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EDITOR’S NOTE
Mark Voyger

The Baltic Defence College book “NATO at 70 and the Baltic states: Strengthening the
Euro-Atlantic Alliance in an Age of Non-Linear Threats” is the flagship publication project
commemorating the 20th anniversary of the Baltic Defence College within the broader
context of the 70th anniversary of NATO.

The year 2019 marks multiple dates that are of vital importance for the regional, as well
as international security system, and that have positive, as well as potential negative
implications. On 4" April 2019 NATO marked its 70" anniversary as “the most successful
Alliance in the history of the world”. This book, therefore, reflects both the desire to build-
up on this continuity, as well as the need to reform NATO for its primary role as the
guarantor of peace and stability in the Euro-Atlantic region, by continuing to deter Russia
in a conventional sense, while responding to the non-linear challenges of the age. 29t
March 2019 also marked the 15th anniversary of the three Baltic States’ joining NATO,
thus, the book places special emphasis on the increased security of the Baltic States
within NATO, with several of authors offering a detailed assessment of the last 15 years
coupled with recommendations for adapting NATO to better serve its expanded mission
in the region in the 215 century.

Those anniversaries that also occur two decades after the signing of the NATO-Russia
Founding Act in the spring of 1997, provide a unique opportunity for this book to serve
as a strategic-level publication venue for the leading political, military and academic
thinkers to share their in-depth analyses and propose strategic-level policy
recommendations regarding the past, present and future of NATO as a defensive
alliance vis-a-vis a resurgent Russia. Thus, the various aspects of the Russia threat not
only to the Baltic region, but to the security of the entire trans-Atlantic community are
explored with the context of Russia’s domestic, as well as regional and international
agenda. The political developments inside Russia in 2019, barely a year into President
Putin’s fourth presidential term, are not promising for the prospects of Russia’s evolving
during the next decade as a responsible international actor that is at peace with its
neighbours, and friendly to the West, quite the opposite. For this purpose, the book
delves into the current status and potential future of Russia’s political, economic, social
and legal systems, and their implications for Russia itself, but also for the Baltic region
and NATO, as a whole. Finally, given the central role played by the military component
even in non-linear, hybrid scenarios, the conventional threat that the Russian military
poses, is also analysed in great detail, both from a historical, as well as contemporary
perspective, a year before the completion of the Russian Federation’s 2020 military
modernization plan.
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Very importantly, beside its primary emphasis on NATO and the wider Baltic region, the
book also examines the region’s neighbourhood by drawing lessons from Russia’s
current and potential aggressive actions in Ukraine, Belarus, and the Black Sea region.

The book contributors include distinguished Baltic Defence College alumni, prominent
political and military leaders from the NATO countries, representatives of the leading
academic institutions and think tanks from Europe and the United States, as well as
faculty members from the Baltic Defence College; as many of those authors also
participated in the Baltic Defence College Russia Conference in March 2019. This
diversity of backgrounds, opinions and styles has greatly enriched this anthology by
incorporating the entire gamut of contributions — from thoroughly researched and
annotated academic papers delving with specific issues related to NATO and Russia, to
policy recommendations that discuss the need for a NATO reform and overall Western
“Grand Strategy” vis-a-vis Russia within the broader pan-European and trans-Atlantic
security context.

The introduction to the Baltic Defence College book has benefited from this multi-layered
approach — by bringing together the strategic viewpoints of two of the most recognizable
names in the political and international security circles in Europe — the former President
of Latvia, Dr. Vaira Vike-Freiberga and Lieutenant-General (ret.) Frederick “Ben”
Hodges, Pershing Chair at the Center for European Policy Analysis and former
Commander of US Army Europe. Each of them shares their visions of both the political,
as well as the military dimensions of Baltic security, within the context of NATO’s
adaptation to deter Russia and respond to the traditional and non-traditional challenges
of the 215t century.

Chapter One opens with an article by the Commandant of the BALTDEFCOL Major
General Andis Dilans’ that emphasizes the importance of NATO for the security of the
Baltic region, as well as the specifics of the various strategic directions covered by
NATO, and the need to continue focusing the attention of the Alliance on the Eastern
flank. The chapter also offers a comprehensive overview of the Baltic Defence College
and its activities over the last 20 years as a unique military academic institution within
NATO, provided by one of its most prominent alumni — Brigadier General Almantas
Leika, the former Commander of the Lithuanian Land Forces.

The broader themes of NATO and the multiple dimensions of trans-Atlantic security are
covered exhaustively in Chapter Two, with distinguished NATO civilian leaders and
military commanders weighing in on the various aspects of the ongoing reforms within
NATO. Major-General (ret.) Gordon “Skip” Davis, currently the NATO Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Defence Investment, focuses on the importance of leveraging momentum
and favourable conditions to seize opportunities over the next six years for delivering
capabilities that are critical to deterrence and defence. General John “Mick” Nicholson,
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the former “Resolute Support” Commander in Afghanistan discusses NATO’s
comprehensive strategy aimed at deterrence and defence, and the need for increased
mobility and speed of NATO’s Land Forces in order to respond to Russia’s conventional
and nuclear threats to the Baltic region and the trans-Atlantic area, as a whole. The
current Polish Ambassador to Estonia H.E. Dr. Grzegorz Koztowski provides an
extensive overview and analysis of the defence expenditures of the Baltic States, as well
as recommendations on achieving greater efficiency in that regard. Colonel Jaak Tarien,
the Director of the NATO Cyber Centre of Excellence in Tallinn, and his colleague Mr.
Siim Alatalu, offer their insights into NATO’s policies in the cyber domain and the role of
the Baltic Defence College in it.

Chapter Three then delves into the specifics of the Russia challenge to NATO and the
West by exploring its multiple dimensions. Stephen Covington, the SACEUR'’s Strategic
and International Advisor analyses the four fundamental elements of Russia’s culture of
strategic thought, their impact on Russia’s behaviour, and their implications for NATO.
James Sherr from the International Centre for Defence and Security in Tallinn looks into
the elements of Russia’s outlook and the Russian Grand Strategy vis-a-vis the West that
they produce. The clash of worldviews between Russia and the West in the 215t century
and the recommendations for the West on how to solve this strategic impasse are
discussed by H.E. Vygaudas Usackas, the former Head of the EU Delegation to
Moscow. The chapter also features a comprehensive analysis of ‘Putin’s Code’ as
revealed in the Russian aggression against Ukraine in the Sea of Azov by Prof. Graeme
Herd from the George C. Marshall Center; as well as innovative strategic-level policy
recommendations by Prof. Julian Lindley-French on the ways Europe should respond to
Russia’s complex strategic coercion. The persistent misperceptions of the West in its
strategy of deterring Russia are revealed and analysed by Dr. Viljar Veebel from the
Baltic Defence College. The historical depth of the entire debate is then provided by two
prominent Sovietologists Diego Ruiz-Palmer, Senior Advisor at NATO HQ, and Baron
Thierry de Gruben, the former Ambassador of Belgium to Moscow. The former offers a
comprehensive overview of the elaborate plans of the Soviet and Russian military
strategists vis-a-vis the Baltic region as part of the Soviet and Russian strategy to break
NATO apart; while the latter discusses the continuity in the political and social
developments of both the Soviet and modern Russian systems to demonstrate that one
is the continuation of the other without a major historical break. The chapter concludes
with a detailed and timely analysis by Glen Howard, the President of the Jamestown
Foundation, of the growing importance of Belarus for both Russia and NATO.

Chapter Four broadens the functional scope of the book by exploring the various
domains of Russia’s hybrid warfare on a regional and global scale, based on the specific
Russian non-linear activities against Ukraine, the Baltic States and NATO, as a whole.
Edward Lucas, the CEPA Senior Vice President, provides a comprehensive analysis of
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Russia’s influence operations and argues the need for the West to develop a coherent
strategy to respond to the all-of-government approach employed by Russia in its non-
linear confrontation with the West. Similarly, Brian Whitmore, the CEPA Russia Program
Director offers his insightful perspective into Putin’s “dark ecosystem” that leverages
corruption, crime and active measures, and proposes an innovative strategy of “hybrid
containment” to counter the Kremlin’s hybrid aggression. Mark Laity, the SHAPE Chief
Strategic Communications Advisor weighs in by discussing the critical role played by
NATO’s StratCom efforts in countering Russian disinformation. The editor of this volume
then provides an innovative analysis of Russian “Lawfare” as a pivotal hybrid warfare
domain, and argues the need for creating a NATO Lawfare Center of Excellence
together with a broader global “Lawfare Defense Network” to successfully counter that
hybrid threat. The economic underpinnings of Russia’s aggressive actions are analysed
by Dr. Christopher Miller from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, who explores
the correlation between Russia’s power projection efforts and its ongoing economic
stagnation. Dr. Janusz Bugajski from CEPA offers his bold strategy for reversing
Moscow’s offensive and winning the “shadow war” with Russia, including by leveraging
the protest potential of the Russian society and ethnic minorities. Finally, Ambassador
Eitvydas Bajarunas from the Lithuanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs offers a
comprehensive outlook of Russia’s hybrid strategy as applied against the Baltic States,
to provide policy recommendations on how to counter hybrid threats at both the national
and international levels.

The book concludes with political and military analysis of the strategic challenges that
will continue to face NATO and the West throughout the 21st century, provided by
General (ret.) Knud Bartels, the former NATO Military Committee Chairman; and the
visionary approach to Baltic security over the course of the next 20 years offered by the
Estonian Minister of Defence Juri Luik.

The target audience of the book are the civilian and military leaders, the defence and
security professionals, diplomats, government officials and members of the academia
and thinks tanks from across the NATO and “Partnership for Peace” member-states.
The book will be presented to the distinguished visitors, the media and other attendees
of the Baltic Defence College Class of 2019 graduation ceremony on 20" June 2019.
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INTRODUCTION

NATO and the Political Dimensions of Baltic Security
Dr. Vaira Vike-Freiberga

After the centenary celebrations of 2018 in all three Baltic countries, the beginning of the
year 2019 gives Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania the occasion to jointly celebrate the 20th
anniversary of the Baltic Defence College — an institution of crucial importance for their
common security, and a visible sign of their ability to collaborate in questions of strategic
importance. Over these past years, the College has proved its worth in pooling the
resources of three neighbouring countries and providing a high-quality education for
young men and women ready to embark on a military career. | congratulate all those
who have been active in making this possible, and | offer my personal good wishes for
the College’s continued success in the future.

The creation of a common defence college preceded by five years the unforgettable
accomplishment of all three of our countries becoming full-fledged members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Alliance, which this year will be celebrating the 70th year since its
foundation. Twenty years ago, membership in NATO was still only a hope and a dream
for us, and the obstacles in our path to acceptance seemed insurmountable at times.
Not only was the need for enlargement still hotly debated among the then 15-member
nations of the Alliance, but some were seriously questioning the very need for NATO’s
continued existence. After all, the remarkably successful common security space that
these countries had enjoyed for half a century had been created in response to the
international tensions of the Cold War. Now that the Warsaw Pact was dissolved, the
Iron Curtain no longer divided Europe, and the long-mighty Soviet Union was no more,
what was there to defend against? Had the very existence of the Alliance not become
an anachronism? Had the need for common security not become obsolete? Could the
resources necessary for defence not be better spent on other needs of society?

As President of Latvia at that time, | had occasion to witness first-hand the pro and contra
arguments, and to participate quite vigorously in the debates. On the side of the member
states, the main arguments focused on two fundamental questions: for and against
NATO and its continued relevance, for and against NATO enlargement. Then, assuming
that accord on these basic points had been secured, the next two steps were just as
important: first, how large should the enlargement be; and second, which among the
candidate countries should such an enlargement include?

The message from NATO to the candidate countries stated quite plainly that acceptance
into the Alliance would not be a forgone conclusion. Their first priority, they were told,
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would be to increase their defence capabilities in order to demonstrate that they would
not be a drain on the collective security of the Alliance. This would require them to
increase defence spending, build infrastructures, train personnel and acquire military
equipment and ordnance. The steps on how this military readiness would be achieved
were outlined for each candidate country in its Membership Action Plan (MAP), but even
achieving the MAP goals would offer no guarantee for acceptance. The ultimate criterion
would always remain the political readiness of each and every then member nation to
accept each and every candidate country into the existing Alliance. This, in turn, would
involve a continuous evaluation of the internal governance of each candidate country,
and essentially political decisions as to its having reached acceptable standards of
fundamental values of democracy. The American Congress in particular was very clear
in emphasizing that the criteria of political readiness would be its prime concern when
the time came for a vote on enlargement.

The demands made on the candidate countries were thus extremely exigent, and
required not just the practical work of fulfilling them, but serious work in ensuring political
consensus and support among their own citizens for such a massive effort. In this regard,
Latvia and its neighbours had at least the advantage of very broad support from their
populations, for the loss of their independence at the end of World War Il and 50 years
of Soviet occupation were still quite fresh in their collective memories. More even than
the former Soviet satellite countries, they felt very keenly the advantages that collective
security could provide for small countries that happened to live next to an expansionist
and often ill-intentioned neighbour. More than those who had lived under democracy
long enough to take it for granted, these countries knew too well how valuable an
achievement it was to justify every possible effort in maintaining and defending freedom.

A military alliance can only be as strong as the commitment of its members, which is just
as important as their collective military might. NATO had survived the Cold War because
it stood for values that were still worth defending, whereas the Warsaw Pact had
dissolved because the ideology on which it had been founded was bankrupt. In Russia,
however, the transition to democracy was far from being accepted as an improvement.
Even if the Russian people had suffered much under bolshevism and communism, they
could not forget the grandeur and power of the former Soviet Union. They felt its collapse
as an insult and a grievance imposed upon Russian pride. The independence of the
former captive nations was seen by Russian leaders not just as an irritant, but as an
insult, and all that these nations had gained they begrudged as a loss to themselves.
The Russian Federation and Vladimir Putin as its leader thus undertook to deploy every
form of influence to downgrade the prestige of NATO, weaken its power and, most
importantly — to stop its enlargement.

Shorn of the territories of the former Soviet “republics”, but full inheritor of the USSR
nuclear arsenal and its permanent seat at the United Nations Security Council, the



Page |13

Russian Federation undertook an active campaign of dissuasion from NATO
enlargement, and strenuously objected to the inclusion of the Baltic countries under the
security umbrella of the Alliance. To listen to some of the arguments advanced by
Russia, its friends, supporters and sympathisers, you might think that no greater threat
to mighty Russia could be conceived than the extension of NATO boarders a few
hundred kilometres to the north and to the east. Here was a country, ostensibly still a
world power of the first rank, expressing ludicrous fears about the dangers posed to it
by the defence forces of three small countries, forces that had had to be built up from
scratch at the renewal of their independence.

That was the official rhetoric, in all the glory of its absurdity, but the point at issue was of
the utmost seriousness. Russia was laying claim to a sphere of influence that should
extend all around its present borders, a sphere within which its perceived national
interests were to be taken for granted and within which international law would cease to
apply. It took a number of years for many in the Western world to understand the
implications of such a claim, but the events of 2008 in Georgia, the invasion and
annexation of Crimea in 2014, the continued conflict in the Donbas region and the latest
developments in the Black Sea have by now taken away any former illusions.

Threats to security in our contemporary world, unfortunately, are no longer limited to
military actions in the historically accepted sense of the word but include a vast panoply
of tools of hybrid warfare, from cyber-attacks at every possible level of society to the
massive dissemination of false news and disinformation. Information integrity has
become just as important as territorial integrity. The rights of citizens to freely select their
elected leaders are being attacked by manipulative interference in electoral processes.
Tolerance for diversity is under attack by financial support to groups with extremist
tendencies, while sowing the seeds of vague discontent weakens confidence in
democratic institutions. None of the gains of previous decades and even centuries can
be taken for granted. Every earlier accomplishment needs continued care and vigilance
to be preserved and maintained.

The time is neither for isolationism, protectionism or chauvinistic nationalism. The need
is for an intelligent understanding of the sweep of history, a deep sense of the values of
democracy, and a commitment to solidarity as a guarantee of sovereignty, not a threat
to it. The need is for enlightened leaders and a well-informed and well-educated public.
May the Baltic Defence College continue doing its part in training both leaders and
followers to face up to the challenges of the present as well as the future.



Page |14

Adapting NATO to Deter Russia:
Military Challenges and Policy Recommendations

Lieutenant General (ret.) Frederick Ben Hodges

In April 2019 in Washington DC, NATO will commemorate and celebrate the 70th
anniversary of the signing of the Washington Treaty, which created the most successful
Alliance in the history of the world. Our great Alliance has evolved and adapted to
changing security environments over the last 70 years. It is not perfect or without need
of continued efforts to ensure its readiness and relevance, but a longer-term view of our
Alliance puts its viability and relevance into a proper historical and strategic context, and
gives me great confidence and optimism about its future.

The strategic situation along NATO’s eastern flank, from the Arctic, across the greater
Baltic Sea region, and down to and thru the greater Black Sea region is as important
today to the overall security and stability of Europe and trans-Atlantic relationship as at
any time since the establishment of NATO. The Alliance has reacted and adapted
quickly to the aggressive, revanchist behaviour of the Kremlin with measured,
sustainable, transparent steps to increase the deterrence capabilities present on
NATO’s eastern flank.

In a relatively short amount of time, beginning with the NATO Summit in Wales in 2014,
thru the NATO Summit in Warsaw in 2016, and most recently at the NATO Summit in
Brussels in 2018 - merely four years - NATO has dramatically increased its defence
spending and modernization efforts and transitioned from assurance missions to
deterrence which requires an increase in capability.

The deployment of eFP (enhanced Forward Presence) Battle Groups, creation of new
commands such as the Joint Sustainment and Enabling Command in Ulm, Germany,
and increased exercises have all improved deterrence and demonstrated resolve. The
transparency of NATO’s actions has demonstrated the commitment of the West to
stability and security and a desire to work with the Russian Federation as compared to
the total lack of transparency and continuous illegal activities of the Kremlin.

However, much remains to be done to ensure long-term, sustainable deterrence that
guarantees the security and freedom of all NATO members and our close friends and
partners in the Baltic region, such as Finland and Sweden.

There are specific actions that NATO and its member-states need to take in order to
maintain relevance, provide effective deterrence, ensure the collective security of all 29
Allies, and contribute to the security and stability across Europe.
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Russia’s leaders respect strength and so the Alliance must demonstrate that strength
and resolve. Essential to its success are the following factors: No 1 - a common view of
the threat; No 2 — a strong and reliable American leadership and unmistakable American
commitment; No 3 — the cohesion of the Alliance; and No 4 - burden-sharing and specific
improvements to Alliance capability.

Number One: A Common View of the Threat

Throughout Russia’s history, its leadership has invariably respected strength and
showed contempt for weakness and compromise. We should immediately disabuse
ourselves of the notion that the current regime in the Kremlin even wants for Russia to
be a normal Western nation that follows the international rules or maintain a normal
relationship with us. We, the West, are constantly surprised by what the leadership of
the Russian Federation does because we continue to hope and believe that they are
thinking about security, relationships and sovereignty the way that we do. We should
stop being surprised that they don't.

The objective of the leadership of the Russian Federation is to change the current
international order, to undermine the cohesion of the Alliance and of the European
Union, and to re-establish what they believe they are entitled to, namely, a ring of buffer
states along its periphery that gives it security. This has always been the case, as it did
not start with the creation of NATO, therefore, any claims by many in Western Europe
that somehow the ongoing Russia’s aggression against its neighbours is a response to
a perceived NATO encroachment, with the addition of new members to the Alliance, is
a complete fiction. For Russia, the idea of sovereignty only applies to Great Powers, as
it believes that it is fully entitled to make decisions for countries like Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Finland, Belarus, Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova, Romania, and others about
whether or not they can join the EU or NATO, or host NATO troops and bases,
permanent or otherwise.

The lack of transparency during the Russian Federation’s exercises is intentional and
adds to the intimidation factor of their actions, as does the routine inclusion of nuclear
weapons and scenarios in those. All these actions are intended to put in the minds of
Western leaders the very real prospect that any conflict would quickly go nuclear should
Russia feel threatened.

The use of misinformation, economic leverage, brute military force, and violations of
international law are part and parcel of Russian war. The Western leaders and analysts
refer to this as hybrid warfare, the Gerasimov doctrine, or the grey zone, as they all try
to categorize it into something understandable. The core principle of this Russian-style
warfare is that it blends all of the elements of national power by putting the emphasis on
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different domains where appropriate and depending on the specific objectives. Nowhere
has this been more apparent than in the Black Sea region and specifically as employed
against Ukraine, Georgia, Moldova and potentially Romania.

The effect of Russia’s pressure and aggression is quite evident in the Ukrainian Black
Sea port of Odessa nowadays, five years since Russia’s attack on Ukraine and its illegal
annexation of Crimea. The construction of the massive bridge across the Kerch Straits
should have been a clear signal to everybody that Russia had no intention of living up
to its Minsk agreements or the Budapest Memorandum. Sadly, Russia’s history is replete
with examples of agreements broken by their leaders. The hand-wringing in some
European countries about the US announcing its intention to leave the INF Treaty should
have been aimed at Russia who had in effect already walked out of it ago when it
developed missile systems that clearly violated that international agreement. As
Bismarck once stated, a treaty with Russia is worth less than the paper it is written on.
This, of course, does not mean that we should not work hard to maintain a working
relationship with the Russian Federation, and that negotiating treaties is not worth the
effort, quite the opposite. However, based on the maxim quoted by President Reagan in
the 1980s — “Trust, but verify!” — any future agreements and treaties must also be
accompanied by strong compliance protocols and transparency measures.

When it comes to Ukraine, the attack on the three Ukrainian Navy vessels last
November, and the capture of the 24 Ukrainian sailors is an example of how Russia
blends brute force with “lawfare”, the twisting by Russia of the interpretation of existing
laws, agreements and treaties in order to justify its own offensive actions. Russia has
claimed that following the annexation of Crimea it is now Russian territory and that
therefore the waters around Crimea, as well as the Ukrainian gas-extracting platforms
in the Black Sea in those waters, legally belong to Russia. Thus, they have attacked the
three Ukrainian vessels and thrown those 24 Ukrainian sailors in a jail in Moscow to
stand trial for allegedly violating Russian territorial waters. If the West does not push
back against this Russian blatant violation of international law and put pressure on
Russia to immediately release those sailors and return those vessels, if merchant ships
from other countries continue to use seaports in Crimea for commercial purposes, even
though the Ukrainian government has declared them officially closed., then the West
would be acknowledging de facto Russia’s claims of legal sovereignty of Crimea. In that
case, one can imagine Odessa being next on the menu, from where Russia could
expand into Moldova, where 2000 Russian troops are based in Transnistria and
potentially, toward Romania, a NATO ally.

| do not believe that Russia wants to invade Europe the way the Soviet Union wanted to
do during the Cold War, when | was a young officer in an infantry battalion in Northern
Germany in the period 1981-1984. As a Russian friend told me once, “Why would
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Russia want to destroy the high table when what they really want is to sit at that high
table?”

This still means that Russia would do all they can to undermine the Alliance, to exploit
every crack in our cohesion. One of the ways of doing this, if we appear to be
unprepared or unwilling to fight, is to launch a short, quick incursion into a NATO country
such as Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania or perhaps Romania, and then see if the Alliance is
able or willing to respond. Russia then would be able to test if all of NATO’s members
would actually be willing to go to war, especially if it threatens to evolve into a nuclear
exchange.

Even smart, well-educated people in Western Europe are incredulous at such a
scenario, as they would often ask: ‘Why would Russia do that? It makes no sense!’ They
are right - it makes no sense to us, but if the Russian leadership thinks they can get
away with it the way they did in Georgia, Ukraine and other countries along their
periphery, then | believe they will continue with this type of aggressive behaviour. That
is why we must have a clear-eyed sober view of what today’s Russia is, and accept the
fact that their leaders only respect strength and despise weakness and compromise.
Without this, we will continue to be surprised by their actions and the safety and security
of our Allies will remain under constant threat.

Number Two: American Leadership and Commitment

There is a lot of anxiety about American commitment and leadership these days, based
on statements by the current US President about the relevance of NATO and the failure
of many countries in the Alliance to do all that they should be doing in terms of defence
spending. It is disappointing that the President has cast doubt on Article 5 and that he
continues to speak so harshly about some of our Allies, especially Germany. His words,
however, are a reflection of what many Americans happen to believe, and this will prove
to be an issue for quite some time to come, well beyond the end of the Trump
Administration, regardless of the number of its terms. There is no doubt, for example,
that Germany is a great nation and an essential ally — a true leader on the continent of
Europe, and indeed - in the world. It is, however, incomprehensible to most Americans,
and in fact, most Europeans that Germany has failed to step up to accept a greater
responsibility for the security of Europe and the deterrence of Russia. Some Germans
would say that their history is why they cannot do more militarily and that their
neighbours, Poland and France, in particular, would be very worried if Germany actually
spent 2% of its GDP on defence. The truth is that no Polish or French official have ever
said that, at least not in recent years, so it is time for Germany to step up and lead.

Similarly, the US allies and friends should assume that the incumbent President will be
re-elected unless the US economy really tanked. Even if he is not, however, a Democrat
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Administration will also undoubtedly maintain pressure on the NATO allies to do more,
just as President Obama did, only at a higher level.

Having said all of that, it is worth noting that the facts on the ground are not reflective of
what the President has said, in fact, it is just the opposite. Everything that President
Obama promised at the NATO Summit in Warsaw in July 2016 has in fact been delivered
by the Trump Administration, such as prepositioned equipment for an armoured division,
rotational brigades, eFP battle groups, and increased exercises. Defender 2020 and the
funding authorized and appropriated by the US Congress for the European Deterrence
Initiative (EDI) has increased for three years in a row now. Importantly, the support by
the US Congress for US leadership and active participation in Europe is better than ever.
The support for spending is one manifestation, while the largest ever Congressional
delegation at the 2019 Munich Security Conference is another example of America’s
commitment to the security of Europe.

President Trump is the 12t US President since America joined NATO. The United States
has had more than 30 different Congresses and more than 20 different Secretaries of
Defence since then. NATO has gone through various challenges, for example, France’s
decision to eject the NATO military HQ during the administration of President Charles
de Gaulle. If one takes a long-term view of America’s commitment, however, then it
becomes obvious that our own security and prosperity are directly tied to a stable,
secure, and prosperous Europe. The economic relationship between North America and
the European Union is deeper and more extensive than any other relationship in the
world. The United States does not have enough capacity to do everything by ourselves,
so our most reliable allies come from Europe, as well as Canada and Australia. We will
need allies more than ever if we end up in a conflict with China, which could happen
within the next ten years, so the US is going to have to work hard to preserve this
relationship.

Number Three: Cohesion

The best and most important aspect of deterrence is the cohesion of our Alliance. The
combined populations, economies, militaries, and diplomatic strength of the 29 members
of NATO dwarfs anything that the Russian Federation could muster, and the Russian
leadership knows this. That is why they seek to exploit any cracks within our Alliance,
and that is why we have to fight hard, endlessly, relentlessly, to preserve that cohesion.

The decision of the Alliance in Warsaw in 2016 to deploy eFP battlegroups was such a
powerful step and symbol because all 28 nations (Montenegro had not yet joined back
then) agreed that this was the right step to take - to transition from assurance to
deterrence. This cohesion was an unmistakable signal to the leadership of the Russian
Federation.
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The issue of permanent forces (sometimes referred to as “Fort Trump”), vs. rotational
forces in Poland and in the Baltics is another test of cohesion. Indeed, Poland made a
very generous offer to host a US base, and permanent basing allowing us to deploy
thousands of US troops in each of these countries would significantly increase our ability
to respond to a challenge rapidly. The current US Administration should still engage in
consultations with our other allies before agreeing to put troops in Poland on a
permanent basis. Of course, Russia cannot and should not have the ability to veto any
decision of the Alliance or its members, but nonetheless, some nations are concerned
that such a deployment might be seen as unnecessarily provocative and a violation of
the NATO-Russia Founding Act. It is not, as Russia has violated that Act multiple times
by now, but still, the impact on the cohesion of the Alliance is something that must be
considered before taking such strategic decisions. It is a reassuring sign that the US
Congress has tasked the Administration to perform an analysis of this offer and report
back by including an assessment of its potential impact on the Alliance within the context
of the larger budget discussions, which would affect this decision. Ultimately, if the US
Administration is willing to do the diplomatic work necessary to bring along the rest of
the Alliance, to maintain our cohesion, then the US permanent basing in Poland
deserves support.

Last, but not least, it is worth noting that Belarus has been able to keep Russian forces
out of its territory despite constant pressure from Moscow. The West should not be
naive regarding Russia’s intentions to use Belarusian territory in the future, but so far it
has been to the advantage of the Alliance that there are no large numbers of Russian
troops stationed in Belarus. NATO and the EU should do all they can to enable and
support the efforts by Belarus to be sovereign and self-reliant, without appearing to try
to pull Belarus away from Russia, so that Belarus can continue to resist Russian
pressure to allow stationing of their troops in Belarus. The statements of the Belarusian
leadership in Minsk in November 2018 indicated that it would be much harder to continue
resisting the pressure from Russia if there were US troops permanently stationed in
Poland, something that is also worth considering before taking this strategic decision.

Number Four: Specific Inprovements to Alliance Capability and Burden-sharing

No 1 - improve military mobility, including highways, railways, airports and seaports,
bridges and tunnels. All of these require improved capacity to ensure sustained, more
rapid throughput, and they must all be protected from cyberattack, missile strikes, and
sabotage. Military mobility also requires increased capacity, especially in terms of rail.
Currently there is not sufficient rail to move adequate armoured forces to critical points,
such as the Suwalki Corridor, faster than Russian Federation forces could do that.
Improved military mobility requires a significant improvement in the process by which
NATO forces can move across borders, therefore, a “military Schengen zone” is much
needed. Coordination with the various components of the “Three Seas Initiative” could



Page |20

help create the infrastructure the Alliance needs, where it needs it, while also benefitting
the local communities and economies. The large Polish “Solidarity Transportation Hub”
project, between Warsaw and Lodz, is another example of integrating domestic
infrastructure projects with military requirements.

No 2 - increase the logistical infrastructure in the region, such as pipelines, storage for
fuel and ammunition, transportation units and assets, larger railheads for end-loading,
prepositioned equipment, protected fibre optic communications networks emplaced, and
rotational units to continuously man this expanded logistical infrastructure, as well as
military police to assist with traffic and protection of this infrastructure and potential
displaced civilians in a crisis.

No 3 - increase the rigor of exercises needed to develop the newer headquarters
established by NATO such as the JSEC in Ulm and to improve the capabilities of the
NATO Force structure HQs such as MNC-NE and the new division HQs that will provide
the mission command over host nation forces and eFP battle groups and ensure they
get the best possible intel, fire support, air defence, and logistics. Only through realistic,
demanding exercises, to include pushing them to the point of possible failure, will the
authorities and expectations of these HQs be fully realized.

No 4 - improved air and missile defence that is integrated and exercised on a theatre-
wide scale each year. There is no doubt that any Russian attack would be preceded by
missile strikes, as well as cyberattacks, to knock out or at least degrade critical
infrastructure upon which the Alliance relies to execute its rapid reinforcement concepts.
| think Germany and the Netherlands could take on a much larger role here.

No 5 - convert the Baltic Sea and Black Sea Air Policing missions to Air Defence with
the appropriate changes in mission profile, rules of engagement, and capabilities. This
puts in place an increased demonstrated capability, ahead of a crisis, to deal with
Russian Federation incursions or attacks, which is essential to effective deterrence.

No 6 - improve maritime capabilities in the Baltic Sea and Black Sea. The Alliance needs
a regional maritime HQ, located in both regions that can coordinate the efforts and
capabilities of each of the nations in the region, to include Sweden and Finland in the
Baltic Sea and Ukraine and Georgia in the Black Sea. These would include anti-
submarine warfare, integration into theatre air and missile defence, protection of coastal
facilities and seaports, and countering the current significant (and growing) A2AD
capabilities resident in the Kaliningrad Oblast and Crimea. Romania should be the
Center of Gravity for this effort in the Black Sea. Germany has stepped forward in the
Baltic Sea with a new HQ, located in Rostock — DEUARFOR, that will soon evolve into
a Baltic Maritime Component Command. In the Baltic Sea, NATO should have little
trouble establishing ‘sea control’ when necessary because of the number of nations
involved that have real maritime capability and because Denmark and Sweden control
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the access into the Baltic Sea. It is a different story in the Black Sea where the Montreux
Convention restricts the ability of non-Black Sea nations, such as the USA, the UK ltaly
and Germany to operate there, thus, the Russian Black Sea fleet will always have a
numerical advantage there. NATO will have to figure out how to offset that advantage
through coordinated Black Sea deployments and exercises, shared intelligence, a
common maritime picture, and ground based systems, especially in Romania, in order
to create our own A2AD capability, especially in the western Black Sea.

All of the above would require increased defence spending and burden-sharing. Under
the leadership of Secretary General Stoltenberg, many members of the Alliance have
significantly increased their investments in modernization, readiness, and growth. Most
are on track to meet their commitment to 2% GDP by the agreed upon target date of
2024. Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Romania have all been particularly
responsive in this regard and have set a standard for the rest of the Alliance.

However, it is time for the Alliance to adopt a more sophisticated approach to define
investments in order to ensure that we have all the capabilities that we need, and which
would help the NATO governments address their obligations within the context of their
own unique domestic political and economic circumstances.

Some of the recommendations above could be enhanced with a changed approach to
how nations spend their resources. For example, investments in improved infrastructure
that have dual-use demonstrable military value, such as expanding rail capacity and
bridges that can hold Abrams tanks, should count towards the two percent obligation.
Similarly, improvements to cyber protection of airports and seaports should also be
counted towards the two percent. All cyber defence in Lithuania, for example, falls under
the Ministry of Defence, and so it counts towards their two percent of the budget.
Improving research and development through support of some promising “start-ups” to
create innovative solutions to security challenges could also count towards the two
percent.

At the end of the day, the greatest and most important resource of the Alliance is our
people, the Men and Women who serve in uniform or as civil servants to ensure our
security and stability, who are always expected to be successful despite shortfalls in
resources, manning, equipment, and time, and sometimes even in the absence of clear
political guidance. Our civilian leadership should do all they can to emphasize and
promote and encourage talented young people to continue to step forward and serve
and lead.



Page |22

CHAPTER 1
THE BALTIC STATES SECURITY REVISITED

The Baltic states’ 15 Years in NATO: Which Strategic
Direction Should the Shield Face?

Major General Andis Dilans

2019 is a year of many anniversaries — the 70th Anniversary of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO), 20 years of the membership of the Czech Republic, Hungary, and
Poland in the Alliance, 15 years of the ascension of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania to the
organization along with four more countries (Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, and
Slovenia). There is another important anniversary — 20 years of one of the most
successful military cooperation projects, the Baltic Defence College' (BALTDEFCOL) —
that has truly catalysed the Baltic states’ accession and integration into NATO and the
European Union (EU) and has been acting as a real example of smart defence. The
Baltic states did not miss the unique momentum to establish a commonly funded,
administrated, and well-functioning professional military educational College. The
nations decided to use single foreign language, English and to follow agreed NATO
operational standards and procedures to change the culture of military leadership
towards Western best practices with strong support from allied nations and partners.
This is a unique example that does not exist anywhere else in the field of Professional
Military Education (PME). In a relatively short period — only 20 years — the BALTDEFCOL
explored these opportunities and developed the College into a well-known, highly
professional, creditable, and creative establishment by educating military personnel and
civil servants from the Baltic states, other NATO countries, as well as Partnership for
Peace (PfP) and partner nations, enhancing multinational cooperation, and engaging in
academic research in security and defence studies in the region. These past years have
been a favourable and successful period in many ways, and with this book, the College
significantly contributes to its professional fields of research.

In comparing the issues and subjects that were discussed and addressed 20 years ago
with what we are dealing with and tackling now, there is an enormous change in the
geopolitical situation. The current security environment has become highly complex and
uncertain, and the related threats are still evolving. In the 21st century, we have
witnessed provocative military activities, outrageous terrorist attacks, deliberate
deception, targeted information campaigns, and unpredictable cyberattacks and other

1 The Baltic Defence College Website - https://www.baltdefcol.org/
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manipulations. The scale of these incidents is enormous. Acting together in concert, they
question our existing way of life, democratic values, the principles which the transatlantic
community is built upon, and its historical ways of cooperation, as these challenges are
characterized by increasing international tensions and with global security and global
economy directly affecting stability and defence of the Baltic states. Overall, it tests
NATO as a whole and it's Centre of Gravity? (CoG) — the unity and cohesion of the
Alliance - but also that of each single member nation.

Clearly, these matters concern also peace and security in all of Europe. Around the
dates when the Baltic states joined NATO and the EU, the latter’s Security Strategy 2003
began with the sentence, “Europe has never been so prosperous, So secure nor SO
free.”® This is definitely not the case anymore. The question now is, in which direction
should the shield face in order to protect Western values and security and to build
prosperity?

Undoubtedly, the prioritization of strategic directions which this shield should face
depends primarily on a country’s geographical location, as geography is key to designing
military strategy, although this factor taken on its own does not provide answers to all
questions®. For the countries lying on the shores of the Baltic Sea, the primary security
concern is Russia, due not only to their mere geographical position on the map of Europe
but also to their historical experience. Without doubt everyone in NATO nowadays would
agree with this threat perception. It was not always the case, as had this question been
asked just five years ago, one would have received quite diverging answers.

Someone from North America would have called for bringing the shield back to their
home continent, as it was presumably no longer needed in Europe. The main question
at that time was, why does the United States still have troops stationed in Europe since
the Cold War ended and now we work well together with Russia? Alternatively, another
question was, as there is no conventional threat, are Europeans not capable of
defending themselves? This approach was applied also to NATO’s expeditionary
operation in Afghanistan, which was already perceived as a burden that had been

2 The NATO definition of the Centre of Gravity (CoG) is as follow: The primary source of power that
provides an actor its strength, freedom of action and/or will to fight. Based on AAP — 06, NATO
Glossary of Terms and Definitions, Edition 2018, NATO, Brussels 08 November 2018, p. 24. See also:
Robert Dixon, Clausewitz, Center of Gravity, and the Confusion of a Generation of Planners, Small
Wars Journal 20 October 2015, https://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/clausewitz-center-of-gravity-and-
the-confusion-of-a-generation-of-planners (accessed: 12.03.2019).

3 A Secure Europe in a Better World - European Security Strategy, Brussels, 12 December 2003. [on-
line] [s.l.]: Council of the European Union, 11.10.2004. Available on
ttp://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf (accessed: 15.03.2019).

