warheads. A the start of 2007, Russia had 681 1B\ (I ncl udi ng

S B\ carried by subnari nes) wth 2,460 warheads and 79 strategic aircraft wth

884 cruisemssiles. That=s atotal of 3,344 warheads. If current trends

persist (newnmissiles arebeingbuilt at anextrenely slowrate, whilethe

wthdrawal of odd missiles is accel erating), the Srategi c Nucl ear Forces might

have no nore than 300 | B\ by the niddl e of the next decade wth no nore t han

Htp://russi aml .vor dpress.comy2010/02 /08 /russi as-newnil i tary-doc . .
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600 warheads.>® Inshort, i nsofar as Mbscowss nucl ear forces were concerned the
future | ooked anyt hi ng but bri ght.

The Satus of Gonventional Véapons, 2010. |f there were problens wth
nucl ear forces, the probl ens wth conventi onal weapons were even greater. This
was brought hone tothe Kkemhiningreat clarity by the Vir wth Georgia. The
war began i n chaos B especi al | y anong t he hi gh coormand i n Mscow As one Russi an
source put it,

The Miin Qperations Drectorate and the Mi n G gani zati on

Drectorate found t hensel ves on August 8, 2008 inthe street inthe

direct sense of theword (nhthat day the directorates were engaged

incarryingout avery strict directive of Defense Mnister

Anatioiy Serdyukov. Ten KanZs were |ined up at entrances, and
property of the eneral Saff=s two nai ndirectorates, packedin

¢ AH ght Years of Falling Behi nd and Vidakeni ng, A Nézavi s/ naya gazet g No.

27, February 13, 2008 inwnc 2/14/08.
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boxes and bundl es, was bei ng | caded i nt o t heny”

Theresult was that Anany of ficers | earned the news that (Rorgi a had begun

mlitary operations agai nst South setia fromnorni ng news publ i cati ons.@®

VHen the general s sat down t o eval uat e Russi an perf ornance duri ng t he war,

t hey were shocked and quite vocal in discussing probl ens. Thi s di scussi on becane

theinpetus for the greatest change i n Russi an conventi onal forces since Viérl d

" ASnord of the Enpire@avirg ctober 5, 2008 inwic 10/6/08

*/od
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Vr 11. Inaninterviewin My 2009, aforner \DVintel ligence chief, Gl onel
Pavel Popovski kh, underscored the dated condi ti on of conbat trainingwthinthe
eliteairborne forces, as well asreflectingonthe situationwthin
conventional forces.
Qur arny is still beingtrai ned based upon regul ati ons, whi ch were
witteninthe 1960s. The regul ations, nanual s, contat traini ng
programmes, and the vol unes of st andards have becone obsol ete.. An
o dfriend recently sent ne the vol une of standards that isinforce
which we wote al ready in 1984, 25 years ago. Thisvouneis a
refl ection of the operation and conbbat training of the troops and
their operatingtactics. If the Arborne Troops have renai ned at
the prehistoric | evel, then we can confidently say that the General
Saff andtherest of thetroops continuetotrainfor a past war.
The Georgi an Véir vas a watershed for Russia. It was clear that the Rissian
mlitary was pl agued wth aged equi pnent, har dware and weaponry, whi ch were
dangerousl y coupl ed wth i neff ecti ve conmand and control syst ens, poor

conmuni cations and i nter-servi ce coordi nation. There were a sointelligence

support failings, failure of the GONASS navi gati onal systemand hi gher than
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anticipated casual ty systens partly as aresult of probl ens wth i nadequat e

I dentificationof Friendor Foe equi pnent. In August 2008, t he i ndependent

Russi an nmil i tary newspaper, Nezavi si noye voyernnoye obozren ye noted that 60-75

percent of 58" Arny tanks depl oyed in Georgia vwerethe o d T-62, T-72Mand T-

72BMnone of whi ch coul d wthstand (eorgi an anti -t ank war heads.