4 Susi Dennision et al., The Nightmare of the Dark: The Security Threats that Keep Europeans Awake at
Night, The European Council on Foreign Relations, July 2018,
https://www.ecfr.eu/specials/scorecard/the nightmare of the dark the security fears that keep eur
opeans_awake at n (accessed: 15.03.2019) and Threat Perception in the OSCE Area, OSCE
Network and Think Tanks and Academic Institutions, April 2014, pp. 28 — 32.
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carried for over a decade already, in a situation where all military goals had been
achieved.

Southern Europeans could have answered that NATO needs a shield in the
Mediterranean against the threats and challenges emanating from the international
terrorism south of Europe and that NATO could assist in the protection of the EU from
illegal migrants coming across the sea by contributing to controlling the flow of refugees
that would increase instability in all of Europe. Western Europeans would have stated
correctly that we also need a shield in Africa itself to protect it from collapsing into
perpetual turmoil. They could have also pointed out the extensive the West's role and
commitments across that continent not being able to fully conform to NATO’s command
structures and capability targets at that time. Northern Europe would mainly be
concerned about the implications of global warming on the Arctic in terms of its
ecosystem, fishing areas, and the world's largest untapped oil and gas reserves. “The
Arctic seemed far away because it remained if not untouched, at least largely preserved
from the changes caused by people. But the Arctic is feeling the full force of climate
change.”™ Additionally, “against the background of the conflict in Ukraine and Russia’s
tensions with the West, Russian military build-up in the Arctic has renewed concerns
regarding the potential militarization of the region.”® No doubt, Russia’s militarization of
Artic has evolved drastically since 2014.

We, the nations of Eastern Europe, would have been raising voices, just as we do today
that “the Russians are coming,” but no one would be paying serious attention to that
warning. At the same time, the region was not ready to seriously invest in self-defence
capabilities. We referred to NATO as an omnipotent shield, based on the shared
assumption that NATO would immediately come to our aid and do everything for us in
case of a crisis or a direct threat from Russia. Recent history has shown that we, the
Baltic states, cannot view our security in isolation from each other or in separation from
our allies.

As Carl Bildt argued already in 1994, the Baltic states have a role to play for the West to
understand and read Russia better:

“Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia should be watched closely as barometers of
Russia's progress toward better relations with the West. Besides their

5 Jean-Marc Ayrault, French Minister of Foreign Affairs and International Development, The Challenge of
the Arctic. National Roadmap for the Arctic, Paris June 2016, p. 4,
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/frna - eng -interne - 17-06-web cledfcfcc.pdf ; D. Trenin, P.
K. Baev, The Arctic A View from Moscow, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Washington
2010, pp. V, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/arctic_cooperation.pdf, (accessed: 25.03.2019).

6 Ekaterina Klimenko, Russia’s Military Buildup in the Arctic: Political Rhetoric vs. Reality, World Policy
14 October 2015, https://worldpolicy.org/tag/ekaterina-klimenko/ (accessed: 25.03.2019); J. Kapyla, H.
Mikkola, The Global Arctic 133 — The Growing Arctic Interests of Russia, China, the United States and
the European Union, The Finnish Institute of International Affairs, Helsinki, 13 August 2013.
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strategic borders with Russia, these nations have been the historical
harbingers of Moscow's intentions abroad, as their early revolts presaged the
collapse of the Soviet empire. The Baltic states are still subject to a
"demographic occupation” by post-war Russian immigrants, even if Russian
soldiers have finally left. For those in Moscow who still harbour designs on the
“near abroad," a greedy eye will focus on these newly independent nations
first. Western nations, particularly the United States, must steel their resolve
and preserve the place of the Baltic states in the new Europe.”

It was a trenchant point those days and is still relevant and topical today.

Someone once told me, “That we, the Baltic states, joined a NATO that was not the
organization we wanted anymore”. Admittedly, the three Baltic nations joined the
Alliance because of Article V and its principle that “an armed attack against one or more
of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all.”®
Frankly, did we know or understand anything else apart from this? Not really, as we did
not pay enough attention to other important variables in the defence and deterrence
equation and NATO was indeed different to the organization to which we had aspired to
join. Based on the threat assessments, NATO went through a number of reduction
programmes and was successful. The Alliance went expeditionary, developed niche
capabilities, and forgot about pledges of defence spending. Article V had to be ensured
“through or in Afghanistan”.

Russia’s invasion of Georgia in 2008 changed this picture dramatically. At that time we
rediscovered another provision within the Treaty, Article IV, which talks about the
consultations in case the territorial integrity, political independence, or security of any of
the NATO member states are threatened. NATO did actually invoke the Article IV during
the Crimean crisis of 2014 by the request of the member states that felt the most
threatened by Russia’s aggressive actions. “Consultation reinforces NATO'’s political
dimension by giving members the opportunity to voice opinions and official positions. It
also gives NATO an active role in preventive diplomacy by providing the means to help
avoid military conflict®, but it does not make an individual state more capable or
stronger. Arguably, our demands were satisfied, but as we saw the clouds darken in the
East, we were not content; but at the same time, our Allies were not ready to do more.

7 Carl Bildt, The Baltic Litmus Test. Foreign Affairs September/October 1994,
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/baltics/1994-09-01/baltic-litmus-test-revealing-russias-true-
colors (accessed: 25.03.2019).

8 The North Atlantic Treaty, Washington D.C. - 4 April 1949, Article 5,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official texts 17120.htm (accessed: 25.03.2019).

9 The consultation process and Article 4, NATO Brussels 17 March 2016,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/topics 49187.htm (accessed: 25.03.2019).
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Only in 2014 did we “rediscover” the Article 11l of the NATO Treaty, which discusses
effective self-help and mutual aid and the development of individual and collective
capacity to resist an armed attack.'® Following this rediscovery, we began to react
accordingly by increasing our defence budgets, investing in host nation infrastructure in
order to make it capable of receiving increased numbers of Allied troops and equipment,
and accelerating and enhancing the development of our own homeland defence forces
and capabilities. Thus, it had taken a decade to internalize the Treaty, with Articles Ill,
IV and V at its core, and to understand that they function best if the respective articles
are applied in a coordinated fashion. During the first decade within NATO, we individually
learned the articles of the North Atlantic Treaty in reverse order.

Therefore, five years ago, just before Russia’s illegal annexation of Crimea, NATO was
in an unhealthy debate on the regionalization of the organization, as interest clubs of
like-minded nations were being formed within it. One could even call those informal mini-
alliances within the greater alliance. This was exactly what our adversary desired to
achieve — to divide NATO, to undermine our Western values, and to attack our CoG —
the cohesion and unity of our Alliance.

It was exactly at that critical juncture for NATO when Russia invaded Ukraine and
annexed Crimea using the cover of the Olympic Games in Sochi and following the
pattern that was tested in 2008 of using the Summer Olympics in Beijing as a cover for
the invasion of Georgia. Russia formally incorporated Crimea into the Russian
Federation on 18 March 2014, less than four weeks after the invasion of the peninsula.
By doing so, Russia once again showed that she is the best “piece-keeper”!" (albeit not
a UN “peacekeeper”), as it would seize a piece of land from a sovereign nation and then
keep it. Russia imposes its rules by creating so-called frozen conflicts in order to reach
its strategic goals in what it perceives as its rightful sphere of influence in this manner.
The same had occurred earlier in Moldova, then in Georgia and Ukraine (both in Crimea
and in Eastern Ukraine). The difference between 2008 and 2014 was that NATO and
the West as a whole did not return to business as usual with Moscow, and that proved
to be a big miscalculation by Russia. In fact, Moscow achieved exactly the opposite
effect of what it desired — NATO and Western societies became much more unified and
cohesive, stronger, and more decisive in their responses.

0 The North Atlantic Treaty, Washington D.C. - 4 April 1949, Article 3,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official texts 17120.htm (accessed: 25.03.2019).

1 The term was quoted as a joke used by former Georgia’s president, Mikheil Saakashvili. See in:
Russia and the West: Confrontational Russia, The Economist 26 August 2008,
https://www.economist.com/europe/2008/08/26/confrontational-russia (accessed: 27.03.2019). Martin
McCauley, Bandits, Gangsters and the Mafia: Russia, the Baltic states and the CIS since 1992,
Routledge London 2013, p. 387. T. Japaridze, A View from Tbilisi: Are the Euro-Atlantic Partners
Ready to Accept Russia’s Notion of a ‘Near Abroad’? The Atlantic Council, 01 September 2015.
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On the issue of which direction this shield should face, 29 Chiefs of Defence clearly
stated and reconfirmed, during their meeting in Brussels in January 2019, that Russia
and international terrorism are the major challenges'? facing the Alliance. One could
argue that these two challenges are similar, although they are not the same. The biggest
difference is that terrorism does not pose an existential threat to NATO as an
organization, nor to any of its constituent nations. It is still a serious challenge and no
nation is fully protected against the terrorists’ devastating actions, but the NATO nations’
independence and sovereignty are not at stake. Therefore, while there may not be the
need of a fully-fledged shield against terrorism, NATO still needs a proper tool like a
“net” to catch radicals and extremists, but it can use its security services and law
enforcement agencies to deal with those threats, and not necessarily it's military.

On the other hand, Russia, as a state actor with its nuclear arsenal and massive and
constantly increasing military capabilities, is not only a challenge but also a real
existential threat. To deter it, NATO definitely needs a shield as well as a sword. Likewise
we need to exercise how to use them and have to be ready to apply these tools
whenever necessary. The geography and the geopolitical situation of the Baltic Sea
region pose a security challenge for Europe, because it is a partially closed sea, joining
the North Sea and the Atlantic Ocean only through a number of straits. Therefore, those
who control the straits control the sea along the shores of which one third of Europe’s
GDP is created.

This is a strategic competition, and together with ongoing regional instability, we
recognize it as the most serious threat to our security nowadays. Russia is desperately
trying to achieve recognition as a great power using all possible tools at her disposal,
beginning with her military capabilities that include nuclear weapons, as well as
hypersonic weapons as a New Year’s “gift to the nation” commemorating the fourth
inauguration of Vladimir Putin as Russia’s president. Russia has developed a policy of
power assertion and strategic pressure through military operations involving regular
force or private military companies in countries as diverse as Georgia, Ukraine, Syria,
Mali, Libya, and now, Venezuela. Russia is developing both nuclear and conventional
capabilities along with a military build-up facing the West. Russia also uses covert
operations involving chemical agents on the territories of NATO and the EU member
states. Therefore, the Baltic nations’ relationship with the Russian Federation is
complicated. Consequently, we will never accept Russia's actions, which violate the
principles of international law and use force against its neighbours. Next, we cannot

2 Press Conference, by the Chairman of the Military Committee, Air Chief Marshal Sir Stuart Peach, at
the 180th meeting of the Military Committee in Chiefs of Defence session, NATO Brussels 16 June
2019, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions 162454.htm?selectedLocale=en (accessed:
27.03.2019).
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accept Russia's policy of information warfare, which seeks to undermine the basic
principles of democracy, human rights, and the rule of law.

Russia’s unclear intentions raise challenges and cause huge problems for Europe and
NATO. Under these conditions, it is necessary not only to reassess, but also rather to
re-write or, even more appropriate, to develop novel strategies in order eliminate any
potential threat. Primarily, this is necessary to increase the situational awareness in the
operational area. Secondly, it is essential to invest in the construction of robust defence
capabilities that are able to act and deal with the dangers coming from both state and
non-state actors. These circumstances mandate improving armed forces interoperability
among the Allies and partners as well as an enhancement of the cooperation with civilian
counterparts and agencies in order to build the resilience of our societies. These are
very demanding requirements, but jointly and comprehensively we are capable of doing
it.

We are already on the way to this point; we now have NATO Enhanced Forward
Presence'® (e-FP) troops in the region, but very similarly to the NATO Articles, we
started to understand the e-FP in reverse order as well. It started with “P”’— “presence”,
what began with NATO assurance measures, was stipulated in the Readiness Action
Plan' (RAP) and approved at the Wales Summit'®, with the hope that this would be
enough to convince Russia to reconcile with the West and return to business as usual.
From the Baltic perspective, our main concern was the necessity for increased NATO
presence in the region as a prerequisite for preserving our statehood. At that point, we
were focused primarily on the presence element of our security policy, as the goals and
demands were to have a stronger NATO and US footprint in our respective countries. It
was successful, and a US company-sized unit was deployed with a number of tanks as
military rotational deployments, called persistent presence. The term permanent
presence was not acceptable then, as it was still a taboo out of concern that it might
escalate the situation along the border with Russia. This was the perception at the time,
regardless of the fact that three infantry companies spread over three countries facing
three to four fully manned and equipped divisions and other combat ready troops on the
Russian side of the border could not provoke any escalation from a rational point of view.

We also gained additional military exercises in our territories, although most of them had
been previously planned as national ones, and they were re-labelled as NATO exercises
from a STRATCOM messaging perspective. The biggest success was the agreement

3 Boosting NATO'’s presence in the east and southeast, NATO Brussels 16 June 2019,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohag/opinions 162454.htm?selectedLocale=en (accessed: 27.03.2019).

14 Readiness Action Plan, NATO Brussels 21 September 2017,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natoha/topics 119353.htm (accessed: 27.03.2019).

15 See: Wales Summit Declaration. Issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Wales, NATO Website, Brussels last updated 26 September
2016, https://www.nato.int/cps/ic/natohg/official texts 112964.htm (accessed: 27.03.2019).
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and decision to build the NATO Force Integration Units (NFIUs) — small (some 40
personnel strong) NATO staff elements that are responsible for coordinating the NATO
Response Force’s (NRF) arrival and deployment into the host nations.

At the time, even the NRF would not have been able to arrive on time or with all required
capabilities due to the inexistent or insufficient infrastructure, such as points of
embarkation and disembarkation or required areas for forces staging in the region.
Limited mobility and restriction enforced by the EU regarding the transportation of
hazardous materials and explosives that military combat units would normally need
complicated the situation even further. These were some of the hurdles that we had to
face as we started our journey to relearn these collective defence requirements — all of
which would have been so obvious and understandable for everyone in NATO during
the Cold War.

At the Warsaw Summit'®, we also learned what “F” stands for — “forward”, meaning
physical ‘boots’ (soldiers) on the ground. The idea was that the more NATO nations are
involved, the better, just like the Berlin Brigades'” during the Cold War in West Berlin,
where all NATO nations were present within the US, British, and French brigades. Our
perception was that it would increase the deterrence effect, and it would also help the
Allies to better understand regional security concerns by being on our soil where they
could even feel Russian encroachment on a daily basis, especially within our societies
through the media and across the information space. That was undoubtedly quite a
change for some nations.

Ultimately, we achieved a unity of thoughts, and in 2016, the Alliance declared that
NATO was going to reinforce its protection measures in East Europe to enhance
deterrence by setting up and deploying four multinational NATO battle groups'® of about
1,200 troops to each of the Baltic countries and Poland. Canada took the lead in Latvia,
Germany was the framework nation in Lithuania, the UK acted as such in Estonia and
U.S. became framework nation in Poland. It was about sending a clear signal to Russia
that any aggression would be met immediately and not just by local forces, but by forces
from across the Alliance, too.

Of course, someone may argue that such military deployments have a purely political
rather than military effect because the force ratio between NATO and Russian forces
only in their Western military district is not even comparable (the personnel ratio of

16 Read: Warsaw Summit Communiqué Issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in
the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Warsaw 8-9 July 2016, Warsaw 09 July 2016,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official texts 133169.htm (accessed: 28.03.2019).

7 For details see: Dedicated to the Western Allies in West Berlin (1945-1994), http://western-allies-
berlin.com/ (accessed: 28.03.2019).

8 |In details read: NATO’s Enhanced Forward Presence, NATO Brussels August 2018,
https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf 2018 09/20180910 1809-factsheet efp en.pdf
(accessed: 28.03.2019).
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personnel of Baltic nations plus eFP versus the West Military District in combat units
only is about 22 950 to 78,000 or even more)'®. The other concern is that these military
units would not be able to defend the Baltic nations in the case of a surprise conventional
attack. The Baltic nations clearly understand that the e-FP mission does not exist for
resisting the Russian aggression but for providing a guarantee that NATO’s Article V
would be activated immediately and that NATO as a whole would go to war with Russia
since all those nations’ troops would also come under the attack of Russia.

Finally, during the last year when all e-FPs had reached full operational readiness and
had drawn some lessons from the region based on their partnership with local forces,
their cooperation with the local population and their teamwork with national authorities,
we discovered what “E” stands for — “enhance”. We all learned that it is important to
have troops on the ground in the region, but it is even more important to have the ability
to employ them and act responsibly. Therefore, at the 2018 Brussels Summit, NATO
looked for ways to shorten the period for reinforcing these troops in the region in case
of a war, as well as for enhancing and enabling them with missing capabilities such as
naval, air, air-defence, special operations, cyber, intelligence, and command and control.
In addition, the so-called “Four 30s” plan was approved, meaning thirty ground
battalions, thirty air squadrons, and thirty major naval combatants would be ready to be
deployed and engaged with an adversary within thirty days?°. They definitely need to be
exercised and proven to be functioning with operational maintenance in order to improve
NATO’s defence in the East. Other important steps such as the approval of the revised
NATO Command Structure and the reduction of mobility problems within Europe were
taken. These undoubtedly add to the cohesion and credibility of NATO’s deterrence
efforts.

Regarding our own readiness and capabilities, we are also focused on our homework.
The necessity of common regional solutions to a common security challenges has once
again been brought up. To the surprise of no one, the Allies see us, the Baltic states, as
one operational area, so it would not be a surprise that we should seek answers to our
common threats — to be on the forefront in its design. Individually, we can do a lot in
adhering to Article Ill, but if it is not rooted in a “regional Article IV”, with consultation and
synchronization, it would bear little effect in the case of activating an Article V scenario.

19 Baltic states — 18 600, eFP — 4350, mover some US — 8850 in Poland vs. just Russian Wets Military
District — 78 000 only in combat units. See: Scott Boston et al., Assessing the Conventional Force
Imbalance in Europe. Implications for Countering Russian Local Superiority, RAND Corporation 2018,
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research reports/RR2400/RR2402/RAND RR2402.pdf
p.7.

20 Alexander Vershbow, Philip Breedlove, Permanent Deterrence, Atlantic Council 07 February 2019,
https://issuu.com/atlanticcouncil/docs/permanent deterrence (accessed: 28.03.2019) and Brussels
Summit Declaration Issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in the meeting of the
North Atlantic Council in Brussels 11-12 July 2018, Brussels 11 July 2018, Article 14.
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Therefore, we have already increased our respective defence investments in order to
meet the target of two percent of our GDP. We are creating new units in order to
strengthen our territorial defences and to enhance the resilience of our entire societies.
We are investing in our infrastructure in order to improve receiving, staging, and onward
movement of incoming units from other NATO member nations. There is investment in
military capabilities, e.g., purchasing radars, sensors, air defence, rotary wing, indirect
fire, armoured vehicles, and other assets, and the development of comprehensive
defence strategies in response to the current geopolitical situation. We recognize the e-
FP as a catalyst for transforming the Alliance's combat effectiveness and interoperability.
It also strengthens friendship among nations, units, and troops. It is evident that the e-
FP battlegroups’ presence in the Baltic region has boosted the development of regional
military capabilities as well as improved the multilateral cooperation among like-minded
nations.

NATO has to have its shield faced towards Russia, but at the same time, NATO has to
be in a position to use its shield to protect all of its nations, their democratic systems,
and Western values, in all other directions in a 360-degree approach. Therefore, we
collectively as an Alliance, must continue strengthening deterrence in the wider Baltic
region by simultaneously building and enhancing defence capacities and promoting
greater burden sharing among the Allies.

We must continue developing and improving our capabilities, forces, plans, and
procedures in such a manner that would dissuade anyone from daring to doubt our
resolve. While adding important military capabilities and increasing NATO’s capacity for
rapid reinforcement, we must also preserve consensus within NATO. We need to avoid
any possible conflicts at all costs, and for that reason, it is mandatory to continue to
ensure NATO’s cohesion and solidarity. As the great strategist Sun Tzu once wrote,
“The art of war teaches us to rely not on the likelihood of the enemy's not coming, but
on our own readiness to receive him; not on the chance of his not attacking, but rather
on the fact that we have made our position unassailable.”

Therefore, returning to the fragile geostrategic situation in Eastern Europe, let us open
our minds to new horizons and try to formulate ideas in order to assist military leaders
in forming sound military advice to political leadership. It must be clear that political
identity is not the same thing as the geographical reality, and here we, the three Baltic
states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, are “sitting in the same boat”. The geography is
as it is and to the rest of the world, most notably to our allies, as highlighted earlier, it is
seen as a combined battleground. Therefore, no matter how much modern equipment
we possess, no matter how advanced our fighting vehicles, vessels or planes are, if
those are not interoperable and connected into common and joint command and control
systems to provide a Common Operational Picture, it is a waste of efforts and resources.



Page |32

Being in NATO's first line of defence requires us to make significant improvements in
the field of Strategic Intelligence and the expansion in regional Situational Awareness
through allowing the creation of a clear and vibrant situational understanding. A common
image of the situation in the whole region and understanding of evolving conditions will
improve prediction and rapidness to react diplomatically, politically, and militarily, if
required. The RAP, with its NFIU’s, Assurance Measures and Persistent/Rotational
Presence, e-FP, etc., has changed many settings within the Baltic states’ reality. Frankly,
the security situation is becoming more complex, and we could find ourselves in
reactionary mode rather than a pre-emptive one.

It is obvious that a single strategic and operational level education and learning
establishment for ensuring a common situation awareness and understanding, as well
as stimulating strategic and critical thinking is needed to avoid letting security
developments overrun us. Here, the role of the Baltic Defence College to endure to be
at the forefront of strategic and operational military thinking for the Baltic states, the
Baltic region, and beyond, becomes even more important. In fact, the College has been
doing it already for 20 years. As a Professional Military Education and academic
institution, we possess all the possibilities to jointly and comprehensively Educate future
military and civilian leadership, we have the potential to Engage in security and defence
research, and we enjoy a unique opportunity to Enhance multinational cooperation
among allies and partners without the caveats of political constraints.

Such an impressive triple “E” (Educate, Engage and Enhance) mission clearly highlights
that the College could and should continue to be an asset, a “centre of excellence” if you
will, of strategic and operational thinking for our common joint operational area. Who
else should academically formulate a resolute response to the RAND’s corporation well-
known “60 hours™! battle for the three independent Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania as to which strategic direction should the shield face?

21 David A. Shlapak, Michael Johnson, Reinforcing Deterrence on NATO's Eastern Flank, Wargaming
the Defense of the Baltics, https://www.rand.org/pubs/research reports/RR1253.html; Wesley Clark,
Juri Luik, Egon Ramms, Richard Shirreff, Closing NATO'’s Baltic Gap, International Centre for Defence
and Security, Tallinn 2016; Richard Shirreff, War with Russia, Coronet Books, London 2016.
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The Baltic Defence College —
a Unique Professional Military Educational Institution

Brigadier General Almantas Leika

Introduction

The creation of the Baltic Defence College started when the Ministers of Defence of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania representing their respective Governments on June 12,
1998 in Brussels, Belgium, signed the Agreement between the Government of the
Republic of Estonia, the Government of the Republic of Latvia and the Government of
the Republic of Lithuania Concerning the Baltic Defence College. The Baltic States
decided to establish Baltic Defence College, a joint educational institution. It was agreed
that the College will be located in Estonia. The aim of the Baltic Defence College was
to establish and continuously improve the training and development of senior staff
officers of the armed forces and, if additionally agreed, civil servants of the Baltic States.
It was decided that the working language of the College must be English. Activities and
courses conducted by the Baltic Defence College, as their primary role, were supposed
to-

(a) take account of the general political and geographical conditions of the
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania;

(b) reflect national defence tasks of the armed forces of the Baltic States;
(c) mirror defence concepts of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania;

(d) to the extent possible integrate NATO principles and procedures in order to
prepare the Baltic States for NATO membership;

(e) deepen the knowledge of the role and tasks of the international organisations
involved in European security.??

This was the start of the Baltic Defence College - a unique international professional
military educational (PME) institution. The College was officially opened on February
25,1999. This date is now considered the official birthday of the Baltic Defence College.
The first Senior Staff Course started in August 1999.

22 “Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Estonia, the Government of the Republic of
Latvia and the Government of the Republic of Lithuania Concerning the Baltic Defence College”, June
12, 1998; available from: https://www.baltdefcol.org/files/files/documents/Establishment.docx;
accessed December 02, 2018.
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Since its start the College has grown and established itself among other Defence or
Staff Colleges with all necessary and required attributes. The Baltic Defence College
developed into an English-speaking international institution of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania providing PME at the operational and strategic level for military and civilian
leaders of the Baltic States, their allies and partners. The College conducts applied
research, hosts and co-hosts conferences and seminars and offers a fellowship
programme.?® The Baltic Defence College currently conducts Senior Leader Course
(SLC), Higher Command Studies Course (HCSC), Joint Command and General Staff
Course (JCGSC) and Civil Servants’ Course (CSC). The College publishes relatively
numerous publications - Journal on Baltic Security, Ad Securitatem, and The Bugle. The
Baltic Defence College was undoubtedly instrumental in considerably contributing to
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania becoming members of the North Atlantic Alliance. And
what is of utmost significance, the College educated a considerable number — almost
1,500 — of senior military officers and civil servants. For the overview of the Baltic
Defence College graduates see the Table.

Table 1. Baltic Defence College graduate numbers?*

Courses Total Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian
students
Numbers Percentage

Army Intermediate Command 142 118 83.1
and Staff Course (AICSC)
Joint Command and General 840 570 67.9
Staff Course (JCGSC)
Higher Command Studies 207 101 48.8
Course (HCSC)
Senior Leaders’ Course (SLC) 74 31 41.9
Civil Servants’ Course (CSC) 122 110 90.2
Total 1,385 930 67.1

The author of this discussion has the honour and privilege to be closely connected with
the College almost from the start. He graduated from the 2nd Senior Staff Course in
2001 and 1st Higher Command Studies Course (HCSC) in 2004. He then was posted
to the Baltic Defence College as Course Director of the HCSC during the period of 2007 -
2010. He also attended the 1st Senior Leaders’ Seminar in 2015. He was distinctly
honoured and privileged to become a member of the College’s Hall of Fame on April 12,
2016.

23 Baltic Defence College, available from: https://www.baltdefcol.org/?id=14 ; accessed December 15,
2018.
24 |bid.
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Major General Andis Dilans, the 6" Commandant of the Baltic Defence College, insists
that the College must maintain main focus ‘on quality assurance and customer
satisfaction, making the institution even more effective in responding quickly to drastic
changes in security, political, economic, social and environmental spheres that the world
is currently facing.’?® The following discussion aims to address how better to ensure and
increase the quality of the PME and customer satisfaction through capitalizing on distinct
features of the College. Firstly, the author will sketch the distinct features of the Baltic
Defence College. Then the significance of these distinct features for the education will
be outlined. And lastly the author will consider some ideas how College’s distinct
features could be maximized even more in order to improve the utility of the College for
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania as a unique PME institution.

Distinct Features of the Baltic Defence College

Right from its foundation the Baltic Defence College aimed at providing standard PME
for senior military officers of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania at an operational level.
Initially it was the Senior Staff Course. Eventually it developed and evolved into the Joint
Command and General Staff Course. Later in accordance with the initial Agreement
and identified need to educate defence civil servants from the Baltic States, their Allied
and Partner nations Civil Servants’ Course was offered. Subsequently through the
Higher Command Studies Course the College offered strategic level education for senior
military officers and civil servants. The latest addition to the offered Courses was when
in 2015 the Baltic Defence College started Senior Leaders’ Course (initially a Seminar).
While providing standard operational and strategic level PME the College acquired some
really unique and distinct features that few or no PME institutions possess.

Firstly, the Baltic Defence College is jointly owned by Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
Thus, it became the official PME institution for the three Baltic States. Today senior
officer development of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania could hardly be conducted without
the College.

Secondly, the language of instruction at the Baltic Defence College is English as it has
already been established in the Agreement between Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania that
established the College.26 This makes the College a unique PME in continental Europe.
Undoubtedly, this fact might be considered both as an advantage and a challenge.

The Baltic Defence College uses the commonly accepted NATO doctrine as part of its
curriculum. The College originally was tasked to integrate into its teaching general

25 Baltic Defence College, available from: https://www.baltdefcol.org , accessed December 02, 2018.

2% “Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Estonia, the Government of the Republic of
Latvia and the Government of the Republic of Lithuania Concerning the Baltic Defence College” from
June 12, 1998; available from: https://www.baltdefcol.org/files/files/documents/Establishment.docx;
accessed December 02, 2018.
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political conditions, national defence tasks of the armed forces, and defence concepts
of the Baltic States. Since Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania clearly expressed their
determination to become fully fledged members of the North Atlantic Alliance already in
1994, the use of NATO doctrine as part of Baltic Defence College’s curriculum was a
logical development alongside the above-mentioned requirements. Consequently,
instead of investing a significant effort in developing national or tri-national doctrinal
publications it was accepted that the NATO doctrine would be utilised.

From its inception the College has distinguished itself from any other PME institution by
its multinational character. This concerns both the faculty, as well as the students of the
Baltic Defence College. This feature could be considered as a value added for the
education that the College provides. At the same time, it establishes certain
requirements for the College curriculum and calls for some additional efforts from the
Baltic States.

The above listed distinct features of the Baltic Defence College enrich the education
provided for senior military officers and civil servants. They constitute and emphasise
the uniqueness of this PME institution. Since they will stay as long as the College exists
it could be suggested that they should be continuously exploited and even maximised to
increase the quality of education and even better ensure customer satisfaction.

The Baltic Defence College
as an Official PME Institution of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania

The Baltic Defence College was established to meet the senior officer and civil servant
educational needs of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. The Baltic States consider the
College as their official PME institution. Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania fund the Baltic
Defence College as well as define its courses’ curriculum. They definitely use it to meet
their senior officer and civil servant educational requirements.

Let us for a moment consider the situation that the Baltic States did not possess their
own PME institution of this kind. The table shows that College’s Joint Command and
General Staff Course (JCGSC) educated a total of 840 graduates, including 570 from
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. This number makes 67.9 % of all JCGSC graduates.
These numbers were achieved throughout 17 classes. Let us see what might have
happened if the Baltic Defence College had not been available to educate these
numbers of Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian officers but the requirement would have
remained the same. For the sake of this discussion, it could be assumed that the Baltic
States were offered approximately 180-230 seats at US, UK, German, French, and other
national staff colleges during the same period of 17 years. It could be concluded that
the overall Estonia, Latvian, and Lithuanian educational needs during 17 years was to
educate 750-800 senior officers. It could be suggested that to satisfy all the Baltic States’
senior officer educational needs would require increasing foreign nations’ support four
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times in case the Baltic Defence College did not exist. Even if these nations were ready
to make this step Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania would have encountered some
challenges in teaching their senior officers German and French. Both of these
languages are not so widely taught and spoken in the Baltic States. Estonia might find
itself in a better position as they can make additional arrangements to educate their
senior officers in Finland. The only reservation might be that this education would not
be received in a NATO country. Either way, such significant increase of foreign support
is most unlikely. It becomes evident that even with the most positive foreign support
trends Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania could hardly do without their own JCGSC at the
Baltic Defence College.

Similar tendency and situation could be observed with regard to the College’s Higher
Command Studies Course (HCSC) student numbers. During the 14 years of its
existence 207 students graduated the HCSC (see Table). This number includes 101
Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian students comprising 48.8 % of the total graduates.
For the sake of this discussion, it could be assumed that the Baltic States were offered
approximately 50 seats by other nations at their Senior Service Colleges. It could be
suggested that the total need for this level of education is around 150 seats during 14
years. It is mostly unlikely that the nations that currently offer seats at their Senior
Service Colleges would increase their support three times. Once again it becomes
obvious that Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania could not do without Baltic Defence College’s
HCSC to meet their need for this level senior officer and civil servant education.

Since the founding of the College in 1999 1,385 military officers and civil servants have
graduated from it. Among them there were 930 graduates from the Baltic States, which
makes 67.1 % of all the graduates (see Table). These numbers are also a testimony to
the fact that Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania consider the College as their own PME
institution and utilise it to educate their personnel.

One more advantage that the Baltic States have as the owners of the Baltic Defence
College is full control over the Courses’ curriculum. Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania can
establish the aim and scope of the College courses, as well as include topics into their
curriculum based on their requirements.

While the Baltic States continue utilising the Baltic Defence College to meet their needs
to educate their senior officers and civil servants some caution could be exercised in
order to ensure that even more is received from the first-class education provided by the
College. Firstly, the proper selection of students must continue to enable that they
receive the maximum from their Course curriculum. The course that prospective
students are selected to attend should not come too early in their careers. If it is the
case, the students might not be able to grasp the complexity of the Course curriculum.
In case the students are selected to attend the College late in their careers it might
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appear that they would not be able to return the invested time and effort later serving in
their national military forces. Their motivation might suffer as well. To avoid such
undesirable situations it could considered that Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania apply (as
much) commonly accepted officer career model.

Due to the fact that all the three nations — Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania — possess
relatively small armed forces serious considerations should be given not to select
inadequately large numbers of their personnel to attend the College. Armed forces can
develop only certain numbers of their officers to attend career courses. In case this
balance is tipped-off it might appear that some students could be selected to attend a
career course too early or too late in their careers. The best cure to prevent this
potentially undesirable situation is probably to adhere to the already mentioned officer
career model commonly accepted by the Baltic States.

English as the Language of Instruction
at the Baltic Defence College
The language of instruction at the Baltic Defence College is English. This fact
distinguishes the College from any other PME institution in the Continental Europe. Itis
the only such level PME institution where English the language of instruction.

The fact that English is the language of instruction at the Baltic Defence College is
advantageous for the College’s students. Through this they develop the ability to
become more prepared for working with our Allies and Partners. This fact allows the
Baltic Defence College to employ instructors from the Allied nations. It also increases
the presence of Allied and Partner nations’ students at the College. It ultimately boosts
up the value of the education provided by the Baltic Defence College and better prepares
the graduates for their future jobs.

It should also be recognised that the use of English at the College might negatively affect
the development of national military terminology. This negative impact could be reduced
due to the fact that in most of the cases very little strategic and joint planning and
activities are conducted in a purely national environment. Strategic and joint operational
procedures and considerations predominantly use Allied processes and procedures and
in most cases they are conducted in close coordination and cooperation with the Allies.

Let us imagine for a while that the English language were not chosen as an official
language of the Baltic Defence College. In this case it would have been really unlikely
that Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania had agreed to use any of their languages as a
language of instruction. Then the only option left for the Baltic States would have been
to use the Russian language. It really sounds strange today but more than 20 years ago
Russian was the language that most of population in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania could
understand and speak. But then the College could have hardly accomplished one of its
most important missions — prepare the Baltic States for NATO membership. It would



Page |39

have implied that no (or only very few) Allied instructors had been available to support
education at the Baltic Defence College. The fact that today this option sounds
extremely weird once again proves the choice of English as College’s language of
instruction was the only adequate and reasonable solution.

It might be considered a challenge for Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania to select students
with the required English language skills to study at the College. Studies in a foreign
language are always recognised as challenging. The attention must be paid not only to
spoken language skills. The students must possess proper reading and writing skills as
well. Sometimes traditional English language training and tests do not help in
determining whether individual officers have sufficient command of English to study at
the Baltic Defence College. It could be suggested that in the longer run this challenge
will be reduced to minimum as younger generations of Estonia, Latvian, and Lithuanian
officers will undoubtedly become more fluent in English due to the fact that it becomes
more and more dominant in most spheres of life in the Baltic States.

NATO Doctrine Taught
at the Baltic Defence College

In the beginning the Baltic Defence College had the mission to better prepare Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania for their eventual membership in NATO. As logical development
NATO doctrine became the basis for College courses’ curriculum, especially the Joint
Command and General Staff Course. Initially it saved a tremendous effort to develop
common doctrine and write numerous doctrinal publications to be used at the College.
As a result, the College graduates become intimately familiar with and well versed in
NATO doctrine. This in turn put them in a more advantageous position to operate within
NATO and multinational environment.

Teaching NATO doctrine at the Baltic Defence College in a wider sense exposes the
College students to a Western value-based approach. While it may sound as a given
today but it was not the case more than 20 years ago when the establishment of the
Baltic Defence College was considered. Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian national
military forces required this type of exposure at that stage of their development to initiate
a totally new development phase of their officers. A Western value-based approach still
remains significant aspect of the education provided at the College even today.

Let us for a moment consider that the Baltic Defence College had selected not NATO
doctrine but a national doctrine as a basis for its curriculum. Most likely it would have
been one of the English-speaking nation’s doctrine. It would have implied that most of
the instructors should have been from that nation. In that case the graduates when
posted in NATO and multinational environment or working with their Allies would have
to translate the national doctrine taught at the College into NATO doctrine. This situation
might be considered as less advantageous than students becoming educated in NATO
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doctrine. It is evident that the choice was adequate and reasonable. In the long run it
enriched the education provided at the Baltic Defence College.

Some ideas could be considered to ensure that the College becomes even more
engaged and emerged in NATO joint doctrine. It could be agreed that the Baltic Defence
College becomes a member of the NATO Allied Joint Operational Doctrine Working
Group. Membership in this Working Croup would allow the College to be part of the
discussions and processes related to the development and revision of NATO joint
doctrine. Consequently, the Baltic Defence College faculty members could become
more exposed to NATO joint doctrine considerations. This could also contribute to the
Faculty’s professional development. Even students could be included into these
discussions. This would allow enrich the education provided at the College. In the
longer run some considerations could be given whether the Baltic Defence College could
act as proponent for a selected NATO joint publication. It would be accompanied by a
serious challenge, but it could repay by increasing Faculty’s professionalism and overall
College’s prestige.

Multinational Character
of the Baltic Defence College

Right from the beginning the Baltic Defence College distinguishes itself by being a really
multinational PME institution. The fact that it is an official Estonia, Latvian and Lithuanian
PME institution already makes it multinational. At the beginning instructors from the
supporting nations were present at the College to develop initial competence to deliver
the established curriculum as it was non-existent within the Baltic States. Later this
traditional multinational character continued with regard to both the Faculty members
and students.

It could be hardly imagined the situation when at the initial stages of the Baltic Defence
College development there were no instructors from the supporting Allied and Partner
nations. They contributed with NATO perspectives to the College curriculum and
educational process. They ensured that the Western value-based approach became an
integral part of the education at the Baltic Defence College and subsequently through
the College graduates part of the Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian national military
forces. Atlater stages, the presence of instructors from Allied and Partner nations allows
to further enhance and enrich the education.

The student body was always multinational as well right from the start. Non-Baltic
students could be subdivided into two larger groups. The first group is the students from
the Allied nations. They were extremely useful before the Baltic States became fully
fledged members of NATO. Their presence enhanced the education through informal
interaction between the Baltic and Allied students. Now their presence preserves the
significance since, as a rule, the Allied students are coming from the nations that Estonia,
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Latvia, and Lithuania cooperate on operations and exercises. The second large group
is the students from the Partner nations that the Baltic States and supporting nations
consider to support and cooperate. Some of them are coming from the nations aspiring
to join NATO. The rest are from the nations that we routinely work together both on
operations or exercises. As of today, the Baltic Defence College can be proud of having
its graduates from 40 nations.

This multinational character should definitely be considered a value added additionally
to the high-quality education. College graduates gain from this since they most likely
are posted in the jobs that require working in an international environment despite the
fact whether they are within their national military forces or at NATO or other international
headquarters. The bonds established between the students from different nations while
studying usually are continued throughout their careers.

One might argue that presence of Allied and Partner students is not a requirement to
ensure high quality PME. Then the Baltic students would be deprived of the opportunity
to study and interact with the students from Allied and Partner nations. In this case the
Baltic students would not have the opportunity to become used to international
environment that they usually experience in their careers after the graduation of the
Baltic Defence College.

As long as there is an interest to maintain the multinational character of the College we
some considerations should be given how to better attract international staff and
students. Some promotional activities, especially emphasising Baltic Defence College’s
strengths, could be conducted in order to attract qualified instructors to become
members of the faculty.

Some steps could be taken to ensure that Allied and Partner students continue being
part of the student body and subsequently an enriching factor of the education. Firstly,
it could be ensured that as many as possible Allied and Partner nations recognise
College courses equal to their national courses. This will provide additional motivation
for their students to apply for the courses at the Baltic Defence College. In its turn, this
also ensures that College courses meet highest quality education requirements, which
are regularly checked by external audit and evaluators.

Having achieved this, a dialogue could be maintained with the Allied and Partner nations
to ensure that their selected students meet the criteria applied for the Baltic students. It
is important that the students from these nations alongside with being motivated to study
at the Baltic Defence College attend a relevant course for his or her career stage. They
should also demonstrate a proper command of English.
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Conclusion

During last 20 years the Baltic Defence College developed into an outstanding PME
institution that meets the requirements of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. The College is
the best example of a multinational cooperation effort among Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania. It possesses unique and distinct characteristics — Baltic ownership, use of the
English language and NATO doctrine, and multinational character — that enrich and
enhance education at the College. The value of the College is recognised both by the
Baltic States and wider community. The above discussion touched on only few
characteristics of the Baltic Defence College. Undoubtedly there are many more that
significantly contribute to the quality of education at the College. For example, the
research conducted at the Baltic Defence College deserves a separate and extensive
discussion.

It looks certain that the Baltic Defence College will remain a needed PME institution for
the three Baltic nations. The most important is that the College meets the Estonian,
Latvian and Estonian needs and requirements. Subsequently it implies certain changes.
The Baltic Defence College is at that stage of development and maturity that does not
require significant fundamental changes. Last 20 years witnessed College’s movement
towards maturity by meeting the Baltic States needs and requirements and providing
first-class strategic and operational level education for their senior military officers and
civil servants. In the future some changes and adjustments at the Baltic Defence College
will be required in accordance to the Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian interests and
changing geostrategic environment. It should be once again reiterated that the key to
success for the College is the ability to respond ‘quickly to drastic changes in security,
political, economic, social and environmental spheres that the world is currently
facing.’27 Consequently it implies that the Baltic Defence College should remain ready
to adjust its curriculum accordingly to meet this challenge and continue providing high
quality education. It could be suggested that to achieve this, the College should exploit
all available means, including maximized use of the distinct and unique features of the
Baltic Defence College — its Baltic ownership, use of the English language and NATO
doctrine, and multinational character.

27 Baltic Defence College, available from: https://www.baltdefcol.org , accessed on December 02, 2018
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CHAPTER TWO

NATO’S ADAPTATION TO THE CHALLENGES
OF THE 21°t CENTURY

Achieving and Accelerating Delivery of Critical Capabilities
for Deterrence and Defence

Major General (ret.) Gordon Davis

“For seventy years, the bond between Europe and North America has made
NATO the strongest alliance in history. We are an alliance, bound by shared
history, values and goals. Together we work to prevent conflict and preserve
peace for nearly one billion people. Our solemn commitment to each other is
that an attack against one Ally is an attack against us all. This bond guarantees
our prosperity and security, and allows us to live our lives in freedom.

NATO has kept our countries and our people safe by continuously adapting to
new security challenges. Today, we face the most unpredictable security
situation in many years — including a more assertive Russia, cyber and hybrid
threats, instability across the Middle East and North Africa, and a continued
terrorist threat.

In response, NATO has stepped up again, responding to many challenges at
the same time. We have strengthened our presence, increased the readiness
of our forces, improved our resilience against hybrid and cyber threats, and
increased our role in the fight against terrorism. We are cooperating with the
European Union at unprecedented levels. We have opened our door to new
members, eager to join our Alliance and contribute to our collective defence,
which is the basis for prosperity. And we continue to innovate, and remain at
the forefront of technological change. Fair burden sharing underpins everything
we do, and we are making major progress, including with four consecutive
years of rising investment in defence.”
NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg, 2019

Introduction

The next six years are decisive to ensure great power competition does not escalate to
conflict. The period of 2019-2024 corresponds to Vladimir Putin’s last expected term as
the Russian President. Putin’s military modernization program is largely complete.
Russian combat readiness, military command and control, strategic planning, and civil-
military coordination have been refined and exercised and continue to be adapted to
respond to Russia’s assessment of threats and challenges. Unfortunately, Russia views
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NATO as both a challenge and a potential threat.?® Russia’s actions have demonstrated
its intent to set favourable conditions vis-a-vis NATO with respect to speed of action and
decisive military advantage, if only for a limited period of time.

NATO

OTAN

Figure 1: NATO Secretary General, Jens Stoltenberg, at 2019 Defence Ministerial Meeting
Source: NATO Headquarters. Source: NATO Public Affairs Office

The Transatlantic Alliance has responded and continues to adapt to a changing and
uncertain security environment with significant enhancements in readiness, resilience,
responsiveness, and posture, and in contributions to operations and missions. With
respect to the Alliance’s most challenging threats, Allies have responded with strong
commitment and unity. Allies have collectively increased defence spending and agreed
and resourced adaptation measures, including an enhanced NATO Response Force and
a command structure fit for the purpose of responding to all threats. And in 2017, Allied
Defence Ministers agreed to meet all capability requirements, in the form of national
capability targets tailored to each Ally, necessary to achieve NATO’s overall aims and
objectives?®:

28 The Russian Federation National Security Strategy (December 2015), paragraph 15: “...the further
expansion of the alliance, and the positioning of its military infrastructure closer to the Russian borders
are creating a threat to our national security.”

29 As part of the NATO Defence Planning Process, or NDPP, every four years NATO identifies the
number, scale and nature of operations the Alliance should be able to conduct, referred to as the
“Level of Ambition”. NATO’s Strategic Commanders then identify the capability requirements needed
to support the Level of Ambition. These requirements are divided up and “apportioned” to each Ally as
“capability targets”, which have associated priorities and timelines. Allies are then responsible for
delivering the capabilities in accordance with these priorities and timelines and report progress every
two years.
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These targets include priority capabilities critical to maintain NATO’s technological edge
and undermine adversary confidence in setting strategic conditions for aims which are
contrary to NATO defence and security. These capabilities are designed to enable the
Alliance to understand the environment, provide intelligence and warning, and secure
and defend itself (including the Trans-Atlantic area and its forces abroad or operating in
international airspace and waters). In addition, they will ensure freedom of action, enable
response and reinforcement, and defeat aggression when and where necessary.

Figure 2 (Ieft):‘Russian SSGN Severodvinsk 's”ubm‘a'rine.

Source: © US Naval Institute, 19.06.2014, www.news.ushi.org
Figure 3 (right): Iskander - Russian mobile short-range missile system.

Source: © The National Interest, 07.01.2017, www.nationalinterest.org

To meet these targets, the Allies are seizing opportunities to develop and deliver
capability through national, multinational, and collective programs and initiatives.
However, sustained action over the next six years will be essential to deter a potential
adversary, strengthen NATO defence and security, and provide the greatest insurance
policy of preventing potential conflict in the short term by denying a potential adversary
the certitude of success in any scenario of aggression. Contributing to greater defence
capabilities sooner simultaneously increases their deterrence effect and reduces
perceived or potential vulnerabilities faster, which in turn can reduce the likelihood of
crisis or conflict in the near term.3°

Favourable Conditions Exist
to Deliver More Critical Capabilities in the Short Term
Favourable conditions exist that will not only help maintain the strategic military edge
necessary to carry out the Alliance’s core tasks®!' well into the future, but can be
leveraged today to focus national and multinational efforts on opportunities that will field
critical capability sooner.

30 Nations have agreed to consider accelerating capability delivery when circumstances permit. NATO
Defence Capability Review 2017/2018 Defence Planning Capability Report.

31 According to NATO Strategic Concept 2010, the Alliance’s essential core tasks are collective defence,
crisis management, and cooperative security.
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Figure 4: NATO AGS Global Hawk SQ-4 during first flight trials.
Source: © Northrop Grumman, 26.05.2016

The 2014 Wales Defence Investment Pledge has reversed the previous downward trend
of defence budgets and led to increased defence spending.3? National Plans that were
recently submitted commit to continued increases in defence spending over the near
term and identify national focus areas in capability development and delivery. Increased
defence spending means there may be opportunities for programming of defence funds
toward acceleration of critical capabilities — new or already planned.

In some cases, off-the-shelf (OTS) solutions or existing programmes can be leveraged
for multinational cooperation or cost-effective and rapid acquisition of critical capabilities.
NATO has programmes that will deliver in the near term, such as the Alliance Ground
Surveillance (AGS) and Joint Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance (JISR).
Both AGS and JISR are programmes where additional capabilities could significantly
enhance their deterrent and defence effects.

Many Allies have Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation (RDT&E) or Rapid
Fielding efforts underway in priority areas that could be leveraged for multinational or
cost-effective solutions.

32 Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg at Munich Security Conference, 15 February 2019. “Since 2016,
NATO allies in Europe and Canada have spent an additional 41 billion dollars on defence. And by the
end of next year [2020], that will rise to one hundred billion US dollars.”
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Figure 5: An overview of current multinational projects ©

from left to right, top to bottom: Air Force Times, 06.12.2017, www.airforcetimes.com; DIFESA,
28.02.2018, www.difesa.it; Armscom, 29.03.2017, www.armscom.net; Daily Mail, 25.05.2015,
www.thedailymail.co.uk; NAVY Recognition, 02.01.2017, www.navyrecognition.com; Airbus
Defence and Space, 16.07.2014, www.airbus.com.

A number of multinational projects are established or underway that will deliver or could
deliver more capabilities in critical areas. For example, NATO’s first and longest
enduring multinational project — the NATO Seasparrow Missile Program — will field an
Enhanced Seasparrow Missile (ESSM) in the near future. The ESSM will improve air
and missile defence for naval ships employed in a broad range of missions from air and
missile defence, to sea control to anti-submarine warfare (ASW). Multinational projects
for Maritime Unmanned Systems (MUS) and Maritime Multi Mission Aircraft (M3A) could
potentially produce results in the near term to significantly enhance NATO ASW, Naval
Mine Warfare (NMW) and Maritime ISR capabilities. A variety of Land, Maritime, and
Air Battle Decisive Munitions projects are already delivering cost-effective solutions and
could be leveraged to address shortfalls in critical capabilities.

NATO’s National Armament Directors (NAD) have agreed to pursue a more structured
approach to multinational cooperation. Based on NATO staff analysis, NAD
Representatives are considering capability areas and opportunities for multinational
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cooperation through the Conference of National Armaments Directors (CNAD).3® The
CNAD’s Main Groups are working on numerous efforts, including land, maritime, air and
joint projects or new proposals, all of which could be leveraged on critical capabilities.
The Life Cycle Management Group (LCMG) and NATO Industrial Advisory Group
(NIAG) are both studying concepts of agile and rapid acquisition or procurement. Allies
are reviewing the implications of the recently released U.S. Missile Defence Review and
the NATO Integrated Air and Missile Defence (IAMD) Policy. Both efforts could result in
recommendations for capabilities and prioritisation of effort in NATO IAMD. NATO is
working to complete the deployment of critical airpower enabling capabilities in the short
to medium term (e.g. air command and control systems). Moreover, Allies continue to
enhance tactical data links and combat identification systems in aircraft and air related
systems.

NATO’s Science and Technology (S&T) Board adopted a new NATO S&T Strategy in
2018 that identifies “Accelerating Capability Development” as a major line of effort. The
STB’s aim is to focus NATO S&T activities and future work to leverage the rapid increase
of scientific knowledge and pace of technological change in order to identify promising
emerging and disruptive technologies that NATO can adopt to maintain NATO’s
technological edge.

NATO-EU Cooperation. NATO and EU have decided to strengthen their strategic
partnership in concrete areas including by pursuing coherence of output between NDPP
and EU’s Capability Development Plan. EU efforts in Permanent Structured
Cooperation (PESCO) and use of a European Defence Fund (EDF) to support Research
and Development (R&D) and Prototyping represent potential opportunities for
accelerated capability delivery in critical areas. Staff-to-staff coordination and
transparency of PESCO project details will be critical to understanding potential
opportunities for synergy and complementarity. Nations have agreed to the Secretary
General's Functional Review proposal to better leverage innovation through the
establishment of an Innovation Board and a dedicated Innovation Unit in the
International Staff. The Innovation Board will leverage innovation efforts ongoing within
Allied Command Transformation, the Armaments Community, and NATO’s Science &
Technology Community. The board’s initial tasks will be to report to the NAC on the

33 The CNAD meets twice annually in Plenary format and twice monthly in Permanent Session. The
CNAD includes seven Main Groups and over 100 subworking groups which meet on a wide breadth of
armaments issues throughout the year.
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implications of disruptive and emerging technologies and identify areas that the Alliance
should pursue.

kS et T, A o e «

Figure 6: Airbus A330 MRTT (Multi Role Tanker Transport) providing, among other
functions, air-to-air refueling.
Source: © Airbus Defence and Space, 28.07.2016, www.airbus.com

The Military Committee is developing an Alliance Military Strategy (AMS). A new AMS
will identify Ends, Ways and Means, the latter of which should inform capability
development in critical areas. This work will be informed by the Supreme Allied
Commander Europe’s (SACEUR) concept for an Alliance response to adversaries’
strategies. Defence capabilities are an essential part of this concept to enable NATO to
restore equilibrium, maintain decisive military advantage, and reduce the perception of
potential adversaries of relative advantages they believe they may enjoy.

Last, but not least, NATO staffs are pursuing greater coherence and effectiveness in
facilitating the capability delivery efforts of Allies. This includes intensified action to
coordinate communities of interest essential to support increasingly complex capability
development across both traditional and new domains, such as armaments and cyber.
Capability Vision Papers will continue to guide development and future concepts, and
improved information management tools will further enable cooperation and awareness
across the DOTMLPFI3* development spectrum.

Achieving Capability Targets and Accelerating Delivery Where It Matters

Taken as a whole, these favourable conditions will help to enable the national,
multinational and collective fielding of capabilities, within the next six years, to Alliance
forces in capability areas that matter most for NATO deterrence and defence. The

34 Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, Facilities, Interoperability
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overarching aim is to take forward the most promising capabilities where additional
national, multinational, collective, and NATO staff efforts would help maintain NATO'’s
strategic military edge (i.e. achieve overmatch, superiority, pre-eminence against
adversaries) in the short term. Potential areas to explore further include joint command
and control, joint intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, joint fires, joint airpower
enablers, anti-submarine warfare, naval mine warfare, integrated air and missile defence
and electronic warfare. Although this list is broadly aligned with agreed priorities, it
should not be considered exhaustive or definitive as priority areas are reassessed
frequently.

In addition to the “What?”, these conditions are good news for the “How?”. While Allies
are ultimately responsible for integrating planning priorities into their own plans and
deciding on which opportunities for assistance or acceleration to seek, conditions are
ripe to facilitate on-schedule delivery. They will also help accelerate existing
programmes to deliver in the near term and to influence existing or revising newly started
programmes to deliver critical capabilities in the near term. Finally, they will facilitate the
initiation of new projects on critical capabilities that may also deliver in the near term.

Allies will need to be selective and prioritise their efforts. Some capabilities will be linked
to others and may need to be pursued in parallel or sequenced. Some are just too
complex to complete in the near term; indeed, NATO armaments committees often focus
on longer term capability challenges. Nevertheless, if development of a capability or
capability area would significantly contribute to increased deterrence and strengthened
defence, then there are several ways in which Allies, working together, can align and
“thicken” existing efforts or explore new areas of cooperation, with NATO staff support.

o First, the NATO Defence Planning Process and related activities provide visibility
over what each Ally has committed to deliver against their capability targets in the
short and medium term, as well as their progress in doing so. Using this visibility,
cross-domain and cross-staff coordination can be leveraged to assess capability
targets and priorities alongside the following: national plans (including future
acquisition and fielding), existing multinational projects and programmes, S&T?35,
industry®®, RDT&E efforts and Rapid Fielding activities, OTS solutions, non-
materiel solutions and opportunities to use multinational exercises to conduct
operational testing and experimentation of critical capabilities under
development.

e A next step is fo pursue the highest potential payoffs in critical capability areas
which can be delivered in the short term, including in new opportunities. This

35 NATO’s S&T community conducts a variety of activities throughout the year to include cooperative
demonstrations of technology, studies, symposia, workshops, courses, meetings, and task group
efforts.

36 The NATO Industry Advisory Group (NIAG) undertakes studies partially funded by Allies, but primarily
funded by Industry in areas of common interest to Allies and Industry, in order to provide advice in a
particular area on Industry capacity, efforts underway and considerations for future development.
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could include encouraging and enabling new or expanded multinational
cooperation across the development timeline or wherever an ongoing project or
programme may be (i.e. from R&D, to prototyping and experimentation, to
production, to procurement and in-service support).

e The promotion of acquisition reform and rapid acquisition concepts is equally
critical. A new mind-set is required. Acceleration of capability delivery will not
work without robust and flexible acquisition practices and life cycle management,
supported by a trained and experienced workforce. These, in turn, require the
right legislative and regulatory conditions to be in place, which could be
encouraged through cooperation. Industry should continue to be involved in the
pre-competitive phase to promote Allies’ understanding of existing capabilities
and capacity and industry’s understanding of general requirements. Once
procurement is underway, chosen providers must have access to end users to
ensure effective design, testing, and fielding.

o Finally, interoperability is paramount for success. Interoperability must be built in
from the design stage as an inherent requirement and NATO standards
incorporated or rapidly developed where absent. Certification of materiel
standardisation must be reviewed and addressed.

The Way Ahead

Accelerated Capability Delivery can be taken forward within existing frameworks,
processes, commitments and capacity. For armaments aspects, this could include
integration, as appropriate, into the Structured Approach to Multinational Cooperation
currently being implemented in the CNAD. Coordination will be essential across IS, IMS,
the Strategic Commands, the CNAD and its Substructure (i.e. Armaments Community),
the NATO S&T Community, and other key committees (e.g. C3 Board, Committee on
Standardization, Defence Planning Policy Committee Missile Defence and Air and
Missile Defence Committee, and, in the future, an Innovation Board) to enable synergy
through information sharing, expertise, and focused support. Through the NATO
Defence Planning Process, assessment of progress and feedback to nations on
progress and their return on investment (in manpower and resources) will be critical to
retain nations’ awareness and support. Public diplomacy and strategic communications
should be leveraged to highlight the benefit of accelerated capabilities in achieving
increased deterrence and strengthened defence. Such a focus would help focus
burden-sharing in cash and capabilities on concrete outputs relevant to effective
deterrence and defence.

“Our world is changing and NATO is changing with it. But some things remain
unchanged: our commitment to one another endures, giving us the strength to
overcome our differences and rise to any challenge. Standing with unity and
resolve in defence of our values, NATO will remain a pillar of stability in an
uncertain world for the next generations.”

NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg, 2019
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NATO’s Land Forces: Strength and Speed Matter

General (ret.) John W Nicholson3’

NATO'’s strength and speed - both military and political - generate political options
short of war. Both of these elements are necessary to counter the limited tactical
advantages of Russian Federation forces and prevent further conflict.

The risk of war is not zero — of either a land war or nuclear escalation - but with
its strength and speed, NATO is generating the necessary options to prevent
conflict. If deterrence fails, NATO will prevail.

Introduction: The NATO Military Alliance

NATO is one of the most, if not the most, successful military alliance in history having
helped deliver almost 70 years of peace in Europe. NATO was central to ending the
Cold War without a global conflict, an event which brought freedom to tens of millions of
people in Eastern Europe. The Alliance has contributed to preventing further conflict in
the Balkans and has led a fifty-nation coalition in Afghanistan which has stabilized that
country for over a decade. NATO accomplished this by adapting its enormous strengths
to the circumstances of each crisis.

“NATO'’s new Readiness Action Plan, or RAP, answers the Alliance’s call for
a responsive deterrent in the face of state actors....With the RAP, NATO is
implementing the most comprehensive reinforcement of collective defence
since the end of the Cold War.”
-General Petr Pavel, Chairman of the NATO Military Committee,
in his speech to the European Parliament, 20 October 2015

As the Afghan campaign moved to a conclusion and NATO’s heads of state visualized
the future security environment at their Summit meetings in 2010 and 2012, they
envisaged a strategic partnership with the Russian Federation.*® However, in early 2014
after the Sochi Olympics, the Russian Federation’s aggressive actions in Crimea and
the Ukraine revealed a disturbing new evolution in Russian Federation behaviour and
narrative.3?

87 The original article was published by the National Defense University's PRISM magazine, Volume 6,
Number 2, 18 June 2016. https://cco.ndu.edu/PRISM/PRISM-Volume-6-no-2/Article/835046/natos-
land-forces-strength-and-speed-matter/

38 NATO, Lisbon Summit Declaration, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry posted November 20,
2010, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_68828.htm (accessed November 5, 2015),
para. 23; NATO, Chicago Summit Declaration, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry posted May
20, 2012, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_87593.htm (accessed November 5, 2015),
para. 36-38.

39 Jens Stoltenberg, Speech by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg at the Munich Security
Conference, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry posted February 6, 2015.
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“Russia presents the greatest threat to our national security, so if you want
to talk about a nation that could pose an existential threat to the United States,
I'd have to point to Russia.”

-General Joseph Dunford, during the Confirmation Hearing to become
United States Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 9 July 2015

As a result of Russia’s actions, NATO Heads of State at the Wales Summit established
the Readiness Action Plan, including the enhanced NATO Response Force (NRF), to
adapt NATO forces to deal with the threat posed by Russian aggression.*° This also
included the creation of the Very High Readiness Joint Task Force or VJTF.

The RAP is composed of two main elements; Assurance and Adaptation measures. The
Assurance measures include “continuous air, land, and maritime presence and
meaningful military activity in the eastern part of the Alliance” on a rotational basis, while
Adaptation measures are designed to increase the capability and capacity of the Alliance
to meet security challenges. Since the adoption of the RAP, NATO has maintained a
continuous presence in Eastern member states through the conduct of exercises and
training amongst Allied forces. Adaptation Measures include increasing the size and
capability of the NRF and the establishment of NATO Force Integration Units (NFIUs).
Six NFIUs have been established in eastern NATO states, designed to facilitate the
planning and deployment of the NRF and additional NATO forces. NATO has also raised
the size and readiness of Multi-National Corps North-East in Szczecin Poland in order
to maintain constant oversight of the North-Eastern border. NATO is establishing
Multinational Division South-East and directing it to maintain constant oversight of the
South-Eastern border. Additionally, prepositioning military equipment for training on the
territory of eastern Alliance members; improving NATO’s ability to reinforce eastern
Allies through the improvement of infrastructure throughout the Alliance; and improving
NATO’s defence plans through the introduction of the Graduated Response Plans. Each
of these Adaptation Measures was designed to ensure that NATO has “the right forces
in the right place and with the right equipment,” and “that they are ready to move at very
short notice to defend any Ally against any threat.”’

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions _117320.htm?selectedLocale=en (accessed November 4,
2015).

40 NATO, Wales Summit Declaration, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry posted September 5,
2014, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts 112964.htm (accessed November 4, 2015),
para. 5-9; Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, “Back to the future? Russia’s hybrid warfare, revolutions in military
affairs, and Cold War comparisons”, NATO Defense College Research Paper no. 120 (October 2015):
11-12; Jens Stoltenberg, Comments at NATO Defense Ministerial 5 February, 2015, North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, entry posted February 23, 2015,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/news_117188.htm (accessed November 13, 2015).

4"NATO, Wales Summit Declaration, para. 7-8; NATO, NATO’s Readiness Action Plan — Fact Sheet,
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, May 2015,
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2015_05/20150508_1505-Factsheet-RAP-en.pdf
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“NATO'’s new Readiness Action Plan, or RAP, answers the Alliance’s call for
a responsive deterrent in the face of state actors. With the RAP, NATO is
implementing the most comprehensive reinforcement of collective defence
since the end of the Cold War.”

General Petr Pavel, Chairman of the NATO Military
Committee, in his speech to the European Parliament, 20
October 2015

The resulting “adaptation” of NATO’s land forces over the last year has resulted in
strong, fast land forces which can generate options short of war. But if deterrence fails,
will enable NATO to prevail decisively.

Strength Matters: NATO enjoys a significant Strategic Correlation of Force
advantage over Russia which, if applied, will be decisive
Military planners analyse the “Correlation of Forces” at the strategic and tactical levels
to determine relative strengths between potential adversaries. At the strategic level,
this calculation evaluates factors such as: armed forces size and composition, military
budgets, population, Gross Domestic Product, and political legitimacy. A comparison of
these strategic factors is illustrative of NATO’s strategic strength.

The strategic advantages of the Alliance vis a vis Russia are telling: armed forces which
are over four times larger, a combined population which is over six times greater,
defence budgets which are 18 times larger, and GDP which is 20 times greater.
Additionally, Russia’s downward demographic and economic trends suggest these
ratios will remain for the foreseeable future. The current planned modernization of the
RF armed forces does not appear sustainable.*?

(accessed November 24, 2015); Jens Stoltenberg, Opening remarks by NATO Secretary General Jens
Stoltenberg at the ceremony inaugurating the headquarters of the NATO Force Integration Unit (NFIU)
in Lithuania, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry posted September 3, 2015,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_122325.htm?selectedLocale=en (accessed November 23,
2015); Jens Stoltenberg, Press statement by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg at the
inauguration of the headquarters of the NATO Forces Integration Unit Romania (NFIU), North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, entry posted July 2, 2015,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_121545.htm?selectedLocale=en (accessed November 24,
2015); Alexander Vershbow, NATO and the New Arc of Crisis - Speech by NATO Deputy Secretary
General Ambassador Alexander Vershbow at the Conference on NATO and the New Arc of Crisis,
Fundacién Botin, Madrid, entry posted October 28, 2015.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_124170.htm?selectedLocale=en (accessed November 24,
2015).

42 Matthew Bodner, Putin Warns Russian Defense Industry Not to Fall Behind, The Moscow Times, entry
posted July 19, 2015, http://www.themoscowtimes.com/business/article/putin-warns-russian-defense-
industry-not-to-fall-behind/525853.htm| accessed December 01, 2015
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Figure 1: The comparison of NATO and Russian military potential.
Source: Unclassified information from NATO Allied Land Command (LANDCOM)

The one area of strategic parity is in nuclear weaponry, which poses an existential threat
to Alliance members. But the mere possession of these weapons does not translate into
strategic leverage unless one believes there is a possibility they might use them. As
Henry Kissinger recently observed:

“The relatively stable order of the Cold War will be superseded by an
international order in which projection by a state possessing nuclear weapons
of an image of a willingness to take apocalyptic decisions may offer it a
perverse advantage over rivals.”

-Henry Kissinger, World Order

The Russian Federation would appear to be such a state. Dr. Kissinger’s theory might
explain the disturbing nuclear rhetoric emanating from Moscow; an attempt to translate
their one area of strategic parity into leverage with the Alliance and as a means to
fracture Alliance cohesion.

“Moscow’s nuclear sabre-rattling raises questions about Russia’s leaders’
commitment to strategic stability, their respect for norms against the use of
nuclear weapons, and whether they respect the profound caution nuclear-age
leaders showed with regard to the brandishing of nuclear weapons.”

-U.S. Secretary of Defence Ash Carter, Remarks on “Strategic
and Operational Innovation at a Time of Transition and
Turbulence” at Reagan Defence Forum: November 7, 2015
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While a detailed discussion of nuclear policy is beyond the scope of this article, a
willingness to leverage these capabilities as a form of escalation dominance is relevant
to the discussion of how best to prevent conflict. Whether Russian leaders are bluffing
or not, as some may believe, Alliance military leaders must assess their capabilities and
stated intent at face value when planning how to deter and prevent conflict. Based on
these statements and more, the risk of the Russians escalating a land war to the use of
nuclear weapons is not zero. And if the risk is not zero, it becomes even more critical
that we deter conventional conflict as a means to prevent escalation to nuclear conflict.

‘[Russian] nuclear capability is significant. they have reorganized their
conventional capability, their special operations capability. So Russia bears
close waiching and that is w hy | said they are the number one threat to the
United States.”

-General Mark A Milley, United States Army Chief of Staff
"We were readytfo doit.”

Russian President Putin when asked in a documentary if he
had been ready to put Russia's nuclear forces on alert to
ensure Russia's annexation of Crimea from Ukraine: March
15, 2015

“Idon't think that Danes fully understand the consequence if Denmark joins
the American-led missile defines shield. If they do, then Danish w arships
will be targets for Russian nuclear missiles,”

-Mikhail Vanin, the Russian ambassador to Denmark: March
21, 2015

“Asymmetric mega-weapons could appear in Russia by 2020 — 2025. They
will rule out any threat of a large-scale w ar against Russia, even under the
conditions of absolute superionty of the adversary in terms of fraditional
military systems.”

-Dr. Konstantin Sivkov, President of the Academy of
Geopolitical Studies explaining how a Russian mega-
weapon could be used to create a tsunami off the coast of
America or cause the Yellowstone super Volcano to erupt:
March 25, 2015

“If they like being targets because of the American weapons systems, this
is their choice. The deployment of elements of the BMD, the launch sites
that are effectively aimed at our strategic nuclear forces — this is a problem
forthem. They automatically become our targets®.

-Deputy Secretary of Russian Security Council, BEvgeniy
Lukyanov discussing Poland and Romania’s deployment of
BMD systems: June 24, 2015
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“Given the pow erful NATO air defines system on the European TOA, and

the overw helming superiority of the enemy in terms of fighter aviation, our
airplanes do not have many chances of penetrating and reaching their
targets. That is why, the deployment of systems, .. with nuclear payload,
considerably increase the deterrent role of the Russian tactical nuclear
weapons.”

-Dr.  Konstantin Sivkov, President of the Academy of
Geopolitical Studies: June 24, 2015

*Over the past three years, companies of the military-industrial complex
have created and successfully tested a number of prospective weapons
systems that are capable of performing combat missions in a layered
missile defence system.”

-President Putin during a meeting discussing weapons
designed to pierce a BMD shield: November 10, 2015

‘Indeed, certain secret data was caught by the cameras, and that is why
they were later deleted. We hope that this will not repeat in the future”

-Russian Presidential Press Secretary Dmitry Peskov
acknow ledging the development of unmanned submersible
drones capable of camying nuclear payloads: Movember 11,
2015

Analysis of Tactical Correlation of Forces:
Why political and military speed matters
In order to determine how best to deter conventional conflict, we must examine the
tactical correlation of forces. The Tactical Correlation of Forces is limited in time, scale
and scope. While an adversary may be inferior at the strategic level, as Russia is, they
may still be able to generate a positive Tactical Correlation of Forces at a specific place
and time for a limited duration.*3

Military Science uses historical norms to determine what force rations are required for
successful tactical military operations. The chart below comes from US doctrine
however similar ratios are found in most nations’ military doctrine to include the Russian
Federation.

The depicted force ratios here are the minimum necessary to predict success however
they can be improved in one’s favour through the use of Joint support: air, naval, Special
Operations, Space, Cyber etc. If contemplating an attack with less than a three to one
ratio, a prudent military planner cannot guarantee success. Hence the desirability of

43 Keith A. Dunn and Stephen J. Flanagan, NATO in the Fifth Decade (Philadelphia, PA: Diane
Publishing Company, May 1992), 242.
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NATO being able to deliver to any eastern Ally a robust defensive force which achieves
a 1:3 ratio against potential Russian aggression. Conversely, such a defensive force
would not be escalatory in that it does not have favourable force ratios for offensive
action.

However, under the existing set of conditions, the Russians enjoy certain advantages
which enable them to generate a favourable force ratio for offensive action. If they were
to successfully exploit a temporary tactical advantage to secure a gain, and then
threaten nuclear escalation to check an Alliance response; they could parlay an area of
strategic parity, (nuclear weaponry), and a limited tactical advantage into an enduring
strategic outcome, the fracturing Alliance cohesion.

"Correlation of Forces" is a tool used to approximate the level of force required for a chosen mission. For example, the US
Army uses the following table is used to determine force ratios for specific types of engagements:

Historical minimum planning ratios.
Friendly mission Friendly : Enemy Position
Delay 1:6
Defend 1:3 Prepared or fortified
Defend 1:25 Hasty
Attack 3:1 Prepared or fortified
Attack 25:1 Hasty
Counterattack 1:1 Flank

In a prepared defense you need at least one third of the forces of your attacker or 1:2.5 if you are in a hasty defense. To
successfully attack you need at least 3 times the force of an adversary in a prepared defense or 2.5 times the force of the
adversary in a hasty (rapidly created) defense.

Figure 2: “The Correlation of forces”.
Source: Unclassified information from NATO Allied Land Command (LANDCOM)

What are the areas of tactical advantage which the Russians can generate?

Interior Lines. In the analysis of Tactical Correlation of Forces we first look at the interior
lines* of the Russian Federation: the ability of the RF to mass troops faster than the
Alliance at certain points on its borders with NATO countries i.e. Baltics, Poland. The
Russians have three armies positioned in the Western Military District which can deploy
13-16 battle groups, totalling approximately 35,000 troops, within 48 hours to the border
of the Alliance and another 90, 000 troops within 30 days.

Speed of decision-making. While the outcomes of RF decision-making are often
criticized as illegitimate for not respecting existing international norms, the Russian
Federation’s unitary chain of command enables expeditious action across the whole of

44 The US Army defines “interior lines” as Lines on which a force operates when its operations diverge
from a central point. Department of the Army, ADRP 3-0, Unified Land Operations. (Washington DC:
Government Printing Office, May 2012), glossary 4.
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government.*> Conversely, while NATO’s decisions possess the legitimacy of 28
Nations acting in unison, they require consensus among all 28 sovereign member states
which can inevitably take time.

Tanks in Europe. The Russian Federation’s armed forces, although four times smaller
than the combined armed forces of all NATO allies, contains sufficient quantities of
armour, air defence, long range fires and conscript soldiers to generate numerical
advantage at certain points along our common borders before a large scale NATO
response could be launched.
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Figure 3: Disposition of units in west part of Russia.
Source: Unclassified information from NATO Allied Land Command (LANDCOM)

A comparison of RF and Alliance armour forces is instructive. While the Alliance has
reduced its tank forces since the end of the Cold War, Russia has kept much of theirs in
storage and modernized parts of their active force. Because of improved relations with
RF at the time, the US removed all of its armoured forces from Europe by 2103.
Therefore, even though the Alliance possesses more active armour forces than the
Russians, these tanks are dispersed around the Alliance members States, meaning the

45 Andrew Roth, Vladimir Putin’s massive, triple-decker war room revealed, The Washington Post, entry
posted November 21, 2015,
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2015/11/21/vladimir-putins-massive-triple-
decker-war-room-revealed/ (accessed November 30, 2015).
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Russians can generate a local advantage in armour in certain areas for a finite period of
time. If they chose (and could afford) to do so, the Russians could restore significant
quantities of older model tanks, which could approach parity or even a numerical
advantage against Allied forces.
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*“Figures taken from The internatianal institute for Strategic Studies; The Military Balance 2015,

Figure 4. Comparison of Russian Federation and Alliance armour forces.

Source: The Military Balance 2015, International Institute for Strategic Studies, London 2015.
Unclassified information from NATO Allied Land Command (LANDCOM)

Snap Exercises. Through the use of ‘snap exercises’ and ambiguity, the Russian
Federation repeatedly desensitizes and tests for weaknesses along NATO’s boundaries.
In concert with their annexation of Crimea and aggression against Ukraine, the RF has
reduced transparency with NATO by exploiting provisions within the 2011 OSCE Vienna
Document on security and confidence building measures. Allowing observers at large-
scale exercises has been one of the principal ways in which nations have reduced the
potential for mistake or miscalculation, which has often led to wars in the past. By
classifying their exercises as “snap exercises” they invoke an exception within the
Vienna document which does not require prior notification of OSCE member states.*6

46 Organization for the Security and Co-operation in Europe, Vienna Document 2011: On Confidence-
And Security-Building Measures, http://www.osce.org/fsc/86597?download=true (accessed November
4, 2015), Ch. V Prov. 41, Chap. Van | Prov. 58; Damien Sharkov, Russian Snap Military Drill ‘Could
Turn Into Assault on Baltic Capital’, entry posted February 23, 2015,
http://europe.newsweek.com/russian-snap-military-drill-could-turn-quick-assault-baltic-capital-308752
(accessed November 6, 2015); Jens Stoltenberg, Adapting to a changed security environment -
Speech by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg at the Center for Strategic and International
Studies (CSIS) in Washington D.C. (incl. Q&A session), North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry
posted May 27, 2015, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natoha/opinions 120166.htm?selectedLocale=en
(accessed November 6, 2015).
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This exception is being used to increase the scale and frequency of these exercises
beyond those allowed in the agreement as well as limit any observation. In fact, one
such “snap exercise” was used to mask the invasion of Crimea in March 2014 and
another was used to rehearse portions of their deployment to Syria.#” These exercises
enable the Russians to learn and improve their ability to conduct large-scale
mobilizations and operational manoeuvre to generate the tactical COF advantage at key
points using interior lines. Also these exercises use scenarios which specifically target
NATO, such as their snap exercise in December of 2014 in which RF troops deployed
into Kaliningrad and moved towards the Lithuanian border.