There vere even anong t he newweapons that were bel ng produced : wen

di scussi ng the newT-90 tank i n July 2008, t he t hen conmander -i n-chi ef of Gound

Forces, Arny (eneral Alexei Misl ov, openly admitted that Russi an tanks were

| aggi ng behi nd other countries inthe use of nodern el ectronics. Asheput it,

Aal though work to devel op a tank battl efi el d i nfornati on nanagenent systemi s

al ready under way, its installationonoutdatedtank nodel s is too costly and

therefore not reconmended.@®

*> ARussi an (eneral Qutlines Hanto Qupply Arny wth New A nored
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Qre could go on, but the bottomlineis that weapons and equi pnent inthe

current Russian Arny is antiquated at best. |n June 2009 the Mnistry of

Defense stated that Athe outfitting of troops (forces) wtharns and wth

mlitary and specia equi pnent currently renains at alevel of froméo - 100%,

but the proportion of nodern nodel s is around 10%.@° 1t wil be nany years,

perhaps 2020, a year often suggest ed by Russian military anal ysts before the

Equi pnent @/t erfax, Noventer 15, 2008 i nwic 11/16/08.

®© ANational Security Rriorities: | nproving Legi sl ati ve Support for

Ml itary Qgani zati onal Devel opnent,@ Voyerno-Aomyshl ennyy Karyer, June 20,

2009 inwc 6/21/09.
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mlitary that has been reducedtocloseto 1 mllionandis undergoi ng naj or

structural changes wll have arel atively nodern arned f orces.

Wsing Srategi c Nicl ear Forces to Qfset Qnventi onal Véaknesses. It is

clear, that the Krenhin=s attenpt to nai ntain a strong nucl ear deterrent to

provi de an untrel | a whi | e Russi a=s conventi onal forces were noderni zed fail ed on

both grounds. Frst, whil e Rissia nai ntai ned a nucl ear deterrent of sorts, if

anything it shrunk during the Yeltsin, Rutin, and Mdvedev periods. As | ong as

the option of anuclear first use optionis availabl e, Mscowhas a nucl ear

deterrent, but it isfar lessthanit was in 1993 or even 2000. Furthernore, for

practical purposes, it islimtedtoground based |(B\ for the i nmediate future.

The other two legs of the nuclear triad B the Bulava naval variant is

dysfunctional tothis point, and the fewobsd ete Tu-95M5 and TU160 LAR bonter s

B for practical purposes areirrel evant.

Turning to the conventional forces, themlitaryisclearlyina period of
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transition. Defense Mnister Serdyukov has undertaken a naj or restructuring of

the Russian mlitary, and faces a nonunental task i n updating and nodernizingits

weapons systens. |f anything, the quality of the current i nventory has conti nued

todeteriorateinspite of sone efforts to noderni ze them Veapons systens from

the 70s, 80s and even nineties are everywhere but they are of littl e use agai nst

weapons syst ens based on t echnol ogy fromt he twenti eth century.

There is a naj or probl emfaci ng bot h t he noderni zati on of nucl ear and

conventi onal weapons and that is the sad state the mlitary-i ndustrial conpl ex

findsitself in. AsaRussiangenera put it inApril 2010, AThe Def ense

Mni stry cannot buy sonething that does not guarantee parity inthe event of a

conflict.@. . . AThe arny cannot buy cannot artillery wth arange of 20

ki | onet ers when the eneny has 70 kil oneters.@' |n another i nstance, the sane

¢ ARussian Mlitary Refuses to Buy Russian Arny=s Inferior to Foreign
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officer nade it clear that if i nconpetence and corruption neanthat if Russia

cannot find quality conventional weaponsin Russia, it wll purchase t hemabroad

B astingingind ctnent of the country=s donestic industrial conplex. Toquote

hi magai n,

Madimr Popovkinsaid. ... that the mlitary pai d defenseindustry
aFRs billionadvance for the building of unnanned aerial vehicles,
but never di d acquire the vehi cl es, whi ch are so nuch needed by the
field Andthisiswyit was forcedto purchase theminlsrael. The
probl emis not alack of knowhowor ability, it i s the backwardness
of the avail abl e technol ogy of enterprises of the K (def ense
industria conplex). Thefact isthat certaindirectors of design
bureaus and pl ants, i nstead of channeling the all ocated funds into
t he purchase of nodern production lines, put themintothe bank to
obtaininterest tobuilduptheir narg ns.®

Qunterparts,@/mterfax, April 19, 2010 inwc 4/22/10.

2 AU ti nat umt o Defense | ndust ry: The Russi an Arny Has A ready Been Forced

t o Rurchase Véapons f ormQrer seas F rns,@ Aezavi s/ naya gazet g April 11, 2010 in

wnC 4/12/10.
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Howand when Russian industry wll beina positionto produce qual ity weapons

vwhether it isaBuavamssileor anodernfighter jet or anarnored vehicleis

uncertain. Uhtil it is ableto doso, however, the chances of Mscowcat ching up

ineither areaaremninal unlessit buys all of its weapons abroad.