Anti-Access Area Denial (A2AD)*. This military doctrinal term describes how RF forces
seek to deny Allied access and freedom of action in key areas bordering the NATO-RF
interface such as the Black Sea, the Baltic Sea, the Far North and now the Eastern
Mediterranean through the establishment of integrated Air Defence and Missile Zones.*°

47 Johan Norberg, The Use of Russia’s Military in the Crimean Crisis, Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, entry posted March 13, 2014, http://carnegieendowment.org/2014/03/13/use-of-
russia-s-military-in-crimean-crisis/ (accessed November 23, 2015); Newsmax Wires, US Intelligence
Lapse on Russian 'Surprise' Moves in Syria Probed, Newsmayx, entry posted October 8, 2015,
http://www.newsmax.com/TheWire/us-intelligence-russia-syria/2015/10/08/id/695210/ (accessed
November 23, 2015).

48 Anti-access: Those actions and capabilities, usually long-range, designed to prevent an opposing
force from entering an operational area. Area-denial: Those actions and capabilities, usually of shorter
range, designed not to keep an opposing force out, but to limit its freedom of action within the
operational area. Definitions found in: Department of Defense, Joint Operational Access Concept
(JOAC). (Washington DC: Government Printing Office, January 2012), 6.

49 By the early 1990s the Russian air defence paradigm was mature and well-studied, both by the

Russians and their former opponents in the West. Several basic principles were implicit and well

implemented in Russian designs, especially in the later generation of radars and missile systems:

. Diversity in SAM systems and search/acquisition radars.

. Geographically overlapping coverage by search/acquisition and engagement radars.

. Networking of SAM systems and acquisition radars, using fixed lines and wireless radio links.

. Increasingly, the deployment of highly mobile SAM batteries and radars.

. Integration of passive Emitter Locating Systems (ELS).

. Layered coverage with long range area defence SAMs and short-range point defence SAMs and

AAA.

7. The wide use of emitting decoys to seduce anti-radiation missiles.

8. A hierarchical C3 system based primarily on mobile command posts at battery, district and regional
levels.

Systems built around these eight ideas are now in production and being actively exported by Russian
industry on the global stage. Therefore, any IADS which a Western air force must defeat post 2010
may be constructed in part, or wholly, around the fusion of the Soviet era and post-Soviet era IADS
concepts.

Since 1991, Russia’s industry and research institutes have invested much intellectual capital and
effort to overcome remaining weaknesses in the inherited Soviet model. These are reflected in a range
of increasingly frequent design characteristics and deployment techniques in more recent Russian
designs:

1. Mobility has improved, to the extent that many systems can “shoot and scoot” inside 5 minutes, to
make lethal suppression extremely difficult.

DO WN =
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2011 O SCE Vienna Document

Par.41. Notifiable military activities cared out without advance notice to the
troops involved are exceptions to the requirement for prior notification to be
made 42 days in advance.

Par.67.1. No participating State will carry out within three calendar years more
than one military activity subject to prior notification, involving more than 40,000
troops or 900 battle tanks or 2,000 ACVs or 900 self-propelled and towed
artillery pieces, mortars and multiple rocket launchers (100 mm calibre and
above).

“The reality is that the rules-book of European security is out of date. We need
to modernise it to reflect today's reality and re-engage Russia. We need snap
inspections of snap exercises. We need lower thresholds for notification of
exercises. We need measures to put more transparency on military activities
and postures in Europe. And w e need common standards to manage possible
accidents and incidents at sea and in the air.

NATO is abiding by the rules and will continue to do so. At the same time, it is
clear that we need a modernised regime negotiated within the OSCE
framework. Unless we create a more intrusive and up-to-date transparency
regime designed for this new reality, the danger of miscalculation, accidents
and stumbling into a military confrontation is real and it is increasing.”

-lens Stoltenberg, NATO Secretary General, Modemnising the
rule-book of Eurooean securitv. November 26. 2015

Among the densest such zones in the world, these bastions include long-range surface-
to-surface missiles systems and anti-ship missile systems. If activated, these networks
would extend over sovereign Alliance land, sea and air space which could potentially set

2. Search/acquisition and SAM system engagement radars are to be actively defended against missile
attacks by the use of point defence missiles, or AAA, the former independent or integrated into the
area defence SAM battery.

3. Surveillance and acquisition radars are shifting to the L-band, UHF-band and VHF-bands, reversing
the trend to shorter wavelengths, and making stealth design increasingly difficult.

4. SAM batteries are increasingly designed for autonomous operation, decoupling them from the rigid
hierarchical command model of the Soviet era.

5. Wireless radio networking of SAM batteries, search/acquisition radars, and command posts, is now
almost universal.

6. Most contemporary Russian radars are fully digital, frequency agile, and increasingly, advanced
processing techniques such as Space Time Adaptive Processing (STAP) are employed.

7. Most new Russian radars are solid state designs, and electronically steered phased arrays are
preferred due to their agile beam steering and shaping capabilities, and high jam resistance.

8. Radar range against conventional aircraft and missile kinematic range have virtually doubled since
the early 1980s, in order to deny the use of support jamming aircraft.

Dr. Karlo Kopp, Assessing Joint Strike Fighter Defence Penetration Capabilities, Air Power Australia,
entry updated January 27, 2014, http://ausairpower.net/APA-2009-01.html#mozTocld927290
(accessed November 13, 2015.
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conditions for a violation of Article 5 of the Washington Treaty. If such an ART 5 situation
were to occur, neutralization of these networks would require significant Allied Land, Air,
Maritime and SOF Forces. 50 As one can see by the range rings of RF systems (Figure
5) in these bastions, the RF is attempting to recreate the defensive depth they lost with
the dissolution of the Soviet Union, however, in so doing, they are increasing the
potential for mistake or miscalculation which could escalate into armed attack against
Alliance member states.
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Figure 5: The ranges of selected missile systems of Russian Federation.
Source: Unclassified information from NATO Allied Land Command (LANDCOM)

The SS-26 ISKANDER Surface-to-Surface missile has a maximum range of 500
kilometres and if fired from the Kaliningrad Oblast can reach 5 NATO national capitals
(Riga, Vilnius, Warsaw, Copenhagen, and Berlin) and most air and seaports within the
Baltics with conventional or nuclear warheads. The SA-21 GROWLER Surface to Air
missile has a maximum range of 400 kilometres, and extends over the sovereign

50Vko.ru, What You Need to Know About the Russia’s Air/Space Defense System Concept, trans. by J.
Hawk for South Front, entry posted September 8, 2015, http://southfront.org/russia-airspace-defense-
system-concept/ (accessed November 5, 2015); Stoltenberg, Adapting to a changed security
environment, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions_120166.htm?selectedLocale=en.
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airspace of half of Poland, the entirety of Lithuania, and over half of Latvia. The SSC-5
BASTION Coastal Defence Missile System has an effective range of 600 kilometres and
is currently deployed in Crimea and Murmansk. From its firing point on the Crimean
peninsula, it can target any ship in the Black Sea.

NATO'’s goal is Conflict Prevention.

NATO prevents conflict through Deterrence.
NATO deters, in part, through the strength and speed of its forces.
Strength Matters Speed Matters

NATO Military Focus and Capabilities must Evolve and are Evolving

Despite their overall strategic inferiority to NATO, given the Russian Federation
capability to generate local tactical advantage in terms of the correlation of forces and
to leverage its nuclear capabilities in a form of escalation dominance, how should
Alliance military forces contribute to deterrence? Deterrence is ultimately a political
outcome achieved in the mind of a potential adversary, convincing them that the costs
of an action outweigh the benefits. The military supports our political leadership to deter
in multiple ways. The Assurance measures in place contribute to deterrence through
the presence of small Alliance forces training and exercising with our eastern Allies.
Their presence demonstrates Alliance resolve and commitment to collective defence
and, in the event of an armed attack, an adversary would be attacking multiple Allied
forces thus potentially bringing to bear the full weight of the Alliance in response. The
downside of this “Tripwire” approach is that these forces are not of sufficient strength to
defend against a short notice Russian offensive therefore necessitating a campaign to
retake Alliance territory after it had been seized. The costs of such an offensive
campaign in terms of lives, material, time and money would greatly exceed the costs of
defending that Ally and preventing the loss of territory in the first place.

An alternative to tripwire deterrence is to achieve deterrence through a forward defence.
Positioning strong forces to achieve a favourable tactical COF for defence, one to three,
would raise serious doubts in the mind of an adversary that they can achieve their
objectives. Reducing the chances of an armed conventional attack reduces the potential
that such a confrontation could escalate to the nuclear level, a desirable outcome given
that the risk of nuclear escalation by the RF is not zero. But even though effective
militarily in deterring aggression, this course of action would potentially violate the 1997
NATO-Russia Founding Act and invite escalation by the Russians. For these reasons,
and the additional costs associated with forward defence, Alliance members have shown
little appetite for this option. This leads us to a hybrid option in which we sustain tripwire
deterrence while simultaneously improving our ability to rapidly reinforce and establish
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an effective defensive posture as conditions warrant. Deterrence by demonstrating
Alliance ability to quickly move strong forces to defend any threatened State within the
Alliance. In short, we deter with strength and speed. NATO possesses the forces and
capabilities to deter in such a manner, but they must be used in different ways than they
have been since the end of the Cold War. What are these adjustments which the
Alliance must make to deter conflict in this manner? First, we must start with an
understanding of collective defence within the Alliance. The operative portion of the
Washington Treaty which established collective defence within NATO is called Article 5.

Article 5

“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 consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack 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 taking forthwith, individually and in
concert 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.”

- The North Atlantic Treaty (1949): Article 5 para. 1.

Indicators and warnings (I&W) First and foremost, the Alliance intelligence enterprise
must provide adequate indicators and warnings of potential aggression which would
result in the potential for an “armed attack” as per Article 5 of the Washington Treaty.5"
These are essential to achieve the Speed necessary to prevent war by enabling the
POL-MIL dialogue regarding timely deployments of the NATO Response Force and the
High readiness Forces of the Alliance. 1&W are not solely an intelligence function but
involve the use of open source as well as diplomatic assessments. Without adequate
I&W to initiate timely decisions, there will be no options short of war. A NATO Response
Force which arrives early may be able to deter, but one which arrives late, after an armed
attack has occurred will surely have to fight.

High Readiness Forces (HRF) This initiative would formally address a gap in current
NATO Rapid Response timetables. The NRF, described above, can respond to a NAC
unanimous resolution by beginning the deployment of the Spearhead Force, the VJTF
of 8000 troops within 5 -7 days. The remainder of the NRF begins to move in 30-45
days. Main bodies of NATO Militaries would follow afterwards. Thus, there is a window
of vulnerability in the early days and weeks of a crisis. This can be filled with other NATO
forces.

51 NATO, The North Atlantic Treat: Washington D.C. — 4 April 1949 (Washington Treaty), The North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, Last updated December 09, 2008,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts 17120.htm (accessed December 01, 2015), Article 5.
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In addition to the NATO Response Force, most nations of the Alliance maintain national
high readiness forces. These forces are retained as national reserves and are not
offered to NATO on a standing basis; but could be offered to NATO in the case of a
potential Article 5 scenario. Additionally, they could deploy based on determination by
a Nation that an Article 5 obligation to a threatened Ally is warranted. In either case,
these HRF can deploy in days and weeks. Combined, the NRF and HRF of the Alliance
total up to 4 Division equivalents, consisting of approximately 50,000 troops, primarily
the professional Airborne and Marine infantry forces of each nation. The rapid
deployment of these forces would achieve the necessary Correlation of Forces to
defend, 1:3, within days or weeks and thus counter any RF tactical advantage. The
Speed with which these forces can deploy enables the Alliance to counter, in part, RF
interior lines and their streamlined political decision-making system.

These are also “forcible entry capable” units in the event certain airports or seaports are
unavailable. This rapid reinforcement capability was exercised in August of 2015 when
the NRF and HRF of nine Alliance nations conducted EXERCISE SWIFT RESPONSE
15. They assembled at a base in Germany and conducted numerous SOF and airborne
operations in a simulated reinforcement of threatened Allies. This capability enables the
Alliance to respond to multiple threats should they arise simultaneously, for example, if
the RF attempted horizontal escalation across multiple areas such as the High-North,
the Black Sea or Baltics. Given these HRF are light forces they do not constitute an
offensive threat to RF and are therefore non-escalatory but are effective in defensive
operations when they enjoy local air superiority. NATO Allies could consider at the
upcoming Warsaw Summit a mechanism to make these forces available in extremis as
an adjunct to the NRF capability, closing the aforementioned window of vulnerability.

This capability was most recently demonstrated on November 4, 2015 during Exercise
Trident Juncture where 2" Brigade 82" Airborne Division, United State Army was
alerted and deployed directly from Fort Bragg, North Carolina and jumped into San
Gregorio, Spain 7. 5 hours later preceded by US Air Force B52 bombers deploying
directly from Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana.

Pre-Positioned Forces and Equipment. While the Alliance can move light forces quickly,
heavier forces have a greater defensive capability against heavy Russian Federation
forces. Their longer deployment times, 30-90 days, especially from the continental
United States, lessens their deterrent effect early in a crisis. However, by pre-positioning
tanks and other armoured forces, the Alliance can counter RF interior lines, more rapidly
deploy heavy deterrent forces to threatened Allies in Europe and buy time for diplomatic
resolution of a crisis. Proposals to pre-position a US Division set of heavy equipment in
Europe would significantly enhance the deterrent capability of Alliance land forces by
enabling a more rapid reinforcement of early arriving light forces with heavy combat
capability.
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Neutralizing A2AD. To retain freedom of action within Alliance territory and the
surrounding air and sea space, the Alliance must develop effective counters to evolving
Russian A2AD capabilities. While the RF may contend that these are defensive
capabilities designed to protect them from NATO intrusion on their borders, they must
also understand with certainty that any lethal use of these systems over Alliance territory
could constitute an armed attack and invoke Article 5. Neutralization of these systems
would be accomplished by Alliance Joint ISR and Joint Fires. These Allied capabilities
exist but have not been arrayed against the RF A2AD sites. The continued RF
expansion and deepening of these systems necessitates that the Alliance develop plans
should it be necessary to defend ourselves. For example, the recent establishment of
SA21 radars and missile infrastructure in eastern Syria extends the RF air defence
coverage over sovereign Turkish (NATO) airspace, including Incirlik Airbase from where
US aircraft operate against terrorists in Syria.

Fill specific gaps and equipment shortfalls. Understandably, the end of the Cold War
and the conduct of a ten-year campaign in Afghanistan lead to an optimization of Alliance
armies for the conduct of counterinsurgency operations, not for inter-state high intensity
conflict against a symmetrical opponent. As a result, despite NATO’s overall strategic
advantage in the size of armed forces and defence budgets, there are certain gaps and
shortfalls, which exist in some Alliance conventional capabilities. These need to be
considered in view of the latest Alliance defensive planning, the Graduated Response
Plans. To enable rapid reinforcement and deterrence, these capabilities include:
Strategic Lift, anti-armour systems for light forces, Armour, Air Defence, Long Range
Fires, Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance, and Electronic warfare among
others. The Secretary General’s encouragement of the 2% spending goal, if met, would
go a long way towards filling these gaps and shortfalls.

Training and doctrine. Shifting focus from a decade of counterinsurgency to readiness
for a high intensity collective defence against a symmetrical opponent necessitates a
relook of existing doctrine and training. The advent of Hybrid Warfare is subject of
intense study on how military forces best support alliance governments responses to
hybrid threats52: border control, law enforcement, intelligence and strategic
communications challenges to name a few. These are being integrated into NATO
exercises at all levels.

For the rapid deployment of light forces to deter against Hybrid threats, the creation of
reconnaissance and security zones in support of National Home Defence Forces is key.
If those same light forces have to deter against and armoured threat, they must transition

52 The US Army defines a Hybrid threat as the diverse and dynamic combination of regular forces,
irregular forces, terrorist forces, and/or criminal elements unified to achieve mutually benefitting
effects. Department of the Army, ADRP 3-0, Unified Land Operations. (Washington DC: Government
Printing Office, May 2012), 1-3.
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to a light anti-armour defence with local air superiority, which necessitates neutralization
of any A2AD threat and sufficient fires and anti-armour capability within the light force.
As time permits and heavy forces are deployed to conduct a forward defence of alliance
territory, those forces must be trained in combined arms defensive operations. The
unique conditions of this defence must be trained also: fighting within sovereign Alliance
members states and protecting civilians and infrastructure to the maximum extent
possible.

The Baltic Scenario: One hypothetical scenario which combines Russian use of a
tactical COF advantage with escalation dominance is the defence of the Baltic States.
Some argue that it is low probability but unquestionably of very high risk for the alliance.
This would involve a rapid mobilization in the Russian Federation Western Military
District to seize all or parts of the Baltic States ostensibly to protect ethnic Russians®3.
(There were 30 Million +/-%* Russians outside Russian Federation borders when the
Soviet Union disbanded.) In reality, however, the seizure recreates strategic depth they
lost with the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Using their tactical COF advantage
generated by a rapid mobilization of the 6" CAA, the 20" CAA and the 15t TA they
hypothetically could seize parts or all of the three Baltic States and northern Poland.
Such an attack would include activation of their dense A2AD network to isolate the area,
prevent the introduction of reinforcements, and then threaten nuclear escalation to
“freeze” the conflict. This would confront the Alliance with the dilemma of responding to
a clear violation of Article 5 in which the Russians would threaten nuclear escalation - a
prospect which the Russians would hope would fracture Alliance cohesion and change
the global security architecture in their favour.

NATO military response to this prospect mandates detailed plans which maintain
freedom of action in Alliance and international air, sea and land space by countering RF
A2AD zones and meeting their tactical forces with sufficient strength to defend against

53 Bonds, Limiting Regret, 7; Christopher S. Chivvis, The Baltic Balance — How to Reduce the Chances
of War in Europe, Council on Foreign Relations, entry posted July 1, 2015,
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/baltics/2015-07-01/baltic-balance (accessed November 5,
2015); Terrence Kelly, Stop Putin’s Next Invasion Before it Starts, US News & World Report, entry
posted March 20, 2015, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/world-report/2015/03/20/stop-putins-
aggression-with-us-forces-in-eastern-europe (accessed November 5, 2015).

54 On October 24, 2015 Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov published a detailed article in the
official “Russian Gazette” titled “The Russian World on the Path of Consolidation”, in which he stated
that “providing overall support to the Russian World is an unconditional foreign policy priority for
Russia, which is embedded in the Russian Federation’s Foreign Policy Concept”. He concluded by
expressing confidence that the Congress will “successfully solve the task that lie ahead of us in the
interest of unveiling further the colossal potential of the Russian World.” In it he discussed Russia’s
plans of using its diasporas, numbering approximately 30 million according to Lavrov, to support their
efforts to expand Russian influence and to further Russian goals internationally. The original article in
Russian can be found here: http://www.rg.ru/2015/11/02/lavrov.html
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any armed attack of an Alliance member. We must then plan and rehearse those
capacities in a transparent manner to clearly convey Alliance capabilities.®®

Speed Matters: Speed generates political options short of war

In this scenario, the speed of Alliance response in the first critical days and weeks would
be vital to deterrence and conflict prevention. The chart below highlights the necessity
of using rapidly deployable high readiness forces to achieve the correlation of forces
necessary to adequately defend and therefore deter any Russian attack. The
introduction of high readiness forces early enables the Alliance to achieve a 1:3 COF
within two weeks and a 1:2.5 COF ratio soon thereafter, which means the RF forces
would be incapable of achieving a fait accompli. This will be critical to preserving the
time and space to resolve any crisis through diplomatic means.

NATO and RUS Correlation of Forces
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Figure 6: The correlation of forces between NATO and Russian Federation.
Source: Unclassified information from NATO Allied Land Command (LANDCOM)

55NATO, Statement by NATO Deputy Spokesperson Carmen Romero on NATO military exercises,
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry posted August 12, 2015,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/news_122048.htm (accessed November 4, 2015); Drew Brooks,
Russians keep eye on European training; Swift Response underway with hundreds of Bragg soldiers,
Fayobserver.com, entry posted 27 August 2015, http://www.fayobserver.com/military/russians-keep-
eye-on-european-training-swift-response-underway-with/article_242b12b5-589a-5d8b-9601-
b5a66516cab4.html (accessed November 4, 2015).
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Political Speed. In addition to military speed, we must also consider the speed of political
decision-making. Political speed is required to preserve options short of war. A decision
not to immediately act is a decision to forfeit certain military options, such as deterrence
or defence and be left with no other option than a costly campaign to retake Alliance
territory.

Therefore, expeditious political decisions preserve political options at a smaller military
cost. Military leaders can contribute to expeditious political decision making through
detailed military planning in advance of a crisis. Detailed planning informs the dialogue
between military and civilian leadership over options. Detailed planning enables
interoperability between military forces which also creates options for political leaders.
Thus, NATO’s strength and speed generate political options short of war. But, if
deterrence fails, strength and speed enable us to prevail in conflict.

The cohesion and competence of NATO’s land forces has never been higher. Our
Armies are mainly composed of volunteer professionals who have served alongside one
another for ten years in Afghanistan. This high level of professionalism and combat
experience is unprecedented and far exceeds that of any other Alliance or individual
Army on the planet, to include the RF. Our Soldiers are led by exceptional leaders who
are intensely studying the emerging challenges we face and preparing their forces to
meet those challenges. Alliance members should take heart from the quality of their
Armies. Despite over a decade of combat, they are not tired, they are ready!

Managing uncertainty, creating options, avoiding mistakes or miscalculation

We must be alert to reduce the potential for mistake or miscalculation that could lead to
a military confrontation which could then escalate. Mistake or miscalculation are
reduced through increased transparency and communication with the Russian
Federation political and military establishments. Transparency existed in the Cold War5¢
but now, due to Russian actions, Transparency has been greatly reduced. There have
been numerous calls to re-establish transparency through the proper notification and
observations of exercises as recommended by Secretary General Stoltenberg and
through reinvigorated maritime talks, air talks, ground exercise observers and other
means to enable de-escalation in a crisis.5”

56 Examples of Cold War procedures which provided transparency include: the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks (1972), the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (1972), the Peaceful Nuclear Explosion Treaty (1976),
the Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty (1988), the Conventional Forces in Europe (1990), the
Confidence and Security Building Measures (Vienna Document) (1990), the Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (1991), the Open Sky Treaty (1992), the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (1996), and the
OTAN RUSSIE (2002). Examples were cited from: Allan Krass, The United States and Arms Control:
The Challenge of Leadership (Wesport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 1997), 29-67.

57 Agence France-Presse, NATO To Russia: Be Transparent on Military Drills, DefenseNews.com, entry
posted May 19, 2015,
http://www.defensenews.com/story/defense/international/europe/2015/05/19/nato-urges-russia-
transparent-military-exercises/27606343/ (accessed November 4, 2015); Fyodor Lukyanov, U.S. and
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“We should not sleep-walk into unintended escalation.”

-Jens Stoltenberg, NATO Secretary General, November 26, 2015

Conclusion

NATO's first goal is conflict prevention. One way that military forces contribute to conflict
prevention is by deterring conventional conflict. Conflict prevention is ultimately a
political or diplomatic endeavour which is supported by the military’s readiness to defend
our vital interests. We deter through our strength and our speed. Strength and Speed
are delivered through Readiness. Military Readiness costs money, but the costs of
readiness pale in comparison to the human and material costs of war.

“If you desire peace, prepare forwar.”
-Publius Flavius Vegetius
“You might not be interested inw ar, but war is interested in you._”
-Viadimir llich Lenin

Ultimately, we hope for a time when we can work together with the Russians in our areas
of common interest.® Until that time comes, we in NATO’s military structure must
contribute to the prevention of a conflict by consolidating our strength, speed and
readiness to provide options short of war. If deterrence fails, the strategic advantages
that NATO enjoys means that we would prevail, but our mandate is to first and foremost
prevent any conflict that threatens the objective of NATO for their nations to live “whole,
free and at peace.”®®

Russia Back to Cold War Diplomacy, The Moscow Times, entry posted May 26, 2015.
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/opinion/article/us-and-russia-back-to-cold-war-
diplomacy/522383.html (accessed November 5, 2015).

58 NATO, Wales Summit Declaration, para. 21-23; NATO, Interview of NATO Secretary General Jens
Stoltenberg, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, entry posted November 29, 2014.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions 115877.htm?selectedLocale=en accessed November 6,
2015; Stoltenberg,” Adapting to a changed security environment”,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions_120166.htm?selectedLocale=en; Peter Zwack, “It's High
Time for US, Russian Militaries to Start Meeting Again”, Defense One, 19 NOV 2015.

59 NATO, Wales Summit Declaration, para. 1.
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NATO Defence Expenditures
and the Baltic Member-States

Dr. Grzegorz Koztowski

NATO has set guidelines for defence expenditures at the Summit in Wales in 2014.
According to them the member states should allocate at least 2 % of their GDP for
defence, including 20 % for major equipment. The paper analyses two issues: the
current policy of the NATO Baltic member states in that regard and factors which trigger
difficulties in making a comparison of defence spending.

Introduction

Art. 3 of the Brussels Summit Declaration issued by the Heads of State and Government
participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Brussel 11-12 July 20186°
confirmed the commitments “to all aspects of the Defence Investment Pledge” agreed
at the 2014 Wales Summit. That includes expectations from the Member States to keep
defence expenditures on the level of at least of 2 % of their Gross Domestic Product,
including at least 20 % for major equipment. Among all the NATO Baltic Member
States®?, only Germany is lagging behind the set guidelines. That might pose a real
challenge for the Alliance, especially in the context of the current foreign and security
policy of the United States.

Background

NATO legal framework for spending on defence is quite precise. Art. 3 of the North
Atlantic Strategic Concept for the Defence and Security of the Members of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation adopted by Heads of State and Government in Lisbon
separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid,
will maintain and develop their individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack”.
The allies are committed to develop their defence potentials, both individually and jointly.
These commitments have been already specified in the first Strategic Concept of NATO
stated that ,a successful defence of the North Atlantic Treaty nations through maximum
efficiency of their armed forces, with the minimum necessary expenditures of manpower,
money and materials, is the goal of defence planning”. This obligation was reiterated in
different forms in the subsequent Strategic Concepts. According to the current Strategic

60 Press Release (2018) 074, 11 July 2018, /in/
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official _texts 156624.htm

61 For the purposes of this article, the Baltic Sea region is defined as the NATO member states
belonging to the Council of the Baltic Sea States (CBSS) — Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Latvia,
Lithuania, Norway and Poland. Iceland is excluded since it does not have Armed Forces and not
spending for defence at all.
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Concept, Allies are committed to “sustain the necessary levels of defence spending, so
that our armed forces are sufficiently resourced” and have to “ensure that NATO has the
full range of capabilities necessary to deter and defend against any threat to the safety
and security of [their] populations”®2.

The necessary levels of defence spending have been agreed during the NATO Summit
in Wales. Art. 14 of the Wales Summit Declaration stipulates that Allies will spend at
least 2 % of their GDP for defence and will allocate “more than 20% of their defined
budgets on major equipment, including related Research & Development’®3. Warsaw
and Brussels NATO Summits confirmed this requirement8,

The debate on the ‘appropriate level of defence spending’ has been vivid since the
beginning of the Alliance and it is mostly connected with the expectations of the United
States vis-a-vis the European Allies to be more financially and military engaged. It
started during the so called ‘the Great Debate’ in Congress in 1951, in the context of the
Marshall Plan and US engagement in Korean Peninsula. Senator John Stennis (D-MS)
stated at that time that “(...) unless European nations show quick and conclusive proof
of their economic and military support (...) we would have nothing left to do but withdraw
our assistance”. The discussion went through the troop reduction talks in the late 1960s
and early 1970s. At a 1963 National Security Council meeting, President John F.
Kennedy stated that the US “cannot continue to pay for the military protection of Europe
while the NATO states are not paying their fair share and living off the fat of the land”®.
US senators had been arguing for stronger and more independent Europe which would
be able to assume most of the burdens of its own defence. Senator Mike Mansfield (D-
NY), the majority leader in the Senate, considered the burden sharing imbalance within
NATO ridiculous and unjust®®. In 1977 NATO Ministerial Guidance, the first defence
spending target was issued. The Allies agreed at that time to increase defence
expenditures by 3 % annually (to address larger defence resources of Soviet Union), but
these guidelines have never been met. The discussion on the necessity of greater

622010 NATO Strategic Concept. https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official texts 68580.htm ,
(accessed on January 13 2019).

63 Wales Summit Declaration issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in the meeting
of the North Atlantic Council in Wales, Sep. 5, 2014.
https://www.nato.int/cps/ic/natohag/official texts 112964.htm , (accessed on October 30, 2018).

64 See: Warsaw Summit Communique, issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in
the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Warsaw 8-9 July 2016, para 34,
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official texts 133169.htm , (accessed on 20 December 2018).

65 Senate Resolution 570, Emphasizing the Importance of Meeting NATO Spending Commitments,
Congressional Record Senate, July 2018. https://www.congress.gov/crec/2018/07/10/CREC-2018-07-
10-pt1-PgS4878.pdf , (accessed January 13 2019).

66 P, Lazar, The Mansfield Amendment and the US Commitment in Europe, 1966-1975, Monterrey,
Naval Postgraduate Studies, 2003—2006,
http://calhoun.nps.edu/bitstream/handle/10945/961/03Jun_Lazar.pdf?sequence=3 (accessed January
13 2019).
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European engagement were coming back during 80s%’, after the Cold War®, when the
defence expenditures in Europe have been heavily reduced and at beginning of XXI
century®. Robert Gates, Secretary of Defence under Obama administration emphasized
that “defence budgets — in absolute terms, as a share of economic output — have been
chronically starved for adequate funding for a long time, with the shortfalls compounding
on themselves each year”’°.

The change of policy was brought with the NATO Summit in Wales, but the new
dynamics on defence expenditures came with the hard-line rhetoric from President
Trump who put a burden sharing as the key priority in the US policy vis-a-vis NATO.
Already in 2016 presidential campaign he described the Alliance as obsolete,
emphasizing that the US is paying the vast majority of all NATO spending. He was
especially critical in the context of 2018 NATO Summit in Brussels stating that “United
States was paying for anywhere from 70 to 90 percent of it, depending on the way you
calculate” and expecting that NATO Allies should be paying even up to 4 %’'. That
created political pressure which changed the course of thinking of many countries and
put the burden sharing as one of the most important area of internal policy. The debate
is vigorous as never before and could determine the position of transatlantic ties for the
next decades. European allies, including the Baltic states, should closely monitor their
approach towards defence expenditures.

Defence expenditures: The Baltic States

The US allocates for defence more than 700 billion USD per year, which is approximately
70 % of the defence expenditures of all NATO member-states. They spend two times
more than all the other allies together and more than the seven other biggest spenders
on defence all over the world. NATO Baltic States members are spending only 7,67 %
of all the NATO member states defence spending. Germany (4" in NATO), as the
biggest Baltic States, pay for the defence the most, which is 5,03 %. The others are
allocating as follows: Poland (9t"), 1,19 %; Norway (11"), 0,72 %; Denmark (14%"), 0,43
% and the Baltic States (Lithuania — 20", Estonia — 23", Latvia — 24™") with respectively
0,11, 0,06 and 0,07 %.

67 j.e. an attempt to cap US force levels in Europe. see: A. Tonelson, Promises, Promises: The Failure of
US NATO Burden-Sharing Policy, p. 2-3,
www.atlcom.nl/ap archive/pdf/AP%202002%20nr.%203/Tonelson.pdf , accessed on Jan. 13, 2019.

68 i.e. UK Prime Minister wrote in 1998 that ,if Europe wants to maintain its commitment to Europe,
Europe must share more of the burden share in defending the West's security interests. Ibidem p. 6.

69 The issue was discusses during NATO Summits in Prague (2002), Riga (2006; NATO Summit
declaration explicitly addressed the budget issue: ‘we encourage nations whose defense spending is
declining to halt that decline and to aim to increase defense spending in real term’ — see C. EK,
NATO’s Prague Capabilities Commitment, CRS Report for Congress, Jan. 24, 2007.
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS21659.pdf , accessed on Jan. 13, 2019; and Bucharest (2008).

0 R. Fointaine, 2 Percent is no Magic Number, Foreign Policy, May 24, 2017.

71 RAO Bulletin, July 15th, Veteran Information Bulletin, p. 6-7.
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Table 1. Level of defence spending of NATO Allies (2017-2018)

Country Defence spending (in Millions | Share of defence spending
of USD — current prices) among all NATO countries
(o)
2017e" 2018e 2017e 2018e

1. USA 685,957 706,063 71,55 69,67
2. UK 55,344 61,508 5,77 6,07
3. France 46,036 52,025 4,80 5,13
4. Germany 45,580 51,009 4,75 5,03
5. Italy 23,852 25,780 2,48 2,54
6. Canada 22,467 21,601 2,34 2,13
7. Turkey 12,972 15,219 1,35 1,50
8. Spain 11,864 13,863 1,23 1,37
9. Poland 9,935 12,088 1,04 1,19
10. | The Netherlands 9,788 13,023 1,02 1,28
11. | Norway 6,463 7,266 0,67 0,72
12. | Greece 4,748 5,004 0,49 0,49
13. | Belgium 4,504 5,114 0,47 0,50
14. | Denmark 3,780 4,376 0,39 0,43
15. | Romania 3,643 4,835 0,38 0,47
16. | Portugal 2,702 3,320 0,28 0,33
17. | Czech Rep. 2,255 2,821 0,24 0,28
18. | Hungary 1,468 1,733 0,15 0,17
19. | Slovakia 1,053 1,320 0,11 0,13
20. | Lithuania 816 1,062 0,08 0,11
21. | Bulgaria 723 1,014 0,07 0,10
22. | Croatia 698 799 0,07 0,08
23. | Estonia 540 637 0,06 0,06
24, | Latvia 512 701 0,05 0,07
25. | Slovenia 476 567 0,04 0,05
26. | Luxembourg 325 391 0,03 0,04
27. | Albania 144 179 0,01 0,02
28. | Montenegro 66 87 0,01 0,01
29. | Iceland n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

30. | Overall 958,711 1,013,406 1 1

Source: Communique PR/CP(2018)091, Defence Expenditure of NATO countries (2011-2018),
10 July 2018, NATO Documents.

72 g-gstimates.



Page |76

According to the 2018 data (see tables 1 and 2 below) only three countries, US, UK and
Latvia, are meeting requirements of spending 2 % of GDP for defence and 20 % for
major equipment. In the context of the first factor we can group NATO Baltic Member
States in three different baskets. First (Estonia — 2,14 %, Latvia — 2,0 %, Poland — 1,98
% and Lithuania - 1,96 %) are meeting (or soon-to-be meeting) the current requirements
in terms of the level of defence expenditures and major equipment. Poland and Estonia
have been spending an agreed amount since 2015 (certain minor deficits in keeping the
reach by Poland stemming from the financial accounting i.e. not using full amount of
money accounted for the budgetary year). Latvia and Lithuania are finally reaching this
level in 2018.

In the second basket we have Norway (1,61) and Denmark (1,21), which are well below
the target, but both of the countries are having plans to change the current situation. The
Danish Government concluded recently an agreement to increase these expenditures
by 20 % within the next five years (Defence Agreement 2018-2023)"3. But even with this
growth Denmark will (at the current GDP it would mean — 1,9 % GDP) not reach the limit.
Similar steps as in Copenhagen are being made in Oslo. Norway is spending this year
a decent amount of 1,61 % of GDP with a plan to increase defence spending by 2020
by close to 0,9 billion USD above the current level. It will also be less than 2 % of GDP
(for the current level of GDP - 1,8 %).

The most challenging situation with reaching the target is with a position of Germany.
Berlin is spending on defence 1,24 % of GDP with a plan to increase it in 2019 only to
1,31 %. Any other proposals to reach the level of at least 1,5 % by 2024 seems to be
currently politically and economically not feasible?®.

The second ‘spending requirement’ regards the structure of defence budget. According
to the guidelines, at least 20% of the funds spend on defence should be allocated for
the military equipment. It aims at the modernization and the acquisition of modern
warfare systems by all Allies.

Four Baltic States are meeting requirements at this moment with: Latvia (31,58 — second
highest level in NATO), Lithuania (28,88), Norway (26,77) and Poland (23,95). Estonia
is close to 20 % target (18,15) and Germany and Denmark are staying behind
(respectively 14,13 and 13,43).

3 Defence Agreement 2018-2023. http://www.fmn.dk/temaer/forsvarsforlig/Documents/danish-defence-
agreement-2018-2023-pdfa.pdf accessed on Oct. 29, 2018.

74 Capable and Sustainable. Long Term Defense Plan 2016-2020. Norwegian Ministry of Defence /in/
https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/departementene/fd/dokumenter/rapporter-og-
regelverk/capable-and-sustainable-Itp-english-brochure.pdf , accessed on Oct. 29, 2018.

75 S. Siebold, A. Shalal, German mid-term military budget not enough, says defense ministry, July 9,
2018. https://www.reuters.com/article/us-germany-military/mid-term-german-military-budget-not-
enough-says-defense-ministry-idUSKBN1JZ0XH
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Table 2. Level of defence spending & their share in the GDP of NATO Allies (2017-2018)

Country Share of defence spending in Share of military
GDP (%) expenditure spent on
military equipment (%)
2017e 2018e 2017e 2018e

1. USA 3,57 3,50 28.43 26.81
2. Greece 2,38 2,27 15.47 12.40
3. UK 2,11 2,10 22.03 21.68
4. Estonia 2,08 2,14 19.22 18.15
5. Poland 1,89 1,98 22.04 23.95
6. France 1,78 1,81 24.17 23.66
7. Lithuania 1,73 1,96 31.61 28.88
8. Romania 1,72 1,93 33.20 34.69
9. Latvia 1,69 2,00 19.57 31.58
10. Norway 1,55 1,61 24.70 26.77
11. Turkey 1,52 1,68 30.60 31.55
12. Montenegro 1,38 1,58 4.89 9.66
13. Canada 1,36 1,23 11.02 17.61
14-15 | Bulgaria 1,27 1,56 8.10 28.86

Croatia 1,27 1,30 7.53 13.25
16-17 | Germany 1,24 1,24 13.75 14.13

Portugal 1,24 1,36 10.02 12.97
18-19 | Denmark 1,16 1,21 10.39 13.43

The Netherlands 1,16 1,35 16.80 24.93
20. Italy 1,15 1,15 20.68 21.12
21. Albania 1,11 1,19 6.96 10.72
22. Slovakia 1,10 1,20 17.74 21.05
23. Hungary 1,05 1,08 15.34 15.08
24, Czech Rep. 1,04 1,11 11.12 12.39
25. Slovenia 0,98 1,01 4.04 8.22
26. Belgium 0,91 0,93 6.41 8.20
27. Spain 0,90 0,93 20.39 23.04
28. Luxembourg 0,52 0,55 42.06 41.03
29. Iceland n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Source: Communique PR/CP(2018)091, Defence Expenditure of NATO countries (2011-2018),
10 July 2018, NATO Documents.
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Defence Expenditures. Burden-sharing.

NATO Guidelines for defence expenditures are clear. This kind of sources is
‘denominated’ in GDP and is defined as ‘military effort’ or ‘military burden’. This measure
— as it was put by NATO’s Defence Review Committee in 1988 - is ‘(percentage of GDP
devoted to defence) the best known, most easily understood, most widely used and (...)
the most telling input measure. It broadly depicts defence input in relations to a country’s
ability to contribute. It takes rich and poor members’ status into consideration and is not
subject to distortion by exchange rate fluctuation’’®. The compromise agreed by the all
member states of NATO cannot be directly questioned, but it does not mean that it is
free of controversies. In fact, the optimal comparison of expenditures cannot be analysed
only on the level of defence expenditures expressed in GDP, but it has to take into
account at least four observations.

First, we have to remember that there is no common term for ‘defence expenditures’.
As M. Brzoska stated that “authoritative institutions have adopted standard definitions
but national governments are free to use their own definitions”. Thus, governments and
international organizations often have differing views on the issue. This factor hinders
comparative actions. They are, by nature, exposed to this type of inequalities”.
According to NATO’s terminology they are “payment made by national government[s]
specifically to meet the need of its armed forces” 78. This definition includes the budgets
of the ministries of defence and defence-related expenditures of other public institutions.
The scope of this definition is broad and allows Allies to label certain types of
expenditures as defence spending.

Based on a report published by the Assembly of the Western European Union in 1983,
a common definition of defence spending was adopted by NATO in 1952. It says that
,<defence budgets to NATO definition tend to be slightly higher than national defence
budgets submitted to parliament, largely because it was easier to agree on a common
NATO definition by including items already included in the defence budgets of at least
one NATO country, rather than by excluding items not included in the national definitions
of a majority of countries”®. Conversely, the term “military spending” includes a broad
variety of issues seen by particular Allies as defence-related, including payments to
service pension funds, and costs of internal security forces that would serve under
military command in®.

76 See J. Ringsmose, NATO Burden-Sharing Redux: Continuity and Change after the Cold War, Paper
prepared for the ECPR Joint Session of Workshops, Lisbon 2009, p. 8.

7 See K. Hartley, T. Sandler, Handbook of Defense Economics, vol.1, Elsevier North Holland, 1995, p.
46-67.

78 Communique PR/CP(2016)011, Defence Expenditures of NATO Countries (2008-2015), 28 January
2016 /in/ http://www.nato.int/nato_static fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf 2016 01/20160129 160128-pr-2016-
11-eng.pdf (accessed 28t of March 2017).

9 Report of the Committee on Defence Questions and Armaments of the Assembly of Western
European Union, Burden Sharing in Alliance, Document 947, Paris, 1983, p. 13.

80 See G. Koztowski, Finance NATO, Bellona Editions 2008.
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Table 3. Defence & development aid spending in selected NATO countries

Country Defence spending Development aid spending
2017e 2018e 2016 2017
UsS 3,57 3,50 0,186 0,177
Germany 1,24 1,24 0,699 0,667
Norway 1,55 1,61 1,046 1,114
Poland 1,89 1,98 0,147 0,134
Latvia 1,69 2,00 0,139 0,130
Lithuania 1,73 1,96 0,109 0,105
Estonia 2,08 2,14 0,190 0,186
Denmark 1,16 1,21 0,752 0,737

Source: OECD and NATO data https://data.oecd.org/oda/net-oda.htm (accessed January 14
2019).

Second, we have to agree that there is a different allocation of defence resources
among the NATO allies and only a limited number of them (to the vast majority — US)
implement activities out of area on a larger scale. That brings a question of attribution of
costs vis-a-vis the defence of the transatlantic area. Michael O’Hanlon’s assumption is
that US defence spending can be divided into four parts (each of them for 100-200 bin
USD): central defence needs (such as research and development, homeland security,
global intelligence assets and operations), forces for Europe, forces for the Asia-Pacific
and forces for the broader Middle East®'. This the above-mentioned US argument on
paying more than 70 % for a defence of Europe is at least controversial.

There is also an issue of ‘security culture’ which puts defence expenditures in certain
political and historical framework. On one hand that could limit readiness of certain
countries (i.e. Japan — with limit to 1 % of GDP) to increase defence spending, on the
other hand it could lead to the perception of the scope and the role of military
expenditures. For Germany, security cannot be “narrowed down to military spending.
Development aid and humanitarian assistance also count as contributions to global
security”®. This argument is reappearing in the ongoing debate between the US and
some of the European Allies. The current US administration aims at increasing defence
spending whilst limiting the role of development aid (see table 4). Should we use this
argument on broader definition of security (defence plus development), the position of
Norway (over 2,5 % of GDP), but also Denmark and Germany (altogether close to 2,00
%) would significantly change.

81 M. O’Hanlon, The Art of the Military Deal, The National Interest, May 5, 2016.
https://nationalinterest.org/feature/the-art-the-military-deal-16070, (accessed January 13 2019).

82 3. Islam, Security is about more than just military spending, Friends of Europe, 1 March, 2017.
http://www.friendsofeurope.org/security-europe/frankly-speaking-security-is-about-more-than-just-
military-spending/, (accessed February 16 2019).
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Third, we have to underline that NATO member states make direct and indirect
contributions to the costs of running NATO and implementing its policies and activities.
Bigger portion of them are made indirectly due to participation in the military operation
(principle costs lie where they fall); the rest of the are made directly when the costs are
borne collectively, often using the principle of common funding. Within the principle of
common funding, all member states contribute to an agreed cost-share formula, based
on GNI; it represents small portion of member’s defence budget (approximately 0,3-0,4
%)83. Common funding arrangements are used towards: NATO Civil Budget (NATO HQ
running costs), NATO Military Budget (integrated Command Structure costs) and the
NATO Security Investment Programme.
Table 4. NATO Common funded cost sharing formula.

Country GNI (NATO countries) 2017 Common funded budgets — agreed
Nominal MUSD percentage share

(0N 19.607.598 51,22 22.1387
Germany 3.753.343 9,80 14.7638
Norway 415.491 1,08 1.6472
Poland 504.476 1,32 2.7683
Latvia 30.045 0,08 0.1478
Lithuania 45.613 0,12 0.2379
Estonia 25.397 0,06 0.1157
Denmark 331.391 0,86 1.2157
Other Member 13.574.191 35,46 56,9649
States

Source: GNI (current US$), The World Bank,
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GNP.MKTP.CD?locations=IE-NE-PW (accessed
January 13 2019

Agreed cost share formula reflects the real ability to pay of the Member States. It is
calculated every second year taking into account changes in the GDP among the allies.
The final result corrected with the US maximum cap which cannot exceed just over 22
% of all costs (similar solution is implemented in other international organization US is a
member of)3.

Fourth, defence expenditures should be analysed in the broader context of ‘burden
sharing’®. The study on this issue began in 1966 when Mancur Olson and Richard
Zeckhauser utilized the collective goods theory to analyse uneven distribution of defence
spending in the Alliance®. Their assumption was that NATO’s output (security) is best

83 Funding NATO, available from: https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natoha/topics 67655.htm. (accessed
January 13 2019).

84 Limitations started with 1/3 and then ¥ of the total costs.

85 There is a wide literature on this issue. See i.e. J. Khanna, T. Sandler, NATO Burden Sharing: 1960 —
1992, ,Defence and Peace Economics” 1996, n. 7, p. 115-133.

86 M. Olson, R. Zeckhauser, An economic theory of Alliances, ,Review of Economics and Statistics”
1966, n. 48, p. 266-279.
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described as a pure public good; once a state is allowed into alliance, it is then
impossible to exclude it from profiting from the benefits produced by the collective efforts,
and adding of an additional member does not substantially subtract from the amount of
defence available to those already in the alliance. As a consequence, the alliance would
face a free rider problem where bigger countries are bearing disproportionate share of
the burden®. During the Cold War and under the NATO Strategy of Nuclear retaliation,
the theory could have been justified, when allies based on the US nuclear power. It was
especially relevant under the Mutual Assured Reaction doctrine, which assumed nuclear
attack in the case of any attack on transatlantic territory®. During the post-Cold War
time, other theories were suggested and defended. For Todd Sandler “when defence is
shared between nations in an alliance, the pure publicness of defence expenditures may
be doubted, since for some defence outputs the providing ally may be able to withhold
benefits from allies so that exclusion may be practiced”. Accordingly, the alliance-based
security is an impure public good; larger powers retain the ability to resort to intra-alliance
threats about the provision of security as well as different kinds of instruments generating
fear of marginalization among smaller powers®. The discussion on NATO burden
sharing and the parity of costs and benefit analysis is going on and could be a matter of
a thorough analysis.

However, it is worth emphasizing that as a former NATO Secretary General Jaaf Hoop
de Scheffer stated “at NATO, a burden-sharing mechanism was developed to assess
the manning commitments of nations for critical operational activities in relation to their
GNI. This sort of arithmetic has the merit of giving some indications on burden-sharing,
but (it) (...) cannot be fully captured in graphs and spreadsheets. (...). Totally fair burden-
sharing may not be possible, but an organised security organisation like NATO
undoubtedly allows us to come closer to it than could any other approach.”®®

Conclusion

According to NATO guidelines most of the Baltic Member states are meeting the
requirements or they are close to meeting the requirement of 2 % of GDP for defence,
including 20 % for major equipment. The only exception is Germany, which presents
rather reluctant position vis-a-vis any major increases in defence spending and being
exposed to constant pressure from the US.

Analysing the defence expenditures one can underline that a fair and full burden sharing
in NATO is difficult to achieve. Definition and allocation of defence spending, different
financial regimes and an economic theory of the Alliance are among controversial
issued.

87 J. Ringsmose, op. cit. p. 9.

88 North Atlantic Military Committee Decision on M.C.48, 22 November 1954 p. 3 b ,in the event of
aggression they will be subjected immediately to devastating counter-attack employing atomic
weapons”. https://www.nato.int/docu/stratdoc/eng/a541122a.pdf (accessed January 13 2019).

89 J. Ringsmose, op. cit. p. 10.

9 J. de Hoop Scheffer, Towards Fairer Burden Sharing in NATO, Europe’s World, Summer 2008.
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The Baltic Defence College, NATO and Cyber:
Leading the Change

Colonel Jaak Tarien, Mr. Siim Alatalu

If your opponent has found a way to negate your industrial and technological advantage,
and for whatever reason you are unable or unwilling to change your own parameters so
as to regain the advantage, then you must fight on the battlefield he has set and on his
terms.9’

Introduction: The age of shifting of paradigms.

When studying at the Baltic Defence College (BDC) in the early part of this decade, one
of the issues that recurred over different lectures and seminars was us — both as
individuals as well as societies - living in age of shifting of paradigms. As future and
soon-to-be-certified leaders of transformation, we were to learn how to take forward our
national defences after graduation in a changing global environment, famously
described by Donald Rumsfeld in 2002 to include “known knowns, known unknowns and
unknown unknowns”. For instance, when listening to presentations on Russian strategic
thinking, little did we know that within only a couple of years, the unthinkable could
actually become the new normal — and a paradigm shift. The following article written on
the occasion of the BDC'’s 20" anniversary aims to challenge today’s graduates to critical
thinking ahead of paradigm shifts in the most dynamic theatre ever, cyberspace.

Paradigm shifts are in many ways the new normal. Since the founding of the College in
1999, we have been able to witness them in e.g. the ways international relations, threats,
use of force and nations’ responses to them evolve. The overall theatre may look the
same but at least some of the games played there are new. One of the new games is
the ever-increasing digitalization of the way our societies work and the ever-increasing
role of cyber security therein. The global digital connectivity of everything is
unprecedented: “Internet, together with the information communications technology
(ICT) that underpins it, is a critical national resource for governments, a vital part of
national infrastructures, and a key driver of socio-economic growth and development.“%?

As a result, in the last 20 years it really has become essential for nations, for both their
everyday national security as well as for their broader deterrence posture reasons to be
cyber-savvy. In pursuit of one’s political objectives, to inflict damage to another nation’s
economy and society, one could first opt for a cyber-attack on its industrial control
systems, rather than start a military special operation. Concurrently, cyber defence has

91 Smith, Rupert. The Utility of Force. New York: Vintage Books, 2007. p 377.
92 Klimburg, Alexander. National Cyber Security Framework Manual. Edited by Alexander Klimburg.
Tallinn: NATO CCDCOE, 2012. p 2.
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become one of the means to the ends of national security, both alongside conventional
military capabilities, as well as inside them. It is a paradigm shift.

On the operational level, confidentiality, integrity and availability have become the key
terms for any military leader, planner or operator. In the past they would be first-hand
considered terms that are foremost relevant to IT helpdesk staff. Today, they are central
to any discussion on the implications of cyber on the functioning of military organisations,
their operations and their overall role in national security. Threats to confidentiality (such
as eavesdropping or traffic analysis of our systems), to integrity (such as modification,
spoofing or repudiating the data in our systems) or to availability (e.g. denial of service)
can all jeopardise military missions. Over a short period, cyberspace has become a new
theatre of operations where no institution in a society - political, military, academic or
private - can consider itself immune from cyber threats — and the questions of
confidentiality, integrity and availability will need to be asked by everyone every day.
Once again, a paradigm shift.

The Only Constant is Cyber

Against the background of globally shared buzzwords like “cyber is important!”, there
remain many issues in cyber which are not shared nor even jointly defined. In many
aspects, cyber embodies the 2,500 years old wisdom of Herakleitos of Ephesus that “the
only constant is change”. For example, to date there is no one, universal definition for
cyberspace itself but rather a set of different approaches (if not paradigms), from
technical to legal perspectives. Accordingly, cyberspace can be defined as something
“more than the Internet, including not only hardware, software and information systems,
but also people and social interaction within these networks."%® Cyberspace is defined
by international organisations like the International Telecommunications Union (ITU)
("systems and services connected either directly to or indirectly to the Internet,
telecommunications and computer networks.") or the International Organisation for
Standardisation (ISO) ("the complex environment resulting from the interaction of
people, software and services on the Internet by means of technology devices and
networks connected to it, which does not exist in any physical form."). Of national
definitions, e.g. the United Kingdom defence cyberspace as "all forms of networked,
digital activities; [including] the content of and actions conducted through digital
networks."% A prominent legal definition of cyberspace is offered by the Tallinn Manual
2.0 published by the NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence:
"environment formed by physical and non-physical components to store, modify, and
exchange data using computer networks"%.

93 Klimburg, 2012.

94 Klimburg, 2012. p 8.

9 Schmitt, Michael N., editor. Tallinn Manual 2.0 on the International Law Applicable to Cyber
Operations. Cambridge University Press, 2017. p 564.
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The world’s history has seen many paradigm shifts that have transformed the way we
think of war (or nowadays more referred to as “armed conflict” — a paradigm shift in itself
as well) and we are witnessing yet another of them right now. In the ancient times,
shields made it more difficult to successfully use a sword. In the late Middle Ages
gunpowder and fire power in general made hands-on close combat only the last resort
in a battle. As coined by General Rupert Smith in his reflection on the utility of military
force at the start of this century (a required reading for the Higher Command Studies
Course at the turn of the decade) after WW2 nuclear power made industrial war
practically impossible. Since the end of the Cold War we have mostly lived in the
“paradigm of war amongst the people”. Today, there are predictions of artificial
intelligence-based systems fighting wars for us, if not against us.

The global community is already now under an increasing pressure from cyberspace —
guided by people if not even governments, performed by code and computing power,
aided by unaware, negligent or deliberate end-users. Cyber threats that target our ways
of life (both e- and traditional) are increasing in nature, volume and complexity. For
instance, cyberattacks that aim to destroy, deny or degrade military or civilian
communications platforms can spread quickly across continents —such as the Mirai
malware botnet attack of 2016. A form of such malware could be directed against, for
example, IP addresses of the U.S. Federal Aviation Administration, emergency services
or anything that is Internet-connected and has an IP address%. The breakout of a
national security crisis is easy to imagine in such a situation. Items we might consider
low-value and low-tech, could become to be used as a cyber-weapon.

The number of the users of internet — the main alley for delivering cyberattacks — has
grown to over 4.1 billion at the time of writing this article.®” More than every second
person on Earth is online and the trend is ascending. We are also faced with the outlook
of an Internet of Things (IoT) - i.e. our machines operating online by themselves — about
to encompass the way we live our lives, both in-office and outside. Another even more
serious challenge is also in sight — the proliferation of artificial intelligence-based
technology, potentially with lethal skills.

For now, it remains safe to say that most of the cyber threats are still human in origin
because in order to launch they rely on human intent. From petty criminals to triads, from
white-hat hackers to government institutions, operations in cyber-space — either for the
purpose of exchanging information, gathering knowledge about another party,
disseminating propaganda or distributing manipulated code with the aim of inflicting

9 Brantly, Aaron F.. “The Cyber Deterrence Problem.” Edited by Tomas, Jakcshis, Raik and Lindstrom,
Lauri Minarik. 10th International Conference on Cyber Conflict CyCon X: Maximising Effects (NATO
CCDCOE) 31-53. 2018. p 42.

9 Internet Live Stats. 2019. Internet Live Stats. 20 January. http://www.internetlivestats.com/internet-
users/. (Accessed 23.03.2019).
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actual damage to lives or property — can and will involve anyone either in the offensive
or a defensive role. It is a generally accepted belief that attacks from and within
cyberspace that target people, institutions and services have become progressively
more impactful in terms of scale.

Meanwhile, offensive cyber capabilities have become tools in nations’ toolboxes for
national power. To paraphrase the U.S. Cyber Command’s new Command Vision®
there is an ongoing competition for cyberspace. Offensive cyber operations, i.e. the
~employment of cyber capabilities with the primary purpose of achieving objectives in or
by the use of cyberspace® are developing into a mainstream capability in military
forces. On one hand, nations are working hard to establish their presence in cyberspace
to secure their networks and systems and to be able to defend their societies online. On
the other hand, they are also testing others’ capabilities in the same area. The exact
scope of which countries are developing which capabilities is difficult to make. In an
assessment in already 2010 a NATO official said that "countries, such as China, have
assembled within the people's liberation army up to 100,000 operators who work full
time, as a full-time 9-to-5 job, in probing the systems of other countries and [...] about
100"% countries in the world [...] are actively developing offensive, not defensive, but
offensive — cyber capabilities"°".

Developing Cyber at NATO

The world and how our societies function have changed since the BDC was established.
To recall - in defence and national security affairs, NATO at the time was celebrating its
50th anniversary. At the anniversary Summit in Washington, former foes from the
Warsaw Pact, the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland became members of the
Alliance, and Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania together with six other countries were
recognised as potential future members by way of launching their Membership Action
Plans (MAP). From the Baltic security perspective, the course of action to become
members of NATO looked set. Rumour has it that even Russia at the time was
contemplating joining NATO.%? Despite Russia waging a war in Chechnya or keeping

98 U.S. Cyber Command. “Achieve and Maintain Cyberspace Superiority. Command Vision for U.S.
Cybercommand.” U.S. Cyber Command. March, 2018.
https://www.cybercom.mil/Portals/56/Documents/USCYBERCOM%20Vision%20April%202018.pdf?ver
=2018-06-14-152556-010 (Accessed 24.04.2019).

99 Schmitt, Michael N., editor. Tallinn Manual 2.0 on the International Law Applicable to Cyber
Operations. Cambridge University Press, 2017.

100 Different sources offer even bigger numbers. For instance, the website of the Infosec Institute claims
that at least 140 countries were developing cyber weapon.

101 Shea, Jamie. “Lecture 6 - Cyber attacks: hype or an increasing headache for open societies?”
Brussels: NATO, 2 Feb. 2010. https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_84768.htm. (Accessed
29.06.2018.)

102 AP. “Putin suggested Russia joining NATO to Clinton.” The Hindu, 12 June,

2017 .https://www.thehindu.com/news/international/in-his-interview-with-oliver-stone-vliadimir-putin-
suggested-russia-joining-nato-to-bill-clinton/article 18965562.ece# (Accessed 24.04.2019).
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its troops in other countries of the former Soviet empire, NATO had embraced a
constructive relationship with Russia. The NATO Russia Founding Act in 1997 served
as a “promise of closer cooperation among former adversaries“'%® A decade later,
despite the aggression against Georgia and a short-lived freeze of relations between
NATO and Russia as a result, there was a U.S.-led “reset’ to relations with Russia,
leading to even serious people at NATO HQ to consider having achieved a “Spirit of
Lisbon” type of mutual understanding by the Summit of 2010.

20 years ago, there was also little to mention of NATO’s cyber posture. Hitherto, whilst
steadily gaining importance internationally, cyber defence (and offence) issues were
more the domain of the big powers of the former bipolar world. For instance, the first
cyberattack by Russia against the United States dates back to 1986 when a hacker
called ,Hunter wanted to extract information from the US Army Redstone Rocket test
site, related to President Ronald Reagan’s flagship Strategic Defence Initiative (the ,Star
Wars* programme).'04

Cyber’s first ever entrance to NATO'’s lingo happened only in November 2002 when at
the Prague Summit the Alliance’s Heads of State and Government (HOSG) of the then-
19 Allies agreed to "strengthen [their] capabilities to defend against cyber-attacks."1%°
The Prague Summit was the first meeting of the HOSG since the 9/11 terrorist attacks
and thus eventually transformational in many ways for both individual Allies and for
NATO as a whole. It was a time of great change for NATO — not only for the decision to
invite the Baltic states along four other countries to become Allies but also for the
transformation it undertook in its daily business, from structural changes (establishing
Allied Command Operations and Allied Command Transformation, for instance) to mind
set (conducting out-of-area operations).

It is therefore imperative to see the first steps of cyber at NATO in the bigger, global
context. For instance, while physically internet connected the whole world, its effects
were not as global. The number of people connected online was only 587 million or 9.4%
of the global population,’® compared to 3.553 billion or 53.8% in 2017.'%7 Today’s

108 NATO. Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the Russian
Federation. 27 May 1997.
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/official _texts 25470.htm?selectedLocale=en (Accessed
24.04.2019).

104 Popescu, Nicu, and Stanislav Secrieru. "Introduction: Russia’s cyber prowess — where, how and what
for?" Edited by Nicu Popescu and Stanislav Secrieru. Hacks, Leaks and Disruptions: Russian Cyber
Strategies. European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2017. p 9.

105 NATO. Prague Summit Declaration. 21 November 2002. http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2002/p02-
127e.htm. (Accessed 8.07.2016).

106 |nternet World Stats. Usage and Population Statistics.
https://www.internetworldstats.com/emarketing.htm

107 ITU. Global and Regional ICT Data. https://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/stat/default.aspx
(Accessed 8.07.2016).
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number represents roughly a six-fold growth since 2002.'% For the broader society,
cyber was an enabler for some government, perhaps even only office functions at best
— internet was not to be a theatre for military operations. With NATO's own nationals
being the predominant users of the global commons of internet, cyber for NATO in 2002
was really about national efforts to tackle emerging and mainly domestic cyber-related
challenges to governments, induced by individuals rather than organised, national or
trans-border entities.'%® Although NATO as an organisation had been cyber-attacked
already''® by way of distributed denial of service and thus targeting NATO’s availability,
by today’s standards these served rather only to make a political statement.

Concurrently to the transformation of NATO after the Prague Summit, a similar change
was evident also at the BDC. According to Corum, ,during the first years [of the BDC],
the operational framework was territorial defence, using NATO standards and
procedures. [today] all teaching in the field of tactics and operations is either of a general
character or it deals with the issues and planning procedures of combined expeditionary
operations.“’"" Eventually this evolved to the understanding that a focused approach by
way of a Higher Command Studies Course is needed on “educating strategic level
military and civilian leaders in overseeing and conducting the transformation of their
armed forces from the old Cold War organization and paradigm to meet the current
complex security needs of the NATO and Western nations to deal with the broad level
of security threats that include dealing with counterterrorism, intervention operations,
humanitarian operations and other operations that addressed the modern security
realities. The change in the theme and focus to transformation paralleled what was going
on in the major NATO nations and in the non-NATO Western nations*!"?

A wake-up call for NATO in cyber came in 2007 after the cyberattacks against Estonia.
Remotely, these can also be said to have targeted NATO'’s infegrity. The attacks were
Linformally'® but virtually universally“''* attributed to Russia.’’®> When Estonia sought

108 Alatalu, Siim. “NATO's Response to Cyber Attacks.” In Ed. Nicu Popescu and Stanislav Secrieru.
Hacks, Leaks and Disruptions: Russian Cyber Strategies. European Union Institute for Security
Studies, 2017.

109 Alatalu, Siim. “NATO’s New Cyber Domain Challenge.” 2016 IEEE International Conference on
Cyber Conflict. Washington, DC: Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers, Inc. 1-8, 2016.

110 Healey, Jason, and Klara Tothova Jordan. “NATO’s Cyber Capabilities: Yesterday, Today, and
Tomorrow.” September, 2014. https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/183476/NATOs Cyber_Capabilities.pdf.
(Accessed 24.04.2019).

11 Corum, James S.. History of the Baltic Defence College. The First Fifteen Years. The Story of a
Successful Multinational Endeavour. Tartu: Baltic Defence College, 2014. p 42.
http://www.baltdefcol.org/files/docs/books/History Book 2014.pdf (Accessed 24.04.2019).

12 Corum 2014, p 40-41.

113 Attribution was difficult due to the lack of hard evidence, while the ‘defendant’ refused to comply with
Estonia’s request for legal assistance and a bilateral investigation. See more in Tikk, Kaska, & Vihul,
2010.

114 Alatalu, 2017.

115 Arquilla, John. “Twenty Years of Cyberwar.” Journal of Military Ethics, 2013. p 81-82.
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Russia’s assistance in determining the culprits, Russia held silence for more than a
year.""® Strategically, this incident was noteworthy because it informally introduced a
new era and a new trend of cyberattacks targeting nations as a whole. In Europe, the
trend continued already in August 2008 with the Russian aggression against Georgia as
well as in 2014 in the context of the Russian annexation of Crimea and aggression in
Eastern Ukraine where cyberattacks were elements of joint military campaigns. NATO’s
first response to this new phenomenon followed at the Bucharest Summit in 2008 where
NATO HOSG agreed on the following:

NATO remains committed to strengthening key Alliance information systems
against cyber-attacks. We have recently adopted a Policy on Cyber Defence,
and are developing the structures and authorities to carry it out. Our Policy
on Cyber Defence emphasises the need for NATO and nations to protect key
information systems in accordance with their respective responsibilities;
share best practices; and provide a capability to assist Allied nations, upon
request, to counter a cyber-attack. We look forward to continuing the
development of NATO'’s cyber defence capabilities and strengthening the
linkages between NATO and national authorities.?’”

In the 2009 Summit in Strasbourg and Kehl, the HOSG agreed to mention more potential
sources of cyber threats such as non-state actors. By then, the first new cyber structures
that NATO could rely on were established, the Headquarters-based Cyber Defence
Management Authority and of the NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of
Excellence in Tallinn, Estonia. As an issue with increasing importance, cooperation with
non-NATO partner countries was highlighted.''® It should be beyond reasonable doubt
that by then NATO had already become subject to attempts to compromise its
confidentiality.

Another major milestone was the Wales Summit in 2014 where NATO took two critical
decisions. First it recognised the applicability of international law in cyberspace and
second, from there on cyberattacks were considered eligible for consideration of an
Article V decision. In July 2016, at its Warsaw Summit the HOSG declared cyberspace
to become an operational domain for the Alliance, by reaffirming:

[...] NATO's defensive mandate, and recognize cyberspace as a domain of
operations in which NATO must defend itself as effectively as it does in the

116 Tikk, Eneken, Kadri Kaska, and Liis Vihul.. International Cyber Incidents: Legal Considerations.
Tallinn: NATO CCDCOE, 2010. p 27. https://ccdcoe.org/publications/books/legalconsiderations.pdf.
(Accessed 24.04.2019).

17 NATO. NATO Bucharest Summit Declaration. 3 April 2008.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_8443.htm. (Accessed 8.07.2016).

118 NATO. NATO Strasbourg/Kehl Summit Declaration. 4 April, 2009.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_52837.htm?mode=pressrelease (Accessed 8.07.2016).




Page | 89

air, on land, and at sea. This will improve NATO's ability to protect and
conduct operations across these domains and maintain our freedom of
action and decision, in all circumstances. It will support NATO's broader
deterrence and defence: cyber defence will continue to be integrated into
operational planning and Alliance operations and missions, and we will work
together to contribute to their success.’??

For the military command chains in NATO and the 29 capitals the Warsaw Summit
declaration meant that the Alliance was now first to develop a doctrine to integrate cyber
operations in support of conventional operations through cyberspace, at an equivalent
level of interoperability that it has developed in traditional areas of warfare. Another side
of the cyber coin agreed in Warsaw was the so-called Cyber Pledge, where they inter
alia committed to developing ‘the fullest range of capabilities to defend our national
infrastructures and networks.’'?° It would be an understatement to say that compared to
the statement in Prague NATO had come a long way in embracing cyber from a technical
IT support matter to become a complex commitment of often sensitive national
capabilities for a joint cause.

To illustrate the growth of NATO’s cyber posture over its Summits, one can for instance
rely on word count — how many words are spent on HOSG agreements on cyber at
NATO in the respective Communiques or Declarations against the tight scrutiny by each
Ally in the drafting phase (see Figure 1). Clearly, with the exception of the 2004 Summit
in Istanbul, the trend here too is ascending. While it is positive that most of these
agreements have been based on concrete and tangible deliverables in terms of political
(e.g. Article V applicability in cyberspace) and resource (Cyber Pledge) commitments,
establishment of structures (Bucharest) or cyber threat perceptions (Strasbourg and
Kehl) or broadening of NATO’s overall scope (Warsaw), it remains relevant to ask the
question, when and what will NATO do when an actual cyberattack occurs? The
question regained relevance after 2017 when two global launches of malware,
WannaCry by North Korea and NotPetya by Russia, created worldwide havoc.

There were also these two attacks that demonstrated that it has become feasible for
nations to publicly attribute cyberattacks to their origin, and also to do so in a coalition
setting. While NATO made another critical decision meanwhile and in 2017 decided to
set up a Cyber Operations Capability at SHAPE, the story should hardly be considered
to be over. For instance, if most of the key decisions for an Article V situations seem to
be prepared, there appear to be less measures in place for situations that will not reach
the threshold of Article V — but can still severely damage our societies.

119 NATO. “Warsaw Summit Communiqué.” NATO website. 9 July 2016.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts_133169.htm. (Accessed 24.04.2019).

120 NATO. “Cyber Defence Pledge”, July 8, 2016.
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Figure 1. Cyber's segment (in words) in NATO Summit Declarations 2002-2016.

NATO’s Continued Relevance in Cyber

As discussed in the previous chapter, over almost two decades NATO has had a rational,
step-by-step approach to enhancing its cyber posture. Important to highlight, any
decision at NATO can only be made based on a consensus between all the Allies. A
careful consensus-building will reward the participants with an informed commitment by
every participant. A gradual approach will also ensure that as many considerations as
possible are included in the eventual decision. For an historian, for instance, the origins
of the establishment of the CyOC at SHAPE can academically be traced back to 2010
when in a U.S. National Defense University report Weinrod and Barry, in the context of
recommendations for the upcoming NATO Command Structure (NCS) reform, called for
an enhanced attention to cyber within the NCS. To quote, “consideration must also be
given to the military command structure’s purpose in defence against cyber-attacks with
regard not only to defence of vital NATO communications and information systems, but
also supporting national efforts, especially at the seams between NATO and national
networks. Critical cyber infrastructure is now an integral component of NATO territory as
much as airspace and seas.”'?!

Today, critical cyber infrastructure has not been heralded as one of the functions of the
CyOC. lts role is seen as an institution serving NATO with a three-dimensional mission:

121 Weinrod, W.Bruce, and Charles L. Barry. NATO Command Structure. Considerations for the Future.
Washington, DC: Center for Technology and National Security Policy, National Defense University,
2010.
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1) providing situational awareness of the domain,

2) planning for the cyberspace aspects of allied operations, and

3) managing the execution of operational direction to ensure freedom of
manoeuvre in all domains affected by cyberspace activities.'??

Lewis also highlights that “NATO has clearly stated it will not execute offensive
cyberspace operations by NATO personnel under the NATO flag [but will] [...] integrate
sovereign cyberspace effects from allies who are capable and willing to provide them”.'23
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Sensing Environmental
weak change

Strategic
change

Phase 1
Incremental change

Phase 2
Flux

Phase 3/4
Transformational
change or demise

Time

Figure 2: Phases of Strategic Drift. Based on Johnson, Wittington and Scholes, (2008)

At the same time, in our ever more interconnected societies maintaining the functionality
of critical infrastructure (and of the critical information infrastructure therein, or of
European Cl —jointly run structures with cross-border services) are increasingly relevant
for national security. On one hand, these could indeed be considered civilian areas of
responsibility, rather than military. At the same time, there is no reason to question the
indivisibility of cyber security; it is and will continue to develop as civilian and military,
dual-use domain. While there are good reasons to consider NATO to be deployed as
the ultimate tool for the last resort, the underlying cause for NATO is to provide defence

to Allies 24/7.

122 | ewis, Don. “What is NATO Really Doing in Cyberspace?” War on the Rocks. 4 February 2019.
https://warontherocks.com/2019/02/what-is-nato-really-doing-in-cyberspace/. (Accessed 24.04.2019).

123 Ibid.




Page |92

As a result, it is worth asking, whether — as we learned years ago in the HCSC from
Johnson, Whittington and Scholes — NATO and cyber, despite the good progress, still
risk leading to a strategic drift (see Figure 2) According to the authors, strategic drift is
the ,tendency for strategies to develop incrementally on the basis of historical and
cultural influences, but fail to keep pace with a changing environment”.'?* Some of the
issues will continue to ‘haunt’” NATO in the coming years are easier to predict. For
example:

Role of NATO in Article 1V type of situations where cyberattacks on the scale of
internationally wrongful acts take place, yet no classical use of force or armed
attack happens. For example — hostile malware targeting and crippling national
critical infrastructure such as power generation or water purification plants, or key
financial sector institutions.

Relations with likeminded Partner nations and options for cooperation and
interoperability in cyber space. NATO has an extensive range of partnership
agreements with non-NATO countries, totalling about 70 states (including Allies).
Some of them have been granted Enhanced Opportunities Partnerships, while
others seek to enhance their interoperability with NATO. Some of NATO’s
partners from across the world are global leaders in cyber security and
powerhouses in technology cooperation with whom could also benefit NATO.
Relations with other International organisations, in particular with the European
Union which especially since the Estonian Presidency of the EU Council in 2017
has stepped up its efforts in cyber issues.

In-house tasks at NATO will continue to be the mainstreaming of cyber as such
into NATO’s procedures, military training and education, exercises and business
practices (cyber hygiene). This task remains dependent on how individual Allies
pursue the same objectives nationally i.e. also on how the next generation of
leaders of transformation comprehend and prioritise it.

Placeholder for any relevant “unknown unknown”, surely to emerge as the
ongoing paradigm shift further unfolds. (As put forth by General Smith, “the
strategic aim [of the opponent] can be difficult to define and yet it is essential to
do s0."12%)

These challenges require continued investment of attention and resources and progress
is certainly being made. Strategically, nevertheless, to avoid strategic drift for NATO —
and for our nations as part of it — what would be the transformative steps that need to be
taken, to maintain NATO’s relevance for national cyber security?

124 Johnson, Gerry, Richard Whittington, and Kevan Scholes. Exploring Strategy, 9th Edition. Financial
Times Prentice Hall, 2011. p 158.
125 Smith, 2007. p 15.



Page |93

Conclusion

Predicting the future is an unimpressive task and evidently, we are still in the middle of
a paradigm shift. Nevertheless, the least one can do is prepare oneself to undertake
strategic change. We believe that the key to the success for any future leader of
transformation will be a comprehensive approach to cyber. In addition, here are three
courses of action, on the tactical, operational and strategic levels where our national
security would benefit from their insight and attention the most:

1) Cyber security is everyone’s business

Defence forces are by definition on the frontline of national security. With cyber now a
part of national security, defence forces should also be on the frontline of cyber security.
Defence forces provide unique capabilities to the national security toolbox and cyber
cannot but be one of these. This requires an enhanced attention to military training and
education and the role of cyber related skills therein — including at the top levels of
military education provided by the BDC. It is critical to understand that this cannot be a
sectoral effort but to effectively deal with it, a 360-degree approach is required, to
encompass technology, strategy, operations and international law — to name some of
the related areas. It is not a question of if but when our soldiers, airmen and marines
could become targets to attempts at their confidentiality, integrity and availability. Only
a dedicated approach to educate them from the start will entail a likelihood of success.

2) Sharing is critical
To know how to defend, one needs to know how offence works. It has been argued that
against an adversary with sophisticated cyber skills, both cyber and conventional
measures are hard-pressed. As characterised by Lynch, in the case of North Korea, to
unleash viruses to upend North Koreas nuclear missiles, a consensus across U.S.
Government agencies was needed — and was impossible to achieve.’?® The lesson
learned is that the better the sharing culture, the better deployable the actual capability.

3) Coalition-building
It is also worth considering whether there is merit in looking beyond the Alliance borders
to establish a more global alliance of likeminded democracies with a shared interest in
safeguarding their societies together against cyber threats. According to President llves,
“a non-geographical but strictly criteria-based [Alliance] to defend democracies,
countries that genuinely are democracies as defined by free and fair elections, the rule
of law, and the guarantee of fundamental rights and freedoms could be established.”'?”

126 |ynch, Justin. “Behind the White Hourse's Plan to be More Aggressive in Cyberspace.” Fifth Domain.
9 December 2018. https://wwww.fifthdomain.com/congress/2018/12/10/behind-the-white-houses-plan-
to-be-more-aggressive-in-cyberspace/ (Accessed 24.04.2019).

127 |lves, Toomas Hendrik. If Liberal Democracies are to Survive in the Digital Era, They Must Create a
Defence Organisation. Keynote speech. International Conference on Cyber Conflict 2018. Tallinn, 30
May 2018.
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CHAPTER THREE
RUSSIA’S RESURGENCE AS THE MAIN CHALLENGE
TO THE 21°T CENTURY THE INTERNATIONAL ORDER

The Culture of Strategic Thought
behind Russia’s Modern Approaches to War

Mr. Stephen R. Covington'28

Introduction

During the Cold War, the culture of Russian military strategic thought played a
fundamental role in the Soviet system, shaping the structure of the Soviet Armed Forces,
the type of strategic operations to be conducted in war, and the military system designed
to meet the requirements of that unique strategic environment in accordance with the
Soviet political leadership’s aims in peace and war.'?® After years of marginalization,
Russian military strategic thought has returned to a position of great influence inside
Russia’s political system, and strikingly so over the last four years, now playing a
dominant role in the country’s military preparations for war and corresponding economic
priorities. Russian military strategic culture also provides President Putin with a strategic
foundation and framework for Russia’s most critical security and defence calculations in
peace, crisis, and war. The return of traditional Russian military strategic culture to the
forefront of Moscow’s security policy decisions comes at a critical juncture in Russia’s
post-Cold War development.

The Four Pillars of Russian Strategic Culture

Russian strategic culture is a set of underlying assumptions or values that drive goal
setting, interactions, capabilities, structure and ultimately behaviour. These
fundamental, underlying assumptions shape all military concepts and establish their
unique way for measuring how much or how little military security they have, need, or
should be attained. Organizational psychology, led by Edgar Schein’s work, holds that
the strongest organizations are the ones with leaders that are aware of their own culture
and cultivate it."3% Organizational psychology also holds that most organizations are not

128 The original version of this article was published by Harvard University’s Belfer Center in October
2016. https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/culture-strategic-thought-behind-russias-modern-
approaches-warfare

129 Chris Donnelly, Red Banner: The Soviet Military System in Peace and War, Jane’s Information
Group, UK, 1988.

130 Edgard Schein, “Organizational Culture and Leadership”, The Jossey-Bass Business & Management
Series, Volume 2, Edition 4, John Wiley & Sons, 2010
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conscious of their culture, and therefore lose it over time or leaders lose control of it. The
Russian military leadership is very conscious of its culture of strategic thought, and the
Russian military as a whole has a common understanding of what this strategic culture
is built upon. It is the role of the General Staff as the ‘brain of the army’, the General
Staff Academy, and other academies to institutionalize this culture of strategic thought
into their officer corps. They cultivate it and reinforce it in almost every sphere of their
education, thinking, planning, assessment, and decision-making. It was not lost during
the tumultuous Yeltsin years, when the Russian military maintained its strategic thought
despite being neglected by their political authorities and not having the capabilities to
act strategically.

Russian military strategic thought reaches deeply into other security services and other
government ministries, facilitating how the country functions as a whole in war. There
is no Western equivalent to Russian strategic culture, and Western service culture
should not be confused with Russia’s culture of strategic thought. In fact, it is virtually
impossible to create a single system of strategic thought in the West that approximates
the Russian approach — and for good reason. The traditional autocratic, non-liberal
Russian political system under Putin allows for a single, dominant form of military
thought to merge with his political thought to shape government-wide decision-making
process. In Western liberal democracies, the distribution of political power and the
distributed ministry and agency responsibilities prevent a single strand of strategic
military thought from emerging. Western military leaders simply cannot attain the
influential role similar to that held by the Russian Minister of Defence and Chief of the
General Staff under Putin or dominate the internal political process to establish national
economic priorities upon preparing the country for war.

As the Soviet military held, Russia’s military today holds that war is not only a competition
between respective weapons’ capabilities and forces, but it is a clash between military
systems. How a nation organizes itself for war constitutes a single system that competes
head on with the system of its opponent, and victory goes to the superior military system.
Strategic culture is the glue for the Russian military system as a whole. The military
system corresponds to their thinking about war, specifically political-military objectives,
strategy, and operational art in war — and how pre-war crisis periods are managed. The
Russian military system is designed to accentuate strengths, minimize weaknesses, and
bring to bear in war every element key to generating combat power.

In my experiences working with the Russian military, there are four fundamental pillars
of Russian strategic culture: strategic uniqueness demands unique military
approaches to maximize and seize opportunity; strategic vulnerability demands
aggressive counter-surprise measures for a Russia perceived as potentially
‘undefendable’; the initial period of war determines Russia’s fate in war; and going to
war with Russia means going to war with “all of Russia”.
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Each pillar is clearly reflected in Russia’s current military thinking on war, and each pillar
mutually reinforces the other pillars. The Russian military ‘system’ today — with its snap
exercises, military district administrative structure, regional operational-strategic
commands, nation-wide control over mobilization, logistics, and transportation, and
central national armed forces command and control centre in Moscow — is tailored to
conduct war in a way that upholds the traditional elements of Russian strategic culture,
departing sharply from Western doctrine, strategy, and practice. In peacetime, Russian
military behaviour in peacetime is not sabre rattling solely for political effect or narrative.
Russia’s military behaviour and modernization program corresponds to contemporary
Russian military assessments of the post-Soviet, modern strategic environment and
Putin’s political worldview, priorities, and aims, understood and acted upon through
these four pillars of traditional strategic thought.

Putin’s political aims vis-a-vis the European security system constitute on their own a
significant part of the West’s challenge to manage Russia’s divergent policy aims in the
21t century. At the same time, the assumptions and values of traditional Russian
General Staff strategic culture are prime drivers of Russia’s military modernization,
reorganization, and behaviour over the last few years. These Russian assumptions are
very different from the assumptions and values of their Western counter-parts, and are
a key factor in the emerging strategic military asymmetry between Russia and the West
on 21st century security and military strategy — a strategic asymmetry that impacts on
Europe’s security in periods of peace, crisis, and conflict.

In comparison with the West, Russia’s strategic approach in the military sphere is
producing peacetime conventional and nuclear posture as well as military exercises with
scale, purpose, and rhythm that differs significantly from that of the West. In a crisis,
Russia’s very different assumptions and values also can produce a different crisis
management style, goals, and behaviour from that of the West, perhaps shaped by
fundamentally different war avoidance strategies, potentially colliding with Western
approaches at the very outset of a crisis. In conflict, Russia’s strategic approach will
differ in how war is conducted, the initial and ultimate goals in war, and how war is
terminated.

Collectively, the traditional pillars of Russian strategic culture will shape how the Russian
military evolves its military posture and strategies, sharply influencing Europe’s future
military security and equilibrium — even absent a Russian intent or interest in war with
neighbours or the West. Combined with President Putin’s worldview, and Russia’s geo-
strategic situation in the 21st century, the re-emergence of Russia’s military culture of
strategic thought has significant implications for Europe’s security for years to come,
whether measured in the short-term, a crisis avoidance context, or a long-term, strategic
military balance perspective.
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Strategic Uniqueness: Russia’s Homeland Hybrid Strategic Offense - ’Little

Green Men, Big Green Tanks, and Bigger Green Missiles’
The starting point of Russian strategic culture holds that Russia’s geographic, political,
economic, and strategic position is unique, and consequently military solutions for
Russia’s defence must be unique. The Russian military sees lessons learned in wars
they wage or conflicts they observe through their understanding of Russia’s strategic
uniqueness. Their formulation of uniqueness contrasts sharply with the US idea of
exceptionalism. U.S. exceptionalism can be seen in its most basic sense as the
innovative integration of ideas, ideals, and practices. Strategic uniqueness for the
Russian military at its core means the rejection of other ideas, ideals, and practices. In
their view, strategic uniqueness means that Western or other defence models will not
work for Russia, but only make Russia vulnerable and weak. In their rejection of other
ideas, models, and practices, the Russians embrace their own course with an attitude
of moral superiority, sometimes accompanied by misplaced sense of vindication in the
actual rejection of other ideas, models, and practices.

Strategic uniqueness demands that Russia must, and will take a tailored, unique
approach to its security from that of its neighbours and competitors — an approach that
advances Russia’s strengths and exploits the weaknesses of others. This is sometimes
referred to as an asymmetric approach. However, asymmetry means something very
different in Russian strategic culture than in a Western context. When the Russians use
the term asymmetric in this sense they actually are speaking more to the unique strategic
political-military landscape that Russia occupies, their economic-technological base,
and the corresponding security and defence solutions it demands. The Russians don't
invest in asymmetry for the sake of it, they invest in the totality of their security
appropriate to the strategic security situation they face. For example, if ambiguous, non-
attributable warfare means has a valid role in their unique strategic approach to war,
then the Russians apply it. If it does not have a valid role, they just as easily reject it.
The Russian military simply believes that Russia’s unique strategic disposition demands
different approaches from other countries, and this different unique approach is not
similar or symmetric to neighbours or other great powers.

Strategic uniqueness also has been used to reject Western military reform models over
the last two decades. Genuine political attempts were made to reform the Russian
military in the early Yeltsin period. However, the term reform is more clearly understood
by the Russian military as disenfranchisement, disempowerment, and defunding
internally. Reform is also understood as Western attempts to undermine Russia’s
military system and thought. Numerous Western national and NATO attempts to assist
Russian military reforms over two decades were rebuffed by layers of protective
bureaucracy inside the Russian Foreign Ministry, Defence Ministry, and General Staff.
The Russian military never made their rejection of Western models or practice a secret.
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Russia’s approach to hybrid warfare is an excellent example of Russia’s strategic
uniqueness driving approaches that differ from Western practice of “out of area
operations” or “operations at strategic distance” in Iraq, Libya, and Afghanistan. It is
common in the West to think of the term “hybrid warfare” as being synonymous with
‘ambiguous, non-attributable warfare’. Western attention to Russia’s capability for
employing special forces (“little green men”), information warfare, cyberattacks, political
sabotage, economic pressure, lawfare, and energy blackmail - routinely called Russian
hybrid warfare - is justifiable. However, this attention on the ambiguous, non-attributable
warfare dimension of Russia’s campaign on occasion has obscured the fact that the
Russians wage hybrid warfare uniquely. In Ukraine — both Crimea and Donbas - we have
observed this unique Russian approach to hybrid warfare, based on their understanding
of what the term ‘hybrid’ means.

In the Russian approach, hybrid warfare is more synonymous to how a hybrid car works
as a single vehicle with two different sources of power that interact with one another to
propel the vehicle to a single destination. Hybrid warfare for Russia is the coupling of
ambiguous, non-attributable means of war with ‘non-ambiguous’ means of war —
conventional and nuclear forces. These two sources of power — ambiguous and non-
ambiguous - are united and employed simultaneously in accordance with a single
strategy to achieve a single set of objectives in a hybrid military operation. In effect,
Russia’s actual approach to hybrid warfare involves not only “little green men”, but
requires big green tanks, and even bigger green nuclear-capable missiles.

Over the first two decades of the post-Cold War period, Moscow conducted ambiguous,
non-attributable actions against her neighbours and other powers. Cyberattacks,
political subversion, economic pressure, intelligence operations, financial and energy
blackmail, and information campaigns have been a common feature in Russia’s attempts
to influence and shape neighbouring countries in particular. However, conventional and
nuclear posturing was not integrated into Russia’s ambiguous warfare actions against
her neighbours during this period. In the Russian view today, conventional and nuclear
activities now are vital to employing ambiguous means of warfare, and the two military
campaigns against Ukraine represent a shift in Russian thinking — now strategically,
operationally, and tactically coupling these two forms of warfare.

This unique Russian approach to hybrid offensive war involves conventional and nuclear
posturing at the outset, even if Moscow only elects to employ its non-attributable arsenal
against an opponent. Russia’s large-scale posturing of its conventional forces and
concurrent posturing of nuclear capable systems in the Crimean operation were
designed to pressure Kiev, shield Russia’s other activities inside Ukraine, and intimidate
Kiev with the prospect of a large-scale Russian invasion if Ukraine acted decisively
against the Russian ambiguous campaign in Crimea and Donbas. In this sense, Russian
conventional and nuclear force posturing —a pressure and shield approach - maximized
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the impact of Russia’s ambiguous campaign against Ukraine. From a Russian strategic
uniqueness perspective, this approach to hybrid warfare is entirely logical given the fact
that Russia’s ambiguous campaign against Ukraine, adjacent to Russian borders,
placed the Russian homeland at risk with the potential for both substantial military
counter-actions by Kiev and potential third-party states to be drawn into the conflict. As
a result, Russia’s echeloned build-up of its conventional posture and nuclear activities
were designed to counter, and dominate potential Ukrainian escalatory moves — and
moves by others.

The coupling of both ambiguous and conventional/nuclear means of warfare is now a
standard feature in Russian strategy, and required for success. The Russian military
has a deep respect for the power of cyberattacks, recognizing that employing these
ambiguous means can shock and stun an opponent at the outset of a campaign,
destabilize the battlefield, and achieve initial results that weaken and disorient an
opponent. However, these disorientation effects are not permanent and ambiguous
means of warfare cannot seize and hold terrain, and are not on their own capable of
achieving the final decisive result of a military campaign. The final result is achieved by
conventional forces that can threaten to defeat or defeat the conventional capabilities of
an opponent, and hold the strategic advantage.

This point was clearly reinforced when Russia attained its most decisive success in the
Donbas campaign not with ambiguous means, but with the commitment of the Russian
military directly into the conflict in the summer of 2014. This experience reconfirmed the
unique coupling and the synchronized interdependence between Russia’s ambiguous
power and conventional military power to achieve decisive political and military
objectives in regional hybrid warfare.

Russia’s conventional and nuclear posturing not only dissuades Russia’'s adversaries in
regional hybrid warfare, but also reflects real conventional and nuclear contingency
planning as Putin described in a 2015 interview given to Russia’s Channel One and
quoted widely by the Western media.’®" In fact, the strategic posturing of Russian
conventional forces in the Southern and Western military districts and nuclear force
exercises and activities around Russia in support of the Russian Crimean and Donbas
campaigns were examples of traditional Russian contingency planning to prevent, and
counter if necessary, third party involvement in crises.

Third-party involvement contingencies are a standard feature of how the Russians see,
think, plan, and ultimately act in a military operation that has the potential, no matter how
remote, for escalation with other nations or Alliances that are indeed nuclear capable.

131 “Vladimir Putin says Russia was preparing to use nuclear weapons 'if necessary' and blames US for
Ukraine crisis”, The Independent , 15 March 2015
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/viadimir-putin-says-russia-was-preparing-to-use-
nuclear-weapons-if-necessary-and-blames-us-for-10109615.html
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Russian forces are postured, contingencies are pre-prepared, and orders are ready for
transmission through a fast system of command and control. There are no gaps,
operational pauses, long shifts between stages of a conventional conflict or during
periods of escalation. As a war unfolds, the Russians are prepared at day one of the
conflict for the wide range of possible ways the war could evolve, including nuclear
options. 132

This Russian approach is fundamental to controlling the operational and strategic levels
of conflict and maintaining dominance over escalation options at higher levels as the
ambiguous and tactical conventional campaign is launched and waged. This is a very
different approach to hybrid warfare when compared to Western military experience.
The Russian approach is informed by Western experience and theory, but it is not a
mirror image of Western experience and theory and can_be described as Homeland
Hybrid Strategic Offense.

Russian military thought is constantly evolving, and has evolved even from the theory
and practice of two years ago in Ukraine. In his March 2016 article, Chief of the General
Staff Gerasimov, further clarified Russia’s understanding of hybrid warfare. Hybrid
warfare is now assessed as being composed of one or several strategic operations that
actually encompass the full spectrum of means and weapons available from information
warfare to space-based weapons.’® As such, hybrid strategic offense by Russia
combines the most powerful means of ambiguous warfare and Russia’s conventional
and nuclear forces. Homeland hybrid strategic offense also redefines geographic
theatres of military operation or strategic directions to be ground-air-space theatres of
military action, requiring coordinated action and dominance across all domains in a
campaign. In this Russian all-domain concept, conventional and nuclear forces in a
hybrid strategic offense may move to higher levels of readiness, shift their posture on an
operational or even strategic scale, or commence deployments from the outset of the
conflict - both within Russia proper, and by forces located outside Russia’s borders.

Russian strategic planners pride themselves on multi-variant military planning at the
operational and strategic level. It cannot be assumed that the combined roll out of
ambiguous, conventional, and nuclear capabilities in an incremental, sequential, or
phased way that we observed in Ukraine will be the approach chosen in any potential
future conflict. Nor can it be assumed that Russia’s hybrid campaign against Ukraine
serves as an unalterable template for a potential campaign against NATO nations. Most

132 See Maj-Gen. Vladimir Yatsenko, “The Nuclear Sentinel: The Exercises of the Soviet Army were
helping the West restrain itself’, The Military-Industrial Courier, Issue No 01-02 (616-617), 27 January
2016, Russian original from: http://vpk-news.ru/articles/28916. An embedded graph depicts the role of
nuclear weapons in a major war during the crisis and early stages of a conflict.

133 Valeriy Gerasimov, “Based on the Syrian Experience: Hybrid warfare requires high-technology
weapons and scientific substantiation”, Military-Industrial Courier, 07 March 2016, Russian original
from: http://vpk-news.ru/articles/29579
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certainly multiple models and variants for homeland hybrid strategic offense are being
examined by the Russian General Staff and associated institutes — models that integrate
General Gerasimov’s characterization of modern hybrid war involving integrated ground-
air-space conventional and nuclear actions, nested inside one or even several strategic
operations. This evolving Russian concept of hybrid warfare is a modern example of
strategic uniqueness in Russia’s culture producing an asymmetric approach to war that
diverges sharply with Western concepts and practice.

Perceptions of Strategic Vulnerability and Expecting Surprise: Strategic

Command and Control and Mobility for Counter-Surprise
There is a duality in Russian strategic culture about war. Seeking strategic advantage
and exploiting political and military opportunity in war coexists alongside perceptions of
strategic vulnerability and fears for surprise. Russian culture’s second pillar of strategic
thought centres on perceived geo-strategic and technological vulnerability and
uncertainty about Russia being truly defendable. On one hand, Russia’s strategic
uniqueness motivates the military to seek opportunistic offensive employment of the
armed forces with an overly strong sense of superiority and decisive purpose.
Simultaneously, the military planner holds a view that Russia is strategically vulnerable,
susceptible to surprise, and not completely defendable, at least in a traditional Western
understanding of a defensive approach.

In Russian thinking, there is also no distinction between the measures and capabilities
needed for attacking and defending. As a land-based power conducting military
operations on or adjacent to its territory, it is unquestioned by the Russian military that
they will need to attack and defend, punching offensively and blocking defensively at the
tactical, operational, or even strategic levels. Accordingly, the strategic offense requires
defensive actions and an effective strategic defence depends on offensive actions. Any
distinction between offense and defence in general has been further blurred by the
lethality, range, and readiness of modern weapon systems. In their view, because wars
with neighbours and even wars with countries at greater distances can involve other
nations or other Alliances, Russian strategic planners must look at the totality of potential
actors and plan for the appropriate defensive actions to protect offensive moves, as well
as the appropriate offensive actions to protect defensive moves — at various levels and
to various distances from Russian territory.

Despite Russia’s long-held priority attached to surprising her opponents, the Russian
military expect to be surprised at all levels. Perceptions of their vulnerability to surprise
in Russian strategic culture drive approaches to war designed to minimize Russia’s
vulnerability to anticipated surprise by maximizing the counter-surprise power of Russian
military actions. In particular, strategic command and control, strategic mobility, and
military shock operations in anticipation of surprise are critical by-products of their
perception of strategic vulnerability.
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The well-known, traditional Russian focus on pre-emption, escalation dominance,
surprise (suddenness and deception), shock and strike power, and speed of action are
classic features of Russian military operations. These features contribute to gaining
strategic advantage and countering perceived strategic vulnerability at the outset,
during, and at the end of a military conflict. As a result, the Russian military thinks, plans,
and acts more pre-emptively than many in the West would believe, focusing on the
moves and next moves of an opponent and decisively disrupting those moves with pre-
emptive action. In their view, there is no contradiction between this pre-emptive
interpretation of countering anticipated surprise and being defensive. The entirety of the
armed forces and its supporting military system are poised for quick, early action in a
crisis, conflict, or war to pre-empt their opponent’s ability to surprise them on multiple
levels and in multiple ways. Strategic command and control are fundamental to the aim
of pre-empting anticipated surprise.

Russian strategic command and control is characterized by the breadth of interaction
between ministries in Moscow and throughout the country, single point of command over
a crisis and war, and strategic direction of a war management process for the country
as a whole. The single most important requirement for this system is speed in decision-
making. At the same time, strategic command and control is designed to mitigate the
strategic effects of inevitable surprise by operating at speeds and on scales of action
opponents cannot match, effectively executing counter-surprise moves through varying
types of strategic operations to reverse the impact achieved by an opponent’s surprise
actions.

Russia has established a modern command and control centre for the armed forces and
other governmental organizations in Moscow. This strategic command and control
centre is a modern version of the Stavka practice from World War Il. General Gerasimov
has stated that the purpose of this new centre is to accelerate the speed of decision-
making, consolidate command and control of forces, and harmonize nation-wide actions
with other ministries strategically and effectively. '3 This strategic C2 centre is the
mechanism for exercising President Putin’s and the Russian General Staff’s
consolidated political and military control over the country.

All Russian General Staff ambiguous, conventional, and nuclear war exercises and
contingencies are managed by this organization in peacetime, and would be
commanded through this organization in crisis and war. This consolidated strategic
command and control centre under Putin and the military, with operational-strategic
command centres for each military district and one for the North of Russia, constitutes
a nation-wide instrument for assessing potential regional conflict and prosecuting war

134 Maj-Gen. Igor Sheremet, Chairman of the Scientific-Military Committee, Deputy Chief of General
Staff of the Armed Forces of the RF, “A Unified Organ is Needed”, The Military-Industrial Courier,
Issue No 23 (389), 15t June 2011.
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on a strategic level.' The purpose of this organization is to gain significant advantage
in speed of decision-making and scale of orchestrated strategic action over Russia’s
opponents.

Strategic mobility is also fundamental to offsetting perceived vulnerabilities,
disadvantages, and surprise by an opponent. In practice, the Russian military cannot
be deployed continuously around its almost 60,000 km-long border. Strategic mobility
and speed of action are fundamental for the Russian military to reach critical areas
around the country and move forces between strategic directions faster than an
opponent. At the same time, strategic mobility is inherently applicable to strategic
offensive warfare as was the case for the Soviet Army that envisioned movements from
within the USSR to Western Europe as part of strategic offensive operations.

In 2014 and 2015, Russian military exercises moved ground forces East and West and
North and South at significant distances.'3® For example, some Russian forces in Vostok
2014 moved over 12,000 kilometres. In many exercises, air forces, airborne forces,
strategic aviation, naval, military transport aviation, and ground forces deployed or
redeployed to unplanned training areas, regrouped, and executed operations
simultaneously in many of these exercises. The Russian General Staff has also
exercised differing tasks and missions for various strategic directions in the same
strategic command staff exercise, placing enormous demand on the nation-wide
strategic mobility and flexibility of the armed forces. This is not new, and not associated
with Putin’s current policies. During meetings with senior Alliance officials as early as
2002, Chief of the Russian General Staff Kvashnin explained in great detail the demands
of strategic mobility for the Russian forces, and stated the first exercises involving
strategic movement of forces from the West to the East would start that same year.

While decisive advantage is always sought by the Russian military strategist, perceived
vulnerabilities about where and how a war might begin or escalate on Russia’s periphery
also drives the priority for strong, durable command and control over strategically mobile
forces prepared and poised for strategic and operational-level counter-surprise. It is
common in the West to look at a potential Russian military action as a deliberate, pre-
decided action with a preconceived set of strategic military objectives that will support a
set of pre-determined political objectives. This was certainly the case in the Cold War
with Soviet and NATO forces lined up on either side of a potential line of contact, and
Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces operating with a single understanding that the war would

135 Minister of Defense Shoigu and Chief of General Staff Gerasimov outbrief to Putin on the March
2015 operational-strategic command staff exercise for an example of evolving Russian military
thinking, 24 March 2015, Moscow, Kremlin.

136 \Valeriy Gerasimov, “We have a better picture of the status of the army and navy”, Military Industrial
Courier, Issue No 47 (565), 17 December 2014 . http://vpk-news.ru/articles/23142
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start on the Western strategic direction and the outcome of the war would be determined
by the conduct of operations on this strategic direction.

This is not the case in current Russian strategic thinking. Russian writings and exercises
suggest that the Russian approach is very flexible and there are multiple variants for
war, where they might begin, and how they might evolve.

In their view, Russia’s periphery is unstable and unpredictable with multiple actors, all
perceived as being capable of triggering a wide range of actions in a specific region that
could expand to encompass multiple nations, alliances, and regions. In their view, a
future war could begin in the Arctic, Baltic, or Black Seas, or with a specific nation like
Turkey or Ukraine for example. Russia’'s own destabilization campaign against the
European security system has not made the General Staff’s task of forecasting where
and how a future war could start any easier. Their destabilization of Europe and the
ongoing transition in the global security system have made it even more difficult to
construct a single scripted scenario for war with forces structured and deployed
accordingly. At the same time, there are too few Russian forces and too few rubles to
replicate the entirety of the Soviet military’s approach with extensive force deployments
around the country. The modern Russian approach is far more flexible, more multi-
variant, than its Soviet predecessor. It is also far more difficult to discern by the West.

Russia’s exercises reflect this flexible, multi-variant approach with strategic C2 and
mobility key to the posturing of forces for counter-surprise. A nation-wide command staff
exercise in 2015 depicted a crisis in the north, triggering a nation-wide activation of the
armed forces as a whole, including combat operations in the Baltic and Black Seas.
Each strategic direction had a very different military challenge, with correspondingly
different Russian aims.’3” In this strategic command and control exercise, the Russian
military tailored campaigns on different strategic directions that were not scripted, but
reportedly responded to situations on an hourly basis. A range of tasks were executed
including the strategic regrouping of Russian forces after deployments, bastion defence
of Russian strategic nuclear submarines in the Barents Sea, the defence of Kaliningrad,
the control of the Black Sea and targeting of ‘enemy’ ships at its western entrance, multi-
theatre force management with vertical and geographical escalation, varying tasks by
each theatre as well as the integration of tasks and forces in each strategic direction,
and the exercising of a newly established of command HQ in the north. The exercise
ended with orders being passed to the strategic nuclear submarines in the Northern
Fleet. Russian exercises of their respective strategic directions are designed to
maximize flexibility, both between strategic directions and within strategic directions,
assembling a flexible, nation-wide approach to war built on strategic operations. This

137 Minister of Defense Shoigu and Chief of General Staff Gerasimov outbrief to Putin on the March
2015 operational-strategic command staff exercise for an example of evolving Russian military
thinking.
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exercise vividly illustrates the priority the Russians attach to strategic C2 and mobility
required for flexible, multi-variant approaches to war.

The Russians are also using their exercises as rehearsal exercises for regional
contingencies, maintaining the traditional practice of rotating exercises among their
distinct geographical regions on an annual basis. At the same time, Russia’s
unscheduled, unannounced February 2016 exercise of the Central and Southern Military
Districts appears to suggest that Russia exercises and rehearses new contingencies
related to specific events. This exercise involved in the south-western strategic direction
involved the generation of combat capabilities from two military districts and the Black
Sea Fleet."® This exercise was conducted a few short months following the shoot down
of the Russian Su-31, and during heightened tensions with the Turkish government. This
large-scale exercise could suggest the Russian General Staff was focusing on a specific
contingency for a war originating to her southwest and one that would involve large-
scale military operations, large air operations by an opponent, and counter-air space
operations by the Russians. This is an example of how the Russian military repackages
strategic, operational, and tactical capabilities to align with multiple possibilities in how
a potential conflict could arise.

The Russian military also uses their large-scale exercises to rehearse operations. This
was confirmed last fall, where the Russian military disclosed that CENTER 2015, the
largest exercise of the year, was actually a rehearsal for their future operations in Syria,
notably even including the now well-documented Kalibr missile strikes from the Caspian
Flotilla.®® This is a common feature of the Russian planning and exercise system, a
system framed by strategic directions that extend well beyond their borders. As Russia
has few bases and commands outside her borders that would mirror a US-type approach
of forward-based geographical commands, Russia’s military leadership uses their
highest strategic and regional commands to look at strategic directions from the interior
of Russia to greater tactical, operational, and strategic depths beyond their borders. This
‘beyond the borders’ framework for Russian strategic planners also is the result of
Russia’s global interests, a military formula of looking at the totality of Russia’s periphery
to assess her security, and a military approach that attaches as much strategic
importance to an opponent’s capabilities at operational and strategic depths as
capabilities at tactical depths. For example, the southwest strategic direction reaches
the entire Black Sea region, Syria, and the broader Middle East.'? Russia’s firing of

138 See Pavel Felgenhauer, “Sudden Massive Snap Exercise and Mobilization of Russian Forces in
Black Sea and Caspian Sea Region Appears Aimed at Turkey”, Eurasian Daily Monitor, Volume 13,
Issue 29, February 11, 2016.

1391 t.-Gen. lvan Buvaltsev, “The Middle East in Southern Ural”, Military-Industrial Courier, Issue No 608,
04 Nov 2015. http://vpk-news.ru/articles/27827

140 In 2010, Russia’s Operational-Strategic HQ staff provided a briefing during a visit on the southwest
strategic direction, and included in their assessments the situation inside Russia’s northern Caucasus
region, Black Sea nations, and the Middle East.




Page | 106

Kalibr missiles from the Caspian Flotilla to Syria in the fall of 2015 is an example of
Russian capabilities from the interior of Russia being employed at great distances inside
an established strategic direction, but well beyond Russia’s borders. The Kalibr missile
firing also reflects the flexible approach the Russian military has adopted — an approach
that reaches back to the homeland for a broad array of military capabilities to achieve
desired effects with the use of force. This flexible, hard to predict employment of a
diverse set of homeland-based capabilities that can impact multiple theatres at great
distances is a modern-day demonstration of the Russian approach to counter-surprise
and shock.

In many ways, this approach to war reflects the much-changed strategic conditions of
the 215t century, the capabilities of modern weapon systems, and the limits of post-Soviet
Russia. In this very different environment, the Russian military seeks to create flexible
strategic options and operational constructs that can be employed in all strategic
directions, all preserving Moscow’s control of the strategic initiative over an external
opponent and internal opposition. Externally, Moscow seeks to control the strategic
initiative through escalation dominance options over an opponent. Internally, Moscow
seeks to control political and social forces at home. Russia’s aims in crisis and war are
driven by external threat perceptions and internal security calculations — and their
potential interaction in a crisis or conflict.

There is often Western debate about Russia’s threat assessments. Are they real or just
narrative to justify their own actions? While the use of the Western threat does indeed
mask Russian actions or attempt to legitimize them, there is all too often a tendency to
dismiss Russian assessments of the threat as only being a narrative. This is a mistake
— one we learned after the Cold War with the revelations about how the Russians had
actually developed plans to act on the threat perceptions of that time that most dismissed
as pure propaganda. "' In my experience — from the tactical to the strategic level — the
Russian military are seriously convinced by their institutional intelligence and security
assessments of potential threats and think, plan, and act in accordance with these threat
perceptions.

Threat narratives can be established to legitimize a political aim or even for deception
purposes. However, real threat assessments are acted upon and reflected in the
structure and behaviour of the Russian Armed Forces. The Russian General Staff builds
and calibrates its military strategy against their assessment of the speed, lethality,
mobility, and destructiveness of their opponent’s ambiguous, conventional, and nuclear
arsenal. As a matter of practice, Russian assessments of their opponents’ military
capabilities are interpreted through their own culture of thought, and how the Russian
military would prosecute war against Russia if they possessed these Western

141 See Planning the Unthinkable: Czeckoslovak War Plans, 1950-1990, Edited by Petr Luna, Dokoran,
27 Aug 2007, and "Poland Opens Secret Warsaw Pact Files ", Radio Free Europe, 2005.
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capabilities. This last point alone sometimes leads Western observers to dismiss
Russian assessments of Western military policy and strategy due to its ‘inaccurate’
representation in Russian analysis and commentary.

For example, Gerasimov’s March 2016 article is an inaccurate characterization of actual
Western doctrine and strategy, but simultaneously a clear description of how Russia’s
military leaders would conduct these operations. However, Russia’s real strategy and
operational art for war is driven by these threat perceptions, perceptions that we too
easily dismiss as being insignificant because they depart from our own understanding
of Western doctrine and strategy. This Russian approach to acting on threat perceptions
in no way contradicts or undercuts the Russian practice of exaggerating the threat to
achieve political aims, both external and internal. The advantage of attaining narrative
dominance in an information war, and the posturing of forces, military behaviour, and
decisions in crisis coexist — and frame Russia’s actions.

Russian assessments of technological inferiority reinforce perceptions of strategic
vulnerability in traditional Russian culture, impacting on Russian approaches to war.
Technological vulnerability is seen first and foremost as the inability to match the West’s
revolutionary leaps in technological innovation and rapidly transition the economic base
for weapons system development. In their culture, Russia’s approaches to war require
a different approach, a unique compensatory approach against this perceived Western
advantage.

General Gerasimov has written about Russia’s vulnerability to strategic surprise, most
recently describing what he sees as potent Western capabilities, particularly in the U.S,
that are grouped together in what he called “The 215t Century Blitzkrieg”.'? Gerasimov
describes the West’'s “plan” for lightning fast, global, long range strikes, the application
of weapons of new physical principles, cyber, and more traditional means of ambiguous
warfare — all united to achieve a decisive strategic result in a war’s initial period. His
characterization of modern warfare suggests the Russians are not convinced that a
future war will be preceded by a long mobilization period. In his view, modern
conventional and nuclear weaponry simply do not require mobilization to generate the
requisite firepower to achieve objectives, and the West has the potential not only to
surprise, but to achieve strategic surprise.

There is a train of thought that suggests the Russians perceive the West and Russia as
already being in a period of mobilization for war, at least the early stages of intensified,
narrow mobilization with the employment of ambiguous means of warfare.'#?® It is clear
that the Russian military believes that an ambiguous war with the West for decisive

142 See above Gerasimov, “Based on the Syrian Experience” (2016)
143 See Andrew Monaghan, “Russian State Mobilization Moving the Country on to a War Footing “,
Russia and Eurasia Program, Chatham House, May 2016.
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political aims could escalate into a broader war involving conventional and nuclear
means. This assessment of how surprise could be achieved by one of Russia’s
competitors in the current environment contributes to the rationale behind Russia’s
practice of “sudden checks of combat readiness exercises” or so-called snap exercises
for their conventional and nuclear forces. These exercises are as much designed to
assess combat readiness as they align with how the Russian military sees the threat.

The modern Russian approach to war also has integrated internal threat perceptions.
There is a long-standing appreciation for revolution in Russia - the Russians know how
to export political instability, and they know its impact on their own power at home when
it is imported. Their thinking about political change and revolution is a common,
dominant, if not constant, feature in their mentality and worldview, one that is difficult for
Western mind-set to grasp in principle given the relative stability most North American
and European liberal democracies have experienced since the end of the Cold War.
There is also a long-standing Russian view that political instability at home will be
accompanied by foreign military intervention or exploitation. The experience from
Russian Civil War, is commonly cited as an example of Western interference, and even
military intervention.

In the modern context, Russia’s military sees colour revolutions in the former Soviet
space as one model of internal interference with strategic consequence that the Russian
military must integrate into their contingency planning for war. In the Russian view, what
happened in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Libya, is the direct application of military force to
produce political change. The Russians have concluded that this model combined with
the employment of advanced weapons could have a similar impact on Russia.

Russia has merged internal and external threats into one framework that would
determine their actions to either or both threats. Russia’s military doctrine in 2014
formalized this connection of internal and external threats, and the Russians have acted
upon this doctrine over the past two years.#* With this merger, Russian military actions
externally can be driven as much by internal political threat perceptions as external
military perceptions. As such, any internal threat to Russia’s stability may actually spark
an internal and external move of Russian military power even absent Western military
action. Russia’s Internal Troops and Armed Forces have a long history of overlapping
roles, and Russia’s new National Guard is designed to protect the Putin regime and
further strengthen the overlap between the military and the country’s internal security.
For example, one week after the completion of their nation-wide strategic command staff
exercise in 2015, Russia’s Internal Troops conducted a nation-wide “anti-Maidan” type

144 Russia's 2014 Military Doctrine, 26 December 2014.
https://www.offiziere.ch/wp-content/uploads.../Russia-s-2014-Military-Doctrine.pdf
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exercise. '*® Given a centralized national command and control system for the Ministry
of Defence and other security institutions, it is not difficult to envision a link between
these two exercises. This Russian merger of internal and external security in practical
terms is more than a linkage. In this system, General Staff external threat assessments
feed Putin’s internal threat assessments, and vice versa, likely producing extremely
distorted views of political and military reality that are interpreted through the lens of
Putin’s ambitious system change aims. This merger of assessments likely leads to the
Russian military and political leadership linking events and actions in a way that Western
observers are not able to anticipate or fully understand.

Perceived vulnerability is a driver of Russian military thinking and decision-making, and
the Russian military understands their own vulnerability when they are on the offensive,
ambitiously pursuing strategic aims as the Russians are now doing with their effort to
support President Putin’s aims to reformat the European security system by destabilizing
it. In this regard, the Russians suspect the West will not let the regional and global
system go easily. 46 Putin’s destabilization campaign essentially is punching, literally
and figuratively, at the European and global system in every domain of power and
influence. Paradoxically, Putin’s destabilization campaign of the European security
system increases Russian General Staff perceptions of vulnerability, destabilizing as
well the Russian military view of their own security and how it could be challenged.
Consequently, Russian military planners cannot discount that the West will react with
military forces to stop Russia’s destabilization campaign. Just as the Soviet Army
defended the gains of socialism, the Russian army now sees itself as defending Russia’s
ambitious system change agenda from potential actions that could be taken by those
nations intent on preserving the current security system. Their emerging national
strategy reflects the coexistence of strategic uniqueness and strategic vulnerability in
their military thought, and their merger into one strategic approach to security and
defence of the Russian state in the 215t century that allows Russia to pursue ambitious
political aims against the system around Russia, use the military for strategic effect in
support of these aims, protect Russia’s leadership from internal colour revolutions, and
simultaneously protect Russia during an unpredictable, transitional period in global
security. How the Russian military operationalizes this single strategic approach is
shaped by two other pillars of Russian strategic culture.

145 For a discussion of the operational-Strategic Exercise “Zaslon 2015” as preparation for Russia’s own
Maidan see: “The Interior Troops of the RF Interior Ministry conducted exercises under conditions
similar to the Maydan”, RIA Novosti, 09 April 2015.
http://ria.ru/defense safety/20150409/1057475626.html

146 Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov’s interview with the Italian magazine Limes, February 4, 2016,
https://www.mid.ru. Lavrov states that “US “exclusiveness” to the objective trend toward the evolution
of multipolarity, seeking to preserve the remnants of its hegemony in the world no matter what. Hence
its proclivity toward unilateral action and the desire to punish countries that disagree with its policies.”
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The Decisive Initial Period of War:
Setting Russia’s Military Posture and Rhythm for Future War in Peacetime

The third element of Russian strategic military culture is its fixation on the decisiveness
of a future war’s initial period of war and how it impacts the overall outcome of war. How
the Russians think about conflicts and wars and how they organize themselves in
peacetime is set by their strategic assessments of the initial period of a future war.
Therefore, the characteristics of the initial period — the geostrategic political situation in
a region, military technical capabilities of weapons likely to be employed, assessed
political and military aims of potential opponents — determine how the Russian military
postures itself in peacetime, how operational art and tactics are developed, and how
forces are orchestrated to achieve military and political objectives in this future war.
None of these key elements of Russia’s military approach to war are possible without
securing control of the strategic initiative in peacetime, in crisis, and in war. In its most
basic form, seizing the strategic initiative is achieved through surprise (counter-surprise),
suddenness, deception, superiority in military force and firepower, and decisiveness of
decision and action.

Recent Russian General Staff writings describe a potential future war with the West as
one characterized by lightning fast, hybrid blitzkrieg actions.'” The Russian military
believes that the West, the US specifically, has the ability to employ modern means and
weapons to achieve decisive strategic political and military results in a very short period
of time with minimum preparations. The Russians military and President Putin himself,
have described this form of future war, the weapons involved, and theirimpact on Russia
for years. 148

The destruction experienced by the Soviet Union and its military in the Great Patriotic
War led to a fundamental tenet to never fight another war on Russian territory. Simply
put, future wars waged by Russia are wars that will be waged on the territory of another
state. The Soviet model for forward deployed Groups of Soviet forces in Eastern
Europe’s was one model for attaining this aim.

However, in the 215t century the Russians understand that buffer zones will not protect
Russia from the modern means of non-attributable warfare that erase lines on the
battlefield. The Russians also know that advanced high-technology conventional
weapons have the effectiveness of small yield nuclear weapons on the battlefield, and
the long-range air, maritime, and ground variants of these weapons can mass fires faster
than land forces may mass forces. The blurring of offense and defence, conventional
and nuclear weapon effects on the battlefield, tactical and strategic levels, forward areas

19 See above Gerasimov, “Based on the Syrian Experience” (2016)
148 \ladimir Putin, “Being strong: National security guarantees for Russia”, Rossiyskaya Gazeta,
Moscow, 28 February 2012.
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and rear areas is dominant in Russian thinking about war without lines, or non-linear
warfare. In effect, the Russians believe modern weapons allow forces to move and act
at the speed of light. Cyber, new weapons built on new physical principles, combined
with advanced, long-range high precision weapons and, advanced ground, air, and
space-based C4l allow forces to seize the strategic initiative and control a war’s initial
period.

In their view, Russia currently cannot match the West with these same advanced
technologies and weapons. However, the requirement to move and strike quickly to not
surrender the strategic initiative in the face of a possible hybrid blitzkrieg remains. The
Russian solution today parallels solutions in past situations. In those previous historical
experiences, the Russians substituted older weapons and technology for the modern
means missing from their inventory, but maintained continuity in the prosecution of the
strategy, operational art, and tactics for future war based on the belief that ultimately
these compensatory means of warfare would indeed be replaced by capabilities that
matched the West.

In the 1960s, Soviet nuclear doctrine and battlefield operational art described a future
war dominated by an initial period that involved tactical, operational, and strategic
nuclear strikes.™® Ground forces were to have conducted strategic operations in the
form of meeting engagements, effectively mopping up opponent forces that survived the
initial nuclear strikes. However, as revealed by Soviet Colonel Penkovskiy in the 1960s,
the Russian military did not have sufficient nuclear weapons at the tactical, operational,
and strategic level to prosecute the envisioned nuclear battlefield, and Russian
compensated for this nuclear weapon shortage with chemical weapons.'® The Russians
fielded an array of chemical weapons, and these chemical weapons played the role of
nuclear weapons in their military strategy until the Soviet military developed and fielded
the requisite number of nuclear weapons to support their strategy.

In today’s context, Russian capabilities may not be able to match a strategic lightning
move they see the West currently capable of executing with advanced high-tech
weaponry, but Russia can move its conventional and nuclear forces suddenly and swiftly
and in large numbers. In their view, the initial period has heightened Russian
conventional and nuclear force readiness requirements, and decreased dependence on
full mobilization as a prerequisite for readying its armed forces for war. Even Russia’s
June 2016 nation-wide mobilization exercise operated on timelines for reserve
mobilization in hours and days, not weeks and months.'®! In their view, there may not
be a lengthy military mobilization period in a future war since modern day weapons that

149 Steven Cymbala, US Military Strategy and the Cold War Endgame, Routledge, 2014.

150 Oleg Penkovsky, The Penkovskiy Papers: The Russian Who Spied for the West, Doubleday, New
York, 1966.

151 Aleksey Mikhaylov, “The Discovered Reserves”, Military Industrial Courier, 22 June 2016.
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are likely to be used in its initial period do not require long period of time for activation,
deployment, and employment. Consequently, the readiness of the Armed Forces to act
strategically, and act with speed, is central to Russia’s approach to war.

The sudden or snap exercises of Russian conventional and nuclear forces is Russia’s
asymmetric move to match their Western competitors’ capability for lightning strike.
While conventional and nuclear forces cannot move at the speed of light, they can have
a decisive impact on seizing, re-seizing, and securing the strategic initiative in a war’s
initial period. The speed and scale of this Russian action, and the asymmetry involved
in its execution is by design and a part of Russian approach to deterrence. These snap
exercises began in 2013, pre-dating the Russia’s Crimean campaign and raise
conventional and nuclear forces to full combat readiness — a readiness level for war - in
24-48 hours. These sudden checks of combat readiness are connected directly to
Russia’s view of the character of future war and the need to seize or re-seize the
strategic initiative in its initial period. If Crimea and Donbass are good examples of war
starting with ambiguous means, then the Russian snap exercises in 2015 and 2016 are
good examples of exercises involving Russia’s non-ambiguous conventional and
nuclear approach to a war’s initial period likely involving nations and Alliances that
possess the high-end military capabilities General Gerasimov described in his March
2016 article.

Russian culture’s fixation with the initial period of war sets the peacetime posture and
military exercise behaviour of the Russian Armed Forces. The initial period of war also
frames and places the other three pillars of Russian culture into a tactical, operational,
and strategic context. Collectively, the pillars of strategic uniqueness, vulnerability to
strategic surprise and counter-surprise measures, and going to war with all of Russia
cross, connect, and unite in their assessment of the initial period of war. This, in turn,
sets the strategies and priority means the Russian military will use to wage war.
Russia’s traditional strategic culture, combined with President Putin’s worldview, and
Russia’s geo-strategic situation in the 21st century has significant implications for
Europe’s security for years to come, whether measured in the short-term, a crisis
avoidance context, or a long-term, strategic military balance context.

War with Russia means “War with All of Russia”: Strategic Operations with
Extended Forward Lines and Conventional/Nuclear Options

The fourth pillar of Russian strategic culture is one that is central to their thinking on
deterrence; namely, if you go to war with Russia — even on a local or regional scale -
you go to war with all of Russia. Russian strategic culture holds that opponents will only
be deterred and defeated by nation-wide, force-wide, integrated strategies united
through strategic operations. No other country in the world accords the priority to thinking
and preparing for war holistically at the strategic-level as do the Russians



Page |113

‘Going to war with all of Russia’ drives the demand for swift force movement across and
between regions, speed of decision, concentrating massive fires and forces, and
posturing of nuclear forces simultaneously throughout the country. In their view, any
other approach risks ceding the strategic initiative to the opponent at the outset of war,
and perhaps leading to operational-strategic decapitation of command and control,
breakdowns in the offensive or defensive campaign, and attrition of Russian nuclear
potential that degrades Russian advantage or unfavourably shifts the strategic nuclear
balance in a conflict. All of these outcomes could present to the Russian strategic
planner the need to wage war against an opponent on Russian territory. For the
Russians, this outcome constitutes failure and must be avoided at all costs.

In the 218t century application of this principle, ‘all of Russia’ means all of Russia’s forces
irrespective of their peacetime geographic dispositions. It also means all of Russia’s
weaponized ambiguous, non-attributable means of warfare, her conventional weapons
across all services, and her nuclear arsenal — tactical, operational, and strategic.
Russian strategic planners’ approach to deterrence and defence are based on this
principle, and this pillar of strategic thought drives military preparations across the entire
spectrum of conflict for any contingency near Russia’s borders or beyond.

All Russian military actions in a single region are supported by a national military
strategy and nation-wide effort from the outset of a crisis and conflict. While Western
strategists may look at a local conflict in isolation, and plan for it's widening over time —
Russian strategists do not take the same approach. The Russian military must look at
the entirety of Russia’s ground, air, maritime, cyber, and space situation in all four major
regions of Russia. Currently, Russia’s General Staff has concluded that the best way to
manage their nation-wide strategy for multiple strategic directions simultaneously is
through the creation of a strategic framework anchored around four strategic regions —
the Arctic, Baltic, Black Seas, and the East.

There is a tendency to see Russia’s regional ‘zones’ in isolation from Russia’s broader
conduct of a war on a national scale. However, The Russians do not look at their three
European-oriented domes in isolation and the domes of area control and area denial are
operational constructs that serve, first and foremost, a national strategy built upon
nation-wide orchestration of forces. All three are connected to one another to make up
a nation-wide framework for managing strategic military operations.

While similar weaponry may be deployed to these regions or designated within Russia
to support these regions, these three domes in the Baltic, Black, and Arctic regions are
set on top of three very different geographic, political, and military regions and will
execute tasks tailored to these unique regions in accordance with a variety of potential
contingencies, all in line with a single national strategy. In this nation-wide strategy,
Moscow’s decisions in crisis and war would be based on how the conflict impacts all of
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Russia, not one region, and Moscow would bring to bear all of Russia’s military
capabilities — not only those deployed forward, where, and when necessary to sustain
the strategic operations designed to support the political leadership’s intent.

While this nation-wide approach is commonly referred to in the West as “A2AD” (Anti-
Access and Area Denial), this term is not used in the Russian military. In Russia’s
approach, A2AD is only a part of a single Russian strategic operation or several strategic
operations. Consequently, Russia would not conduct an “A2AD operation”, but Russia
would conduct a strategic operation or strategic operations that have A2AD, along with
cyber, informational warfare, offensive action with air, land, maritime, and conventional
missiles — while all the time simultaneously posturing and readying other conventional
forces and nuclear forces for employment when necessary. These strategic operations
involving A2AD capabilities would be designed to achieve several objectives
simultaneously, giving the Russian leadership maximum options, maximum opportunity,
minimizing their vulnerability, and simultaneously limiting the options of an opponent.
These aims go well beyond the purpose of establishing a defensive buffer zone for
Russia to replace the buffer played by the Warsaw Pact in the Soviet period.

The core purpose of Russian strategic operations involving A2AD capabilities is actually
best described as Strategic Area Control — Opponent Options Denial. The A2AD
component of these strategic operations could have multiple purposes, ranging from
controlling an area in crisis to extending Russia’s forward ‘defensive lines’ and possibly
presenting the risk of military confrontation or escalation if their A2AD extended
perimeter lines are crossed. In the context of traditional Russian strategic culture, A2AD
domes could delineate clear lines in a complex, blurred operational and strategic
situation for Russian planners and political decision-makers. The integrity or non-
integrity of these extended lines or zones could also represent decision points for how
Moscow will manage war, its escalation or termination.

The “war with all of Russia” pillar in their strategic culture can be seen in the Russian
description of a Strategic Air-Space Operation, an operation that is probably at the centre
of Russia’s strategy for the Baltic and Black Sea regions.®? This operation involves air
and space forces acting in coordination with other branches and services of the Armed
Forces in accordance with a single plan and intent on one or several strategic directions.
The objectives in this strategic operation can be to stall (repulse) air-space attack by the
enemy, achieve air superiority in the strategic zone, inflict destruction on air and ground
based elements, break the enemy’s governmental and military command and control
system, delay enemy strategic and operational deployments, interdict the enemy’s inter-

152 Russian Military Encyclopedic Dictionary, 2007, official definition. See also, Speech by Col-Gen.
Rudskoy, Chief of the Main Operations Directorate of the RF Armed Forces at 2015 the Moscow
Security Conference where he suggests NATO's strategic approach would involve air attacks against
Russia's Western territories.
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theatre deployments, and decrease the enemy’s economic and military potential. This
Russian strategic operation would also envision the protection of their key governmental
and military strategic. This is a large-scale operation, involving a mix of offensive and
defensive actions, to achieve a single objective in a particular strategic direction.

Another type of operation was described in a 2014 Russian article, an operation called
“the strategic operation for the destruction of important targets of the enemy
(SODMOE).™  This type of operation has been studied by the Russian military,
examining in particular the integration of air-space defence operations with offensive air
and missile strike operations in a single, or multiple strategic directions. This Russian
operation could be conducted in anticipation of an attack by the opponent’s air and space
forces, and is designed to destroy targets in their opponent’s depth to weaken and
disrupt the planned enemy air assault. Offensive (pre-emptive counter-offensive)
actions in this strategic operation are seen as strengthening the Russian defence and
protecting of Russia’s own key strategic facilities and forces. This strategic operation
involves multiple scales of military actions - operations, combat actions, battles, and
strikes. The author of this article also indicates that Russia is still experimenting with the
right mix of forces and objectives in their development of modern strategic operations —
work that could produce other variants and models in the future. In Russian military
thinking, this type of strategic operation is defensive even if it is executed pre-emptively
and involves offensive strikes. Given President Putin’s comments on their intent to
neutralize NATO Ballistic Missile Defence capabilities, Russia could decide to use its air
and missile systems with conventional warheads against NATO BMD sites even at the
outset of a crisis to maintain their nuclear strategic stability by eliminating a perceived
threat to that balance.’™ Consequently, escalation in these modern Russian strategic
operations would not necessarily be gradual or rung-by-rung, moving from the tactical
level to the strategic level as it was in the Cold War. These types of Russian operations
put Putin’s comments on targeting NATO BMD into a different context, one with strategic
military significance along with obvious strategic communications purposes.

Russian strategic culture dictates that these strategic operations must be executed
across ground-air-space domains, at tactical-operational-strategic scales, and with
ambiguous-conventional-nuclear means is a complicating factor for Europe’s security,
but fundamental to Russia’s security. This approach is further exacerbated by the
perceived complexity of this region, in particular with perceived areas of competing

158 Andrey Goncharov, “Anti-space operations of the future”, Air-Space Defense Journal, Issue No 3, 15
June 2014, addressing the questions of forms and means for the employment of troops (forces) of air-
space defense in modern conditions.

154 “Russia says US missile system breaches nuclear INF treaty”, BBC News, 11 May 2016.
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-36269734; “Europe and Putin says Russia will 'neutralise
threats' after US opens missile base”, BBC News, 14 May 2016. https://www.bbc.com/news/world-
europe-36289155
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encirclement and counter-encirclement that extend well into the North and Atlantic Seas
and with Russian and NATO forces capable of operating in the operational and strategic
rear areas of each other from the outset of a crisis or conflict. This Russian perception
certainly gives new meaning to their approach to non-linear warfare, and its implications
for the depth of Russia’s strategic operations in their national strategy. In these strategic
operations, Russian strategic planners would not solely focus on the relative correlation
of forces along Russia’s border with neighbours, but examine the tactical, operational,
and strategic correlation of forces in the theatre and in other theatres. Consequently,
Russian strategic operations are -strategic, not tactical — and by their very nature and
method of construction are pre-emptive, offensive, and defensive with forward extended
security lines to achieve area control and options denial aims. This emerging emphasis
in Russian strategy also may reflect Russia’s 215t century approach to war avoidance
and nuclear deterrence, with destabilizing and dangerous implications for Europe.

Russian strategic planners will have certainly embraced multiple models and developed
multiple approaches for strategic operations in the three regions, exemplified by the
strategic exercise conducted in March of 2015.7% In the Baltic Sea, Russian strategic
planners would likely start with a view that Kaliningrad, an integrated part of the Russian
homeland defence system, is perceived to be encircled in peacetime by NATO nations
and NATO partner nations like Sweden and Finland. In crisis and conflict, Russia’s
A2AD operational construct in the Kaliningrad region could be designed to counter
perceived NATO peacetime encirclement by extending a Russian perimeter well-beyond
Kaliningrad’s borders into the Baltic Sea, Poland, Sweden, and Finland. These forward
extended lines could be sustained by defensive and offensive weapon systems present
in the area, reinforced with capabilities generated from within Russia to strengthen and
deepen forward-based A2AD capabilities in Kaliningrad and in the Baltic Sea. This
would include all of Russia’s forward-based or forward deployed area control defensive
weapon systems and conventional and nuclear capable weapons systems such as
surface-to-surface missiles, operational-tactical aviation, and even strategic nuclear
aviation. The extended perimeter could be intended protect maritime and air lines of
communication from Russia to Kaliningrad. However, the Baltic region is likely to be
perceived as a very complex environment, and the application of these kinds of air-space
operations to the Baltic Sea region would likely have a wide range of potential
contingencies, going well-beyond an approach to secure air and maritime lines of
communication.

Russia’s extended forward lines of security and strategic operations effectively would
encircle the Baltic States and simultaneously place the Baltic states in the operational
rear of Russia’s strategic operations. This is a perceived vulnerability for a Russian

155 See above the outbrief by RF Minister of Defense Shoigu and RF AF Chief of General Staff
Gerasimov to President Putin, 10 March 2015, Moscow.
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strategic planner, knowing as well the numerous historical examples from WW]I for how
the Soviet military dealt with military forces in their operational rear area while they
continued the conduct of strategic operations. At the same time, in this context, Russia’s
extended forward lines and reach of a strategic operation(s) effectively aligns Russia’s
longer-range strike capabilities to NATO’s operational rear area, placing NATO’s
operational rear area at risk. Russia’s strategic operations in the Western strategic
direction or other strategic directions could be designed to hold at risk Alliance strategic
capabilities like Ballistic Missile Defence sites, air fields, logistic centres, command and
control centres, countering Russia’s perceived vulnerabilities to their own strategic sites,
including strategic nuclear forces.

In a defensive context, this approach would counter the perceived risk of NATO forces
operating in Russia’s operational rear area by placing NATO’s operational rear at equal
risk. In an offensive context, these same Russian actions and moves concurrent with
conventional force mobilization in the Western military district at the outset of a crisis
could be used to threaten an invasion of the Baltic States. These strategic operations
create options in crisis and war for Russian strategists. The actions required for a
durable defence in the 215t century are the very same actions required for a pre-emptive
Russian offensive (counter-offensive) under the protection of Russia’s domes. This
approach is a clear demonstration of the duality of Russian strategic thought and the
priority of maintaining multiple options in an unpredictable strategic environment to win
the crisis management phase of conflict that may lead to war.

The strategic-level dimension of Russia’s emerging strategy plays a fundamental part in
modern Russian thinking, and indeed eclipses the tactical, ground dimension where
Russia perceives it holds advantage along its borders. General Gerasimov’'s March
2016 article made it clear that Russia’s military operations indeed foresee a strategic
dimension of war at its very outset.

Russian military planners have long held that the West's superior economic and
technological base would not make a long war one that Russia would seek. Atthe same
time, Soviet and Russian military strategists have long held that any future war with the
West, if nuclear weapons were employed, it would be extremely difficult to keep that war
from transitioning into a strategic nuclear exchange. War avoidance and seeking short
wars have co-existed in Soviet and Russian thinking for decades. In a modern twist of
this unique military strategic culture, Russia’s strategic operations with operational-
strategic domes could be emerging as Moscow’s approach to unambiguously stopping
a war on their terms at the outset of a crisis, and in so doing, stopping a perceived hybrid,
multi-dimensional attack on Russia, stopping the destruction of the Russian homeland
and key strategic sites by creating overwhelmingly superior firepower in numbers and
firepower at the outset for operational and strategic depths.
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In the Russian logic to crisis and war, the establishment of a strategic shield for all of
Russia, composed of offensive and defensive actions nested inside operational-strategic
domes, could be intended to stop a future crisis short of war on Russia’s terms by
denying viable options to their opponent at the outset of a crisis. In this Russian
approach, the West would be presented with options of capitulation or response, with
Russia’s ‘escalation dominance’ practice in play in the crisis period to maintain Russia’s
escalatory advantage over the West. This approach would attempt to turn a weak
strategic hand into a strong operational-tactical hand, to dissuade any movement to war,
let alone allow an opponent to reinforce in crisis.

Moscow’s strategic operations involving A2AD capabilities reflect an approach to war
with Europe that can integrate ambiguous warfare or not, but one that clearly
demonstrates the principle of going to war with all of Russia means in the 215t century.
Russia’s unique deterrent philosophy is founded on this fundamental element of their
strategic culture, one that also appears to have updated its formula for strategic stability
to now require a balance — and a balance of risk to each other - strategic nuclear forces,
long-rang high precision strike systems, and missile defence capabilities. This new
understanding of what constitutes Russia’s 215t century understanding of the triad differs
substantially from its Cold War predecessor and holds significant implications for how
the Russians envision managing a crisis, avoiding war, and waging it.

This Russian approach to deterrence and war avoidance is not mobilizing to demobilize,
but attaches priority to the accumulation of combat power from all services and from all
parts of the Russian Federation to achieve the decisive conventional advantage needed
at a specific point in time and in a specific region. The Russian approach is not
escalating to deescalate. It is escalating war decisively and pre-emptively to terminate
war decisively on terms advantageous to Russia. This Russian General Staff strategic
approach has a risk-taking gambler’s character to it, one that aligns closely with Putin’s
tactics demonstrated thus far in crisis and conflict. In this sense, Putin and the General
Staff may be prepared to risk more than an opponent — even holding a worse hand —
simply to keep their opponent from taking the same risk. This fundamental element of
Russia’s strategic culture — going to war with all of Russia — intentionally produces an
unambiguous military posture in a crisis period, designed to communicate the
unambiguous consequences of crossing Russia’s decision lines in a crisis or war.

Putin and Russia’s Military Strategic Culture

In the 1980s, Gorbachev’s reforms wrestled control of the USSR’s security policy
formulations from the Soviet General Staff by intellectually challenging the pillars of their
strategic thought and corresponding assumptions and requirements for war with the
West. In the 1990s, Yeltsin defunded, disempowered, and disenfranchised the Russian
military — seeing it as a legacy threat from the Soviet era to his democratic course for
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Post-Soviet Russia. In the post-Cold War period, Western nations provided extensive
opportunities to the Russian Ministry of Defence to learn and apply different models for
building security and defence. These Western reform models were rejected.

Over those tumultuous and challenging years, the Russian General Staff never
abandoned the most basic precepts of its traditional culture of strategic thought. Few
organizations can lose fundamental capabilities like personnel, weapons, infrastructure,
defence economy, territory, political support, and political cohesion over more than a
decade, yet retain their strategic organizational culture. This is testimony to the deeply
rooted nature of the Russian military’s traditional culture of strategic thought.

In reality, the West is witnessing a deliberate, strategic recoupling of the military to
Russia’s core geo-strategic interests and Putin’s core political aims. This strategic
recoupling represents a traditional remilitarization of Russia’s overall security policy, and
the end of a post-Soviet process where Russia’s leaders sought to rethink how security
is built and achieved. President Putin is defining what constitutes security for Russia,
and the Russian General Staff is determining how it is achieved — applying fundamental
cultural pillars of Russian strategic thought to the current situation. This is a strategic
military dilemma for Europe, and a toxic cocktail for Europe’s strategic equilibrium for
years to come.

Traditional elements of Russian military thought have re-emerged in a modernizing
military, supported by a revamped, purpose-driven military system, and fuelled by Putin’s
worldview, aims, and priorities. In fact, Putin’s worldview has set a new purpose and
identity for the Russian military, one built on the emotion of humiliation from the end of
the Soviet Union and Soviet Army and the perception of subsequent exploitation by the
West to Russia’s great strategic disadvantage. The Russian military has embraced both
the vanguard role in erasing these disadvantages, and setting the competition between
Western and Russian visions of European security on differing terms and differing
azimuths. This has coincided with Putin’s ever-increasing dependency on the military,
as one of many instruments of power, to preserve his internal power and achieve his
external policy aims.

Over the past three years, Russian writings and exercises constitute a laboratory of
experimentation in Russia’s approach to modern warfare. This experimentation
continues, informed by the further development of theory, strategic exercises, and
lessons learned from their military experiences notably in Ukraine and Syria. Moscow’s
main intent with its military strategy experimentation appears to centre on building
operational and strategic flexibility to create as many military options as possible for its
security, while simultaneously denying its opponents the same flexibility. This is a
fundamental requirement for a Russia that suffers huge disadvantages in the correlation
of political, economic, and technological forces at the strategic level. While Strategic
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disadvantages may limit Russia’s strategic options, disadvantage in Russian strategic
culture also drives a requirement for Moscow to dictate the strategic terms of how conflict
is waged, where it is waged, and when.

Russia’s strategy for hybrid homeland offensive warfare against neighbours requires the
operational coupling of ambiguous means of warfare to Russia’s conventional and
nuclear arsenal for success, taking advantage of the vulnerability of neighbouring states
to large-scale military actions while the non-attributable, ambiguous campaign is
conducted. The very same Russian conventional and nuclear contingency posturing in
such campaigns, as we have seen in Ukraine, are designed to prevent third party
involvement if Moscow elected to pursue a military campaign against a neighbouring
state. This military strategy aligns with Russia’s perceptions of its unique strategic
security environment. It also aligns with Putin’s aims to dominate Russia’s periphery,
deter further Western security integration, and stop the strengthening of the European
security system.

Russia’s emerging 215t century national military strategy is a strategic analogue of the
‘pressure and shield’ tactics used by Moscow in Ukraine. Russia’s nation-wide shield
also has a sword, in the same way that defence has offense, and offense has defence.
Moscow’s strategic approach to offensive actions — ambiguous or non-ambiguous -
under the protective strategic shield of its conventional and nuclear power gives Putin
choices and options to pursue his grander strategy for security system change, choices
that would not be available to Moscow if based solely on objective assessments of
Russia’s strategic competitiveness. The use of force without recklessly risking Russia’s
security is clearly one of those options.

Putin’s worldview and political aims combined with the traditional culture of strategic
military thought are reinforcing a Russian approach to security that is fundamentally
asymmetric to the West's approach. Russia’s unique, strategically asymmetric approach
to her security will be an underlying factor in Europe’s future military stability or instability.
Moreover, this asymmetry between Russian and Western policy, strategy, posture,
priority weapon systems, vulnerabilities, and peacetime practices is likely to be an
enduring strategic challenge Russia presents the West in the 215t century. Western
approaches and assumptions or weapons capability centric analysis alone, when
applied to Russia’s approach to modern war, will not capture how Moscow sees future
conflict and war, and prepares for conflict and war in peacetime.

Russia’s strategy for major war with Europe is not the equivalent of NATO’s Cold War
strategy of forward defence and flexible response. Russian strategy is not defensive in
the sense that itis designed to give away territory in the face of an adversaries’ offensive,
with geographic lines in the country’s interior serving as trip wires for conventional
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counter-attacks or nuclear escalation. This Western approach would trade territory for
decision space in a crisis or war. This is a trade the Russians will not accept.

Modern Russian military strategy under Putin is inherently both offensive and defensive,
involving strategic operations that combine both offensive and defensive actions. These
actions would be conducted on a strategic scale, involving multiple strategic directions,
with forward deployed forces operating in tandem with forces from Russia’s interior — all
managed centrally in Moscow by Putin and the General Staff. Moreover, the Russian
approach is far more pre-emptive, driven by their conclusions about the character of
modern long-range conventional strike systems and the need for tactical, operational,
and strategic counter-surprise. Russia’s overall weak position in relation to the West
and traditional concerns about their competitiveness in a long war actually makes
Russian counter-surprise all the more necessary to achieve aims in war, especially in its
initial period.

There is a contradiction between the cultural pillars underlying of Russian strategic
thought and stated political aims in its military doctrine of 2014 to limit the geography,
the weapons used, and prevent escalation to large-scale war. Counter-surprise, sudden
movement to war readiness of conventional and nuclear forces, strategic command and
control, mobilization, use of shock operations involving long-range maritime, ground, and
air-based strike platforms, and posturing Russia’s forces internally for strategic
operations contradicts the Western approach to crisis management, war avoidance, and
war termination. The pillars of Russian strategic thought in the modern context makes
it virtually impossible for a Russian strategic planner to be defensive, reactive, and use
force in a restricted way as would their Western counterparts. That body of military
academic work is missing in Russian writings because it is missing from their strategic
culture. In fact, the trend would suggest the opposite is true, and is best reflected in
Putin’s National Security Council Chairman Patrushev’s statement about the early use
of nuclear weapons even in a local or regional war.

Surrendering the initiative, trading space for time, limiting the weapons involved, the
range of their employment, issuing ultimatums, making clear lines of decision-making is
a defensive strategy and one more similar to NATO’s strategy in the Cold War. Russia
is doing exactly the opposite. This is not a defensive strategy nested in a defensive
doctrine. Seizing the initiative, taking space to take away time to resolve a crisis,
posturing and readying to use all weapons, deploying them and employing them at
strategic distances beyond Russia’s borders, establishing lines for their clear decision
making that extends well beyond Russia’s territory onto the territory of other nations is
a destabilizing national military strategy - even absent any intent to execute it. However,
this is how the Russians traditionally go to war, and reflects the merger of traditional
strategic culture with the modern 215t century context and Putin’s political aims toward
the world around Russia.
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Russia’s military strategy for large-scale war is based on the principle of Russia securing
herself at the expense of the security of others. The Russians claim to be victimized
and reactive to the practice of this principle by the West. Despite concrete Western
counter-arguments against Moscow’s interpretation of the world around them, the
Russian military will think, plan, and act in accordance with this war defining principle -
security at the expense of another. This modern way of war reflects the fusion of
traditional strategic culture with the modern 215t century context, and Putin’s political
aims toward the world around Russia.

Russia’s military exercise regime in peacetime does not align with national or Alliance
exercise practice because modern Russian military strategies break with the strategies
of other European nations. Potential Russian military actions in crisis and war will differ
as well because of Russia’s unique approach to war. Additionally, while the goal of
avoiding war in Russian thinking may be the same as Western goals, the Russian
approach may be very different. The Russian approach to war avoidance is based on
the deployment of force and posturing of forces at the outset of a crisis — not necessarily
their employment - to reduce or eliminate the options for an opponent to wage war
against Russia. Their assessments of the West’s ability to move at the speed of light or
in lightning strikes will drive Russia’s timings for their unique approach to war avoidance.

Moscow’s strategic recoupling of its military to its core geo-strategic interests also
suggests the window has closed for now on internal Russian reforms that would create
regional balance, strategic equilibrium, and symmetric approaches. Unfortunately, this
closed window will be more difficult to open than during the Cold War period. The arms
reduction tools that were available to Europe in the 1980s to lower military force
balances, diffuse military tensions, and disengage from strategic confrontation with the
Soviet Union are not available today to diffuse Russia’s new round of strategic
competition with Europe. In the late 1980s, mutual arms reductions, mutual reductions
in defence spending, geographic separation of NATO and Russian forces, and the
willingness to change security and defence postures were the main instruments to attain
the military equilibrium and reasonable security Europe experienced over the last two
decades.

Russia has altered its security policies, changed military strategies, and is rearming in
accordance with the narrowest of internal political objectives and most ambitious
external security objectives. There is no common basis for mutual arms reduction,
between the West and Russia, mutual changes in military strategy, and mutual
reductions in defence spending to restore equilibrium and reasonable security. Mutual
withdrawals of military forces from common borders is not easily attainable given it would
necessitate Russian forces withdrawing from internal borders they would insist on
wanting to protect and NATO forces withdrawing from borders into countries that lack
any real strategic geographic depth. New approaches will have to be forged with a
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Russian leadership not predisposed to compromising on their policy course to restore
military equilibrium and military security in Europe.

Managing the duality of Russian thinking on war where they seek strategic advantage
and simultaneously seek to counter strategic surprise with surprise is especially complex
in the 215t century. This complexity is closely interwoven with Putin’s ambitions for
European security system change while simultaneously holding regime change fears.
This duality in Russian thinking is shaping Moscow’s holistic approach to competition,
crisis management and war avoidance, and war. Denying Russia opportunity to exploit
her geographic, military, and temporary advantages while not fuelling the military’s
assessments of strategic vulnerability will need to be a fundamental element of the
West’s counter-strategy. However, the linkage between Russia’s external and internal
threat assessments will fuel unrealistic conclusions as Russia’s military and political
leadership link events and actions in a way that Western observers would not be able to
fully understand. This linkage of external and internal security policy is a Gordian knot
for the Russian security system that any future reform-minded leader would find difficult,
if not, impossible to unwind.

Deeply institutionalized traditional strategic culture and corresponding military
approaches are now a central part of Putin’s decision-making for securing Russia’s
highest policy aims. The re-emergence of the Russian military in Moscow’s security
calculations combined with a large-scale modernization program would indicate that
even in a post-Putin period, Russian General Staff assessments, preparations, and
actions to secure Russia will continue to be dominant and framed by the cultural pillars
of their traditional strategic thought. Aggressive Russian peacetime military practices,
more pre-emptive Russian wartime strategies, and sharply Russian divergent
perspectives on crises in the 215t century and how they are managed is the consequence
of their traditional strategic culture colliding with the realities of the 215t century and
unrealities of Putin’s world.

Consequently, real strategic asymmetry between Russian and Western military policy
and practice will continue. Diverging strategies, posture, priorities accorded to weapon
systems, very different perceptions of vulnerability, and sharply different peacetime
practices are not a short-term problem linked to a crisis in Ukraine. Russia has
embraced a unique path with a unique strategic culture and unique capabilities to
achieve security and political aims at a crucial period in its post-Cold War development.
This Russian approach will be an enduring, multi-dimensional strategic challenge for the
West - one that will challenge Europe’s security and sense of well-being for years to
come.
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The Elements of Russia’s Outlook

Mr. James Sherr

Eighty years after Churchill described Russia as a ‘riddle, wrapped in a mystery, inside
an enigma’, his epigram continues to have a bewildering authority'>6. This should not
be the case. Russia has been a focus of Western policy since the time of Churchill’'s
quotation, and it also has been an object of academic study. Yet its actions regularly
provoke surprise. The worlds of policy-making, business, celebrity and chatter are
populated by people who ‘know’ Russia, yet the subject arouses heated argument.
Where orthodoxies do take root, they are often questionable.

At least two such orthodoxies warrant more scrutiny than they receive. The first of these
regards Russia’s antagonism to the liberal-democratic order as a corrigible aberration
rather than a fact of life. For this reason, the descent from post-Cold War partnership to
antagonism is explained primarily with reference to the policies and disposition of
Vladimir Putin. This personification of Russian policy is often accompanied by a codicil:
that Putin’s primary ‘audience’ is domestic, and the essential purpose of his policies is
to shore up an inherently flawed and increasingly strained system of governance at
home. To those who share this perspective, the departure of Putin and his leadership
group promises to remove the greatest obstacle to a diminution, if not resolution, of the
differences that have rent the fabric of East-West relations — in menacing form since
2014, but just as visibly, from the time of Ukraine’s Orange Revolution in 2004/5.

To be sure, Putin matters. Whatever the underlying causes of our discontents, he has
made a malign and potent contribution to them. A supportive and comparatively
moderate Russian assessment at the height of Putin’s second term sums up the
essence of that contribution:

Russia firmly and consistently revised the rules of the game that had been
imposed on it in the years of its revolutionary collapse. The revision culminated
in Vladimir Putin’s Munich speech in 2007 and in Dmitry Medvedev’s tough
response in August 2008. But even before that, Russian diplomacy ceased to
be revisionist and became cynical and pragmatic. And it remains so to this
day. 157

But the emphasis on Putin blurs historical memory. Not only does it candy-coat the rising
acerbity of the Yeltsin years regarding many of the issues that currently bedevil relations
with the West. It also undervalues the conscious and subliminal influence of the Soviet
and Tsarist inheritance even upon many Russians who consider themselves liberals and

156 Winston Churchill, “The Russian Enigma”, BBC Broadcast, London, 10 October 1939.
157 Sergey Karaganov, “Lucky Russia”, Russia in Global Affairs, March 2011. http://eng.globalaffairs.ru
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democrats. The axiom, ‘Russian democracy ends where the question of Ukraine begins’
should be a starting point of discussion, not a footnote.'®® More fundamentally, the so-
called ‘liberal’ perspective undervalues the central role that geopolitical interests and
Western conduct play in Russia’s (and indeed Putin’s) view of the world."%°

The second, rigorously ‘realist’, orthodoxy does not exhibit these shortcomings, and it
does not suffer them either. But in its most categorical form, it reduces not only Putin
but Russia’s history to irrelevance. In this schéma, the truth about Russia’s policy is a
universal truth: the response of an aggrieved great power that has recovered the means
to resist a rival ‘moving into [its] backyard and threatening its core strategic interests’.'6°
In other words, the Russianness of Russian policy is a matter for connoisseurs. It adds
colour but no clarity to our predicament.

Yet this ‘realist’ paradigm, blessed with parsimony, is beset with distortions and weighted
down with determinism. Russia’s Russianness — its long-standing proclivity to equate
its own security with the insecurity of others — is not a nuance, but a material cause of
the factors that are deemed to threaten it: the rebuffs of neighbours, the defiance of
Georgia and Ukraine, the ‘Russophobia’ so widely derided and the decision of NATO
and the EU to expand their membership at the invitation of others. These proclivities are
part of an inheritance. But they are not engraved in stone, and the policies that arise
from them are not unchangeable. The ‘new thinkers’ surrounding Gorbachev set out to
change them, and to a considerable, they did. Possibly, this was because they were
‘romantics’ (as ‘old thinkers’ charged), but mainly it was because they realised that these
policies had become self-defeating. For all this, the greatest failing of ‘realism’ is its
depreciation of the role that ideas play in human affairs. Ideas can produce power, even
armies. The conflicts and upheavals that mark our history are inexplicable without them.
‘Realism’ and reality are two different things.

Russia’s ‘moves’ are not answers to a chess problem. They are the product of an
outlook, which arises from a historical experience. We will not appreciate the coherence
of ‘Putin’s’ policy and the sense of purpose that drives it unless we understand how he
and the establishments that stand behind him have made traditional policy principles fit
for purpose in the twenty-first century world. In formulaic terms, these principles are
universally acceptable: sovereignty, security and equality. But in substantive terms, they
translate into three principles that are not: the transcendental unity of ‘Russian

158 The axiom is widely, but perhaps erroneously attributed to the Russian historian, George Vernadskiy
in 1915 (1887-1973).

159 For a comprehensive overview of Russia’s geopolitical perspectives in the present-day context, see
Keir Giles, Moscow Rules (Chatham House, 2019). For an historical perspective, see John LeDonne,
The Grand Strategy of the Russian Empire, 1650-1831, (OUP 1981)

160 John Mearsheimer, ‘Why the Ukraine Crisis is the West’'s Fault: The Liberal Delusions That
Provoked Putin’, Foreign Affairs, September/October 2014.
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russia-fsu/2014-08-18/why-ukraine-crisis-west-s-fault
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civilisation’, spheres of influence and a right to play a role in the decision-making of other
powers and coalitions.

Sovereignty

Lenin famously stated that 'there is no more erroneous or more harmful idea than the
separation of foreign from internal policy.''8" The relationship between the two pertains
to Russia’s understanding of sovereignty in four respects.

First, Putin reconceptualised this relationship by the time the first National Security
Concept was published under his signature in June 2000. Whereas under Gorbachev
and Yeltsin, Russia had sought to create the international conditions necessary, in
Eduard Shevardnadze’s words, ‘to bring about change inside the country’, Putin reverted
to an older pattern established by Stalin. By means of change inside the country —
overcoming internal weakness and restoring ‘the vertical of power’ — Russia would
resume its rightful position as a great power. The West, which had been heavily involved
in Russia’s internal reforms under Yeltsin, was soon to discover that Russia’s internal
affairs were once again Russia’s business. Moreover, the perceived association
between this Western involvement and the traumas of the 1990s provided a solid basis
of internal support for Putin’s course. In little time, this support swelled into an anti-
Western narrative that Putin did nothing to discourage.

Second, ever since Muscovy evolved into Russia, the country has been a multi-national
entity with few natural frontiers. Sometimes to a disturbing degree, non-Russian
subjects have found themselves in the vicinity of Russia’s state border and subject to
the influence of co-nationals living on the other side of it. By the same token, ethnic
Russians have found themselves on the ‘wrong’ side of these borders, subject to foreign
jurisdictions. For this reason, it always has been possible to make the case for a greater
Russia or a smaller one. (In the words of HH Munro, the Edwardian British satirist, ‘right
and wrong, like the Russian Empire, have firm and definite limits, but not always in the
same place’). On 26 December 1991, the Russian Federation emerged with European
frontiers little different from those it acquired after the conquest of Kazan over 400 years
previously. This ‘rebirth’ of Russia left some 25 million ethnic Russians on the territories
of re-established or newly formed states. Not surprisingly, in the 27 years that have
passed since that date, borders have been a more problematic issue than at any time
since 1945. The entwined linkages and untidy demographics of the ‘Russian’ North
Caucasus and the ex-Soviet South Caucasus are not the only examples of tension in
this regard. But they bring out the relationship between Russia’s ferocious prosecution
of two Chechen wars and its sense of inner vulnerability. Putin’s determination to

161 ‘The External Policy of the Russian Revolution’, in Collected Works, Moscow: State Publishing House
of Political Literature, Institute of Marx-Engels-Lenin, 1949, p. 67; and Lenin on the external policies of
the Russian Revolution. https://ru.wikisource.org/wiki/BHeLLHSAsi_NONMTUKA_pPYCCKOW_peBOstoLmMM
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extirpate the problem following NATO’s second intervention in multinational Yugoslavia
betrayed a sense of external vulnerability as well. The fear that this vulnerability could
be exploited by foreign powers was well expressed by Putin’s influential adviser,
Vladislav Surkov, in the wake of the September 2004 Beslan tragedy: ‘their goal is the
destruction of Russia and the filling of its huge area with numerous dysfunctional quasi-
state formations’.62

Third, Russia and the EU represent distinct, and increasingly opposed normative
jurisdictions. During the high point of Yeltsin era ‘romanticism’, this was neither obvious
nor inevitable. The EU was widely seen as a geopolitical foil fo the United States, which
is why Finland’s accession in 1995 hardly aroused any concern. But by the time of
Putin’s accession, Moscow had grasped that, first and foremost, it was a project of
integration based on rules, norms and standards at variance from the network-based
norms that have continued to mature and mutate in Russia and much of the ‘near
abroad’. Moscow also grasped that focus of EU integration was not the harmonisation
of foreign policies but internal policies. Once these things were understood, little effort
was required to realise that the export of the EU’s ‘civilisational model’ to Russia’s ‘zone
of interest’, represented a security challenge as much as an economic one. To the
Kremlin, it was hardly coincidental that Ukraine’s Orange Revolution (November 2004)
followed the EU’s eastern enlargement within six months. Nine years later, on the eve
of Ukraine’s ‘Revolution of Dignity’, the point at issue was no longer NATO membership
(which Yanukovych had taken off the table), but the Association Agreement with the EU.

Fourth, the ‘civilisational’ component of Kremlin policy gives Russian statehood a
transnational dimension that calls into question the sovereignty of others. Putin is not
exaggerating when he states that, ‘since olden times, the concept of the Russian World
has exceeded Russia’s geographic boundaries and even the boundary of the Russian
ethnos’. In Yeltsin’s time, the definition of ‘compatriots abroad’ was as far reaching and
inclusive as it is now, and with greater or lesser precision, state documents have
expressed a right to ‘support’ compatriots since the USSR collapsed.’® By October
2001, Putin had pledged to provide them with ‘comprehensive assistance’.'®* The
proposition that Russian civilisation transcends the borders of the Russian Federation is
central to the Kremlin’s conception of the state. Whereas relations with ‘foreign’ states
are grounded in international law, in this distinctly Russian World, they are ‘historically
conditioned’, or, as then President Medvedev flamboyantly stated in 2008, they are
characterised by ‘shared common history’ and the ‘affinity of our souls’.'®® In Putin’s
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schéma, the Russian people are the only people in the Russian World with ‘state forming’
characteristics. Their ‘choice... has been confirmed again and again, not by plebiscites
or referendums, but by blood’.'® These propositions accord poorly with a system of
international law based on state sovereignty, internationally recognised borders, non-
interference in internal affairs and the rights and obligations of citizenship. The
restoration of the ‘historical unity’ of Russia or any other state is exactly what this system
was designed to prevent. It is for this reason that in March 2014, France’s Permanent
Representative to the UN stated that, by its actions in Ukraine, Russia had ‘vetoed the
Charter’ of the United Nations. 67

Security

Both the Gorbachev and early Yeltsin years were rent by conflicts between the country’s
political and military establishments. The cardinal principles of the former’s ‘new thinking
in defence policy’ — the ‘demilitarisation’ of policy, ‘defence conversion’ and ‘defensive
defence’ — cut against the grain of Soviet/Russian military science and military-
organisational culture. Nevertheless, as SACEUR'’s Special Adviser Stephen Covington
has noted, that culture has remained intact in the face of political upheaval and economic
collapse.'®® Paradoxically, the Yeltsin years reinforced it. The USSR'’s collapse left
some 600,000 troops deployed outside the Russian Federation, some of whom found
themselves in the centre of conflicts that they by turns fell victim to, brokered or
instigated. In these conditions, Gorbachev’s ‘defensive defence’ swiftly fell to the
ground.

After 25 years of incongruity and tension, Vladimir Putin has brought the military (and
security service) perspective into close alignment with the political objectives of the state.
There is now an uncommon degree of political-military integration in pursuit of Russia’s
objectives, its commitment to state and national mobilization, and its approach to peace,
crisis, and war. Traditional geostrategic and military-operational principles have been
retooled to meet present day requirements. Much of what strikes the West as new (e.g.
‘hybrid war’) represents the discriminate import of advanced technology and technique
into modalities of irregular war pursued on Russia’s periphery since the seventeenth
century.

In the main, these principles arise from the geopolitical indeterminacy cited in the
discussion of sovereignty above. Russia’s traditional response to the multinational
demographic of the state and absence of natural frontiers has been to seek client states
and establish firm defence perimeters, which even before the Soviet collapse, invariably
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lay beyond the frontiers of foreign countries. Even in the 1990s it was axiomatic to Boris
Yeltsin and the General Staff that RF Border Troops should be deployed on the external
borders of the CIS. Thus, in contrast to those in Western military establishments who
define threat in terms of capability and intention, Russia’s political-military leadership
emphasises proximity. Security is connected to the control of space, irrespective of the
views of those who inhabit it or the reason foreign military forces might want access to
it. The first Concepts of Foreign Policy document (December 1992) stated that Russia
would ‘vigorously oppose the politico-military presence of third countries in the states
adjoining Russia’.'® It also legitimised the use of force (‘in extreme cases’) to uphold
‘firm good neighbourliness’. Strong defence perimeters, spheres of influence and buffer
zones (preferably, recognised by other powers) are staple to the grammar of security.
Russia’s insistence on the West's recognition of its ‘zone of privileged interest’ is the
political complement to these geostrategic principles.

This perspective has furnished Russia with a set of security ‘needs’ out of kilter with
those of most other European powers. On the one hand, the sheer scale of Russia poses
a problem to those who find themselves in the vicinity of it. The fact that the borders of
the former USSR continue to define vicinity makes the Russian Federation’s truncated
borders less pertinent than might be supposed. (During the Kosovo conflict, it was
customary to refer to Yugoslavia as a country ‘in the vicinity of Russia’s borders,’ despite
the fact that the nearest Russian city, Novorossiysk, was 1,000 km away). Moreover,
the ‘civilisational’ factor, so strongly emphasised today, also has featured prominently in
the Russian concept of geopolitika, which encompasses not only the ‘spatial’ but ethno-
national, confessional and values-based dimensions of geopolitical rivalry. Whereas
Russia once dismissed the role of values in NATO, it now accuses the Alliance of
perpetuating a ‘civilizational schism’ in Europe. Taken in the round, these perspectives
encourage deterministic thinking and worst-case assessments. This has been most
evident in Russian assessments of NATO enlargement. Because NATO was founded
as an anti-Soviet alliance ab initio, its survival after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact
was regarded during the Yeltsin years with misgiving if not foreboding. Two waves of
enlargement and a network of ‘partnerships’ have revived the conviction that it is
aggressive in character and anti-Russian in essence.

It is invariably futile to explain that many of the issues addressed between NATO and its
partners — civilkdemocratic control of defence and security structures,
professionalization, transparency in budgeting, control of dangerous technologies and
weapons stocks — would have an intrinsic importance even if Russia did not exist. Not
even handfuls of people in Russia are aware that in the Cold War itself, NATO served
additional purposes: resolving the ‘German problem’, overcoming national rivalries in
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(Western) Europe, integrating defence and security cultures, embedding the United
States into a multilateral structure and curbing its isolationist/unilateralist impulses. Mere
handfuls of people in Russia give credence to NATO’s post-Cold War transformation.
Today, virtually no one recalls that Germany, one of the key architects of post-Cold War
partnership with Russia, was also an avid proponent of NATO’s first post-Cold War
enlargement. The fact that the expansion of NATO’s ‘zone’ has come at the invitation of
others—and that Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and Azerbaijan have no wish to be part of
Russia’s ‘zone of special interests’— is seen as immaterial. The fact that, prior to the
Russia-Georgia War, NATO’s model of defence reform in new member states did not
emphasise territorial defence but expeditionary capabilities far from Europe has hardly
been noticed.

The correspondence between NATO'’s intervention in Kosovo and the first wave of its
eastern enlargement, and then between Ukraine’s Orange Revolution and the second
wave has removed nearly all scope for constructive debate inside Russia about NATO’s
aims and intentions. In much the same way, the apparently reinforcing waves of NATO
and EU enlargement have disposed of earlier hopes that the latter would act as a
counterbalance to the former. By the time of Ukraine’s 2013—14 Revolution of Dignity,
NATO/EU enlargement, democracy promotion, ‘colour revolutions,’ regime change, and
Western military intervention had been integrated into one overarching threat
assessment. Chief of General Staff Valeriy Gerasimov states that ‘in essence, ‘colour
revolution’ is a state coup organised from abroad.”'’° To an American, the conflicts in
Syria and Ukraine are decidedly different, as is U.S. policy with respect to the two. But
to the Russian General Staff, the conflicts and their ‘internationalization’ follow similar
dynamics. Russian defence minister Sergei Shoygu regards the “crushing” of Assad’s
opposition as a reversal for colour revolutions everywhere else.'””! Today, attributions
of Western malevolence no longer require detailed justification.

Equality

Unprecedented as it was in impact and scale, the collapse of the USSR never displaced
the conviction amongst the governing class of the ‘new Russia’ that Russia had an
existential importance in world affairs. With respect to nuclear arsenals, the ultima ratio
of power, the Russian Federation’s superpower status was unquestioned by others. But
in more general terms, Russia continued to regard the United States as its ‘significant
other’. Equality with other major global players was treated as an entitlement and pre-
eminence in the former USSR as a necessity. These bedrock convictions were no longer
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in accordance with political reality. In the 1990s, Russia ceased to be a rule-setter in
global affairs and even in much of its own neighbourhood. For the West, it was no longer
a threat but had yet to become an ally. What it became was a ‘concern’, defined by the
poorly anticipated and scarcely understood dynamics of dissolution that Yeltsin boldly
called a ‘rebirth’ and his Western counterparts, for want of a better term, called
‘transition’.

For Western governing circles, the question was how long it would take Russia to adjust
to membership of an international order built on the principles of the Helsinki Final Act
and, de facto, those of the West. But for the ‘new thinkers’ who had coalesced around
Gorbachev and Yeltsin, the question was how long it would take the West to adjust to
the monumental changes for which they claimed credit: the repudiation of Marxism-
Leninism, the liquidation of the Warsaw Pact and the dissolution of the USSR. They had
been bold, and they expected similar boldness. When they spoke of integration, they
meant merger. What they got instead was ‘partnership’ and assistance. In their own
terms, they were substantial. Neither in spirit nor substance a did they amount to policy
of ‘humiliating Russia’, as its former Foreign Minister, Andrey Kozyrev has recently
reminded us:

Russia was provided with assistance...since the very beginning of its
democratic reforms, even under Gorbachev. And especially during the hard
times in 1991-92. When the Soviet economy came to a complete standstill,
when there were barely any medicines, and in some areas even food, we were
handed help, provided with substantial humanitarian aid. Moreover, the U.S.
helped us preserve our status as a permanent member of the UN Security
Council, to remain the only nuclear state in the territory of the former Soviet
Union, and then to remove nuclear weapons from the territory of other former
Soviet states. They helped us join the World Bank, International Monetary
Fund, and other organizations. This all happened at a seminal moment when
Russia could have lost everything—both its statehood and international
status.?72

That policy bore no resemblance to the policy of punishment meted out to Weimar
Germany. But it stopped short of the policy that the West adopted towards Adenauer’s
Germany. The latter policy, including Marshall Plan aid and FRG admission into NATO,
did not emerge out of pure magnanimity; it was a response to the division of Europe.
After 1991, Allies did not believe that NATO's survival would lead to a new division of
Europe, that ‘transformation’ should diminish NATO's autonomy, or that Russian
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membership would soon be a realistic prospect. They also understood what ‘equality’
was not. As set out in NATO-Russia Founding Act of May 1997, its provisions:

do not provide NATO or Russia, in any way, with a right of veto over the actions
of the other nor do they infringe upon or restrict the rights of NATO or Russia
to independent decision-making and action.

But NATO'’s interlocutors in Russia had come to different conclusions. To survive with
Russia’s blessing, NATO would have to lose much of its cherished autonomy and
become something else. Whether by means of its subordination to the OSCE, the
creation of a new, inclusive Pan-European security structure or Russia’s admission to
NATO itself, Russia expected a seat at the top table and nothing less. In February 1994,
Yeltsin's press secretary put down a firm marker: ‘Russian interests will no longer
dissolve in the interests of European diplomacy. Russia increasingly sees itself as a
Great Power, and it has started saying this loudly’.'”® Yet Russia’s grievances in the
Yeltsin era were different from today’s in one respect. In the 1990s Russia sought
equality within an inclusive international security system. Even Yeltsin’s appeal to the
‘UN and other leading states’ to ‘grant Russia special powers as guarantor of peace and
stability’ in the former USSR was pitched in these terms."”* Today’s claim to a ‘sphere
of privileged interest’ is not. From the time Yevgeniy Primakov replaced Kozyrev as
Foreign Minister (January 2006), the emphasis shifted from inclusion to multipolarity. In
the words of the current foreign minister, Sergey Lavrov:

The moment he took over, the Russian Foreign Ministry heralded a dramatic
turn of Russia’s foreign policy. Russia left the path our western partners had
tried to make it follow after the breakup of the Soviet Union and embarked on a
track of its own.7%

As a respected Arabist, former head of the Institute of Oriental Studies of the Academy
of Sciences, Director of the SVR (1991-6) and one of the ‘curators’ of Third World
revolutionary movements going back to the 1960s, Primakov brought an impressive
pedigree to his new calling. What Ariel Cohen termed the Primakov Doctrine was
‘designed primarily to dilute America’s strength and influence while increasing Russia’s
influence and position in the Middle East and Eurasia’.'”® The precursor to BRICS, the
RIC (Russia-India-China) Strategic Triangle was his brainchild and obsession. Yet this
‘balanced’ policy (which Yeltsin had called for as early as October 1992) had three
components, as Primakov set out in his first press conference as minister. The first was
to strengthen the security, cohesion and well-being of the ‘multi-national’ Russian
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Federation (in which priority, the West was conspicuous by its absence). The second
was the ‘strengthening of centripetal processes’ in the former USSR (which, he had only
recently described as the highest priority of his former service, despite the fact that SVR
activity in the former USSR was proscribed by law).'”” The third was the re-
establishment and strengthening of relations with other leading powers of the world.'”®
In rhetorical terms, the demotion of the West in Russia’s scale of priorities was dramatic.
But in practical terms, Primakov’s policy required a material capability that Russia did
not then possess.

For this reason, it was the ‘pragmatism’ of the early Putin years that was dramatic. This
did not mean gracious acceptance of Western hegemony. To the contrary, in the wake
of the war in Kosovo and the first wave of NATO'’s eastern enlargement, it meant a more
severe evaluation of Western intentions, the rebuilding of the ‘administrative vertical’ of
the Russian state, and the ‘strict promotion of Russia’s national interests’ in accordance
with the ‘general capabilities and resources of the country’. The new leadership’s
assessments were unforgiving.'”® When it came to those whose ‘capabilities and
resources’ were stronger, notably the West, the new rhetoric was conciliatory; towards
those who were weaker, notably Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia, rhetoric and policy
became ‘cold’, ‘more aggressive’ and ‘far tougher’.'8 When the doctrine of multipolarity
finally emerged from its slumbers, it did not do so in the form of a new ‘Primakov doctrine’
but as part of a more sweeping indictment of the ‘system of diktaf’ that had emerged
after the Cold War. By the time of Putin’s celebrated Munich speech in February 2007,
Russia had experienced over five years of unprecedented economic growth, business
had been brought to heel, the state again controlled the ‘commanding heights’ of the
economy, the United States had found itself over-extended in Iraq and Afghanistan, and
Ukraine’s Orange Revolution was unravelling. Moreover, global trends were adding to
Russia’s confidence. When Primakov’s successor but one, Sergey Lavrov, spoke about
multipolarity, he did so in an almost ecumenical tone:

The end of the Cold War marked the end of a longer stage in global
development, which lasted for 400 to 500 years and when the world was
dominated by European civilization. This domination was consistently led by the
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historical West. Now competition is becoming truly global and acquiring a
civilizational dimension.8

In blunt terms, ‘the West was losing its monopoly of the globalisation process’.'®? It was
being constrained to accept not only a multi-polar world, but a world of ‘multiple values
centres’ as well. In this new context Russia could no longer be ‘simply written off as
material for a new territorial and political repartition of the world’.'® Instead, as we
wrote seven months before the outbreak of the Russia-Georgia war:

A powerful Russia is once again a fact of life, and Russians know it. They are no
longer seeking our approval. They have recovered pride in their own traditions and
are determined to advance their own interests. The post-Cold War partnership,
founded at a time of Russian disorientation and weakness, is over."84

In operational terms, Russia’s attack upon Georgia in August 2008 was a model example
of reflexive control. In military-political terms, it marked the start of a strategic counter-
offensive against twenty-five years of Western dominance. Yet only after annexing
Crimea was the challenge to the West posed in categorical, almost Manichean terms:
‘new rules or no rules’; or in the words of the then Speaker of the State Duma, ‘learn the
lessons of Yalta or risk war’.'8® Five years after the widening of Russia’s offensive from
Georgia to Ukraine (and four years after its intervention in Syria), some would say that
it has stalled. Others would say that it merely has mutated from the kinetic realm to less
sanguinary and familiar ones, but at the same time from the periphery of NATO to the
heart of the West. In terms of material impact, the poisoning of Sergey Skripal is modest
compared to the carnage of llovaysk and Debaltseve, not to say Aleppo. But the
psychological impact of that ‘wet affair, along with Russia’s multiple intrusions into
Western electoral systems, communications networks and financial institutions has
reinforced the conviction of most Western governments that Russia is no longer a
partner, difficult or otherwise.

For How Long?

The term protivoborstvo is well understood in Russian military circles to apply to a state
of antagonism or confrontation. It is within the bounds of this ambiguity that our
relationship with Russia is likely to unfold for some time. In civilian terms, which were
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also Lenin’s we might think of it as a relationship of ‘neither war nor peace’. But how long
can this relationship sustain itself without developing into war or peace? The prognosis
of Andrey Kozyrev warrants consideration:

Russian foreign policy will change only if there is real regime change and there
is a real shift in the country’s domestic development. It's not about Putin.
Changes in the regime’s personnel or leadership are a different thing. If that
happens, a policy adjustment might take place—not a change of course. Such
excesses as the annexation of Crimea or war in eastern Ukraine or Syria can
be eliminated. This won’t be a different foreign policy, but it will be less
adventurous, less aggressive, and less damaging for Russia in general. But
whereas an adjustment is possible, a change in the course, or vector, of foreign
policy is largely impossible without fundamental democratic reforms [author’s
emphasis].

To those who believe that our problems are ‘about Putin’ and ‘the regime’s personnel or
leadership’, Kozyrev’s prognosis is sobering. But just how sobering it is depends on
one’s own expectations, or in practical political terms, those of the West. A majority of
NATO Allies might well decide that the elimination of the current policy’s ‘excesses’
removed our primary disputes with Russia and the principal security problems we now
face. It was not the ‘less adventurous, less aggressive’ policy before 2014 that produced
sanctions or the rearmament of NATO. Even Russia’s attack on Georgia ‘suspended’
cooperation for only a few months. Just how many excesses would have to be removed
before ‘normalisation’ began? Possibly not many. In the unlikely event that Russia
removed everyone and everything from Ukraine that it has placed there, would its
scheme of deployment in the Western and Southern Military Districts, its SVR, FSB and
GRU agenturiy, its ‘humanitarian’ foundations, cyber operations and ‘network diplomacy’
still arouse concern? Enough of one to prevent a return to ‘business as usual’? It would
be astonishing if ‘the regime’s personnel or leadership’ were not asking these questions.
On the other hand, Kozyrev's prognosis in the event ‘real regime change’ and
‘fundamental democratic reforms’ do take place might not be sobering enough. The
conviction that ‘Russia must be leader of stability and security on the entire territory of
the former USSR' was held by some of the most democratic (and principled) ideologists
of the ‘new Russia’.'® Amongst these circles, the imperial impulse is the sin that dare
not speak its name. As long as that impulse survives, Russia will neither be trusted by
its neighbours nor at ease with itself. The past twenty-five years ought to have provided
an education in these matters. There is little sign that it has.

186 Deputy Foreign Minister Fedor Shelov-Kovedyayev, Strategiya i taktika vneshney politiki Rossii v
novom zarubezh’ye [Strategy and Tactics of Russian Foreign Policy in the New Abroad)], pp 2



Page | 136

The EU and Russia: Handling the Clash of Worldviews

Ambassador Vygaudas USackas

For a fifth year now, we are facing the hybrid war launched by Kremlin against the
Western liberal democracies from the outside and from within. We have seen for some
time the Kremlin’s resolve to use military means to forward its political goals in Ukraine,
Georgia and Syria. It is illustrated by the Crimea illegal annexation, the War in Donbas,
meddling into the elections from the US to Germany, UK and Eastern Europe to fake
“Lisa” story, cyberattacks, disinformation campaigns and poisoning of Skripal on the
streets of Great Britain. With the view to be better prepared to respond and pre-empt
Kremlin's aggressive policies, we should try understand what really lies at the heart of
President Putin’s strategy and his strategic interests.

Having followed the developments in Russia and being engaged directly in managing
the EU-Russia confrontation for a considerable time, | would argue that at the heart of
strategic consideration lies a very material interest to defend and safeguard the
Kleptocracy regime created by and for the Kremlin and prepare for a secure and smooth
leadership transition in 2024. At this stage no one can predict what will that entail.
However, due to the existing constitutional provisions and increasing fatigue over current
leadership by different layers of Russian society, considerable changes in 2024 should
be anticipated.

Second, through cyberattacks, brainwash and information warfare Putin aims to disrupt
and discredit liberal democracies, especially the EU, so as to make the West seen non-
attractive economic, social and political model in the eyes of the ordinary Russians. As
opinion polls show, President Putin has also been successful to mobilize the Russian
population against the perceived threat from the West.

Third, Vladimir Putin tries to drive the wedge between the US and EU and among the
EU member states. Recent trade wars and political disagreements across Atlantic,
facilitate this task even without an external effort.

Fourth, to return Russia to the negotiating table with the key adversary- the US. He still
expects that “contractual relationship” with Donald Trump would finally work out. This
would help Putin as the consequence of wars in Ukraine and Syria to legitimize the
spheres/zones of interests as key element of a “new security order” with no more
enlargement of the EU and NATO to the East.

Fifth, while keeping the “Golden share of Ukraine” through a control over Donbas to
prevent Ukraine from modernization and integration with the West. At the end of the day
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majority in Kremlin misleadingly still believe that if notin 2019, then in 5 years Ukrainians
will vote back for a pro-Russian president and things get back to “normal’.

Sixth, last, but not least: To advance multilateral world through “pivot to Asia”'®” and
BRICS financial and development instruments with the view to balance an outgoing “Pan
Americana” world.

Hence, we should acknowledge facing a long-term clash of the Worldviews between the
West and Russia. At the heart of this clash are fundamental differences not only over
the future of Ukraine and Georgia, and their right to choose their own alliances. This
clash is also about core European values of freedom, democracy and international rules-
based system. The EU and Russia have become locked in an open battle over the norms
of international order. Moscow is attempting to erode the Western liberal consensus from
within. Donald Trump’s abrupt unilateral decisions, which undermine multilateral
diplomacy and free trade, further exacerbate problems for the EU and historically
important Transatlantic community of shared values. The good news is that over recent
years, EU member states have become remarkably united in their assessment of
Russia, but they still need to translate this unity into a political strategy that reflects not
just European values, but also Russian realities. The path of winning the overall
normative war will not go as much through countering Russia directly as through
improving Europe’s resilience and reinvigorating the Western model.

For the European Union, first, we need to put our house in order by successfully copying
with Brexit and its fallout, ensure growth, manage migration crisis, invest in defence and
to shore up support for the EU project and its institutions. Something French President
Macron is trying to advance through reinvigorated “Multi Speed/ Flexible EU”. All of this
may seem self-evident, but it's precisely our internal problems and deficiencies that the
current Russian regime is instrumentalising to discredit the EU/Western democratic
model among ordinary Russians, in our common neighbourhood and within the EU
countries themselves.

Secondly, our strengths lie in unity, consistency and resilience. We must counter
Russia’s comprehensive approach in meddling. This includes further efforts to counter
Russian propaganda and disinformation. Something the Baltic states, in particular, with
the support of allies have been managing rather successfully. It is also critical to deprive
Russia of opportunities to use business interests to split and weaken the EU. The North
Stream |l project serves as the worst example. It does not comply to the objectives of
the EU Energy Union and should not be supported by the Member-State governments.

Thirdly, reassurance, deterrence and military defence provided by other NATO member
states to the Baltics, Poland and other allies are of critical importance. Partly thanks to
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President Donald Trump’s urge, a number of European member states have increased
the defence expenditures and intensified military exercises. Estonians, Latvians and
Lithuanians are grateful to the UK, Canada, Germany and other allies for sending their
soldiers to the Baltics as a reassurance and reinforcement effort. A permanent presence
of NATO, especially American troops on the ground, would be credible act of deterrence
and most visible demonstration to Kremlin of a resolute support to defend NATO
members’ state territorial integrity. The presence of NATO troops in the Baltics could
also be accompanied by the military CBMS with Russia to ease the tensions, avoid
misunderstandings and demonstrate the willingness to talk.

Fourth, the EU should stand the ground in supporting the international rules-based
system. From the UN Charter, through the WTO rules, to the Helsinki Act'® and different
Council of Europe conventions and protocols. In the event the Trump administration
shall continue unilateral “America alone” policies, instead of promoting global
governance and international rules-based system, it will have a very serious effects
whenever and whatever we try to do around the World together as the “West”. While the
US is seen by many in Central and Eastern Europe as indispensable guarantor for their
security and defence, in France and Germany the idea of European strategic autonomy
and steps toward European defence integration are gaining support. In a rapidly
changing world, it will be of critical importance to ensure complementarity between the
legitimate initiatives of the EU to create strategic capacities for defence, on the one hand,
and NATO- the bedrock of Trans-Atlantic security, on the other.

Fifth, we need to provide a greater support to Ukraine: economically, politically and
militarily. Ukrainians have demonstrated an incredible sense of resilience by
withstanding the military aggression and advancing the reforms agenda as well as
implementation of the DCFTA with the EU.

However, uncertainty and ambiguity about Ukraine’s geopolitical place in response to
the legitimate European aspirations of its people will leave the country exposed to further
destabilisation, which Russia will try to use and in turn can only negatively affect the EU-
Russia relations. In light of the development of flexible and multi-speed European Union
and with the formation of a new European Parliament and European Commission this
autumn, it would be appropriate to reinvigorate the EU’s “Eastern Partnership program”
and relaunch political discussions with the view to offer membership perspective for
Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia. We know from our experience that such a perspective
works as a major stimulus for modernization efforts and reforms, no matter how difficult

they may be. A successful and fully anchored into the EU Ukraine will contribute to the

188 For details see: Helsinki Final Act, Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, 01 August
1975.
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stability in the European Eastern neighbourhood and will represent a powerful example
of democracy for the Russian people.

Sixth, in the meantime without the solution to the Ukrainian conflict, it will be difficult to
normalize relations with Russia. There is a need for a greater, more visible and more
comprehensive involvement of the EU in the Normandy format, which can only happen
with Germany and France agreeing to reduce their respect individual roles and empower
the EU to represent us all. Albeit belatedly, the EU following the US example should
appoint the EU Special Representative for Ukraine to interface with Kyiv, Moscow and
Washington D.C. in advancing and monitoring the implementation of Minsk accords.

Seventh, there will continue to be major issues of contention and disagreement, as in
the case of Ukraine, while the EU shall continue selectively interact with Russia where
it corresponds to our interests (over Syria, Afghanistan, North Korea and Iran nuclear
deal and etc.). Practical cross border cooperation continues from Finish to Polish EU’s
borders with the Russian local counties despite major geopolitical disagreements. The
EU business continue to trade and invest in those areas, which are not affected by
sanctions and anti- sanctions, while fully assuming considerable political risks.

Eight, we should also invest into the “post Putin’s Russia” by continuing to expand
‘people to people’ contacts, educational exchanges, cross border cooperation and
extend support to the human right defenders and political activists. The West should not
self-restrain and should continue to challenge Putin’s regime publicly when abuses and
violations of freedoms and human rights occur.

Ninth, we must understand that there are no quick fixes neither in the resolution of the
Donbas crisis nor in the internal developments of Russia. It will be of critical importance
for the EU and its allies to demonstrate staying power of current policies of sanctions
and selective engagement. A consistent and united approach must remain the
cornerstone of the EU policy toward Russia.

Last but not least, if after 2024, or even before Russian citizens decide to return for the
European way, we should draw the lessons from the past and provide a credible
roadmap for reengagement — but firmly on the grounds of international rules and
European values of freedom, democracy and the rule of law.

However, it must be very clear for Kremlin leadership and Russian citizens that the road
to Europe goes via Kyiv, respect of Ukraine’s European choice and respect of its
territorial integrity.
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The Annexation of the Sea of Azov:
Russian Strategic Behaviour and the Role of Cross-Domain
Coercion

Professor Graeme P Herd'®®

Introduction

The Strait of Kerch connects the Black Sea with the Sea of Azov and the coasts of
Crimea with that of the Russian Federation’s Taman peninsula. On 25 November 2018
three Ukrainian Navy vessels attempted to navigate through the straits. A large Russian
cargo container blocked the passage under the Kerch Strait bridge (opened 15 May
2018). After an eight hour stand-off in which the Russian 'Don' then rammed the
Ukrainian harbour tug 'Yany Kapu' at least four times'®, the Ukraine Navy Gyruza-M-
class armoured artillery boats ‘Berdyansk’ and ‘Nikopol’ attempted to return to their
home port of Odessa. They were pursued, fired upon and boarded by Russian Coast
Guard vessels Izmurud and Don at 1800 outside the 12 nautical mile zone that extends
off the coast of Crimea. In the violent clash, Ukrainian crewmen were injured (Russia
claims three, Ukraine six) and all 24 Ukrainian sailors arrested and transferred to
Moscow. The wounded are incarcerated at the infirmary at the Matrosskaya Tishina
detention centre, the others at the Lefortovo detention centre.'®' Criminal trial is set for
25 January 2019.192

It is tempting to view this action through the prism of ‘hybrid’ or ‘New Generation
Warfare’. The seizure of the Ukrainian vessels took place at a location bereft of “red
lines”, OSCE monitoring missions, and fortified defence infrastructure. The document
declaring martial law, the National Security and Defence Council of Ukraine declares

189 Disclaimer: This article reflects the views of the author and not those of the George C. Marshall
European Center for Security Studies, the US Department of Defense or German Ministry of Defence.

19 Michael Cruickshank, ‘Investigating the Kerch Strait Incident’, Leicester, Bellingcat, 30 November
2018: https://www.bellingcat.com/news/uk-and-europe/2018/11/30/investigating-the-kerch-strait-
incident/

191 ‘Poroshenko calls arrested sailors POWs, says Russia can't try them’, Moscow Interfax, 4 December
2018. Unless otherwise referenced, all media sources were accessed through the Open Source
Enterprise database (https://www.opensource.gov), available to all US Federal government
employees.

192 Konstantin Dobrynin, a senior partner and attorney with Pen & Paper law firm and former Federation
Council senator, has questioned the legality of the detention and arrest of Ukrainian military personnel
in Crimea, and criticized Russia’s disproportionate use of force. Unattributed report, ‘Russian Lawyer:
Detention and Arrest of Ukrainian Sailors lllegal’, Saint Petersburg, Fontanka.ru, in Russian, 28
November 2018.
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Russia’s action against Ukraine Navy ships as “a crime of hybrid aggression”.'® In the
case of Crimea in February 2014, for example, Russia’s mobilization of its Special
Forces and marines on the peninsula (dubbed “polite little green men”) was not just
unacknowledged but outright denied by the Russian Federation, from President Putin
downwards. Russia’s conventional military support for subversion in Donbas through
the Spring of 2014 onwards, was camouflaged by Russian disinformation narratives
claiming that spontaneously formed ‘patriotic local militias’ (comprised of tractor drivers
and miners) were able to leverage their conscript level military experience and deploy
liberated Soviet legacy equipment in defence of ‘Novosrossiya’ - the ‘Peoples’ Republics
of Donetsk and Luhansk’. By contrast, with regards to the Kerch clash in 2018, Russia
did not integrate the threat of the use of conventional military force combined with the
actual mobilization of diplomatic, economic and cultural capabilities alongside sub-
conventional proxy assets to achieve its strategic goals. The incident in the Kerch Straits
represented the first ever publicly declared, officially reported and acknowledged direct
conventional military clash between Russia and Ukraine.'®* It marks a qualitatively new
phase in Russian strategic behaviour.

Gradualist, cross-domain and multi-dimensional coercion is an asymmetric tactic used
by Russia to avoid direct military confrontation against an adversary whose military
power projection capabilities are superior.'®® Coercion is holistic in that it merges and so
unites “military and non-military forms of influence across nuclear, conventional and
informational (cyber) domains.”'® It involves the threat of the use of conventional force
combined with the actual use of sub-conventional force to influence the strategic choices
of an adversary. It employs systematic pressure across 5Ds (disinformation,
destabilization, disruption, deception and implied destruction) “to systematically
undermine the command authority and the political and social cohesion of adversary
states and institutions.”'%” Azov illustrates the relationship between Russia’s use of
military force and legal, societal (through PSYOPS and public opinion manipulation), the
politico-diplomatic and economic domains. Russian coercion seeks to narrow, limit and
restrict the West's responses to a binary choice: unacceptably risky escalation or
compromise through acquiescence in the form of accommodation or conciliation: “If all

193 ‘Resolution by the National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine of 26 November 2018 on
extraordinary measures to ensure Ukraine's state sovereignty and independence and declare martial
law in Ukraine’, Kyiv National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine, in Ukrainian, 26 November
2018.

194 Arnas Mazetis and Dalia Plikune, ‘Army Chief on Situation in Ukraine: Certain Lines Cannot Be
Crossed’, Vilnius Delfi, in Lithuanian, 28 November 2018; Eerik-Niiles Kross, ‘Kerch crisis is more
serious than Crimea crisis’, Tallinn, Postimees, in Estonian, 28 November 2018.

195 Dmitry (Dima) Adamsky, ‘From Moscow with coercion: Russian deterrence theory and strategic
culture’, Journal of Strategic Studies, 41:1-2, 2018, 33-60; William G. Pierce, Douglas G. Douds, and
Michael A. Marra, ‘Understanding Coercive Gradualism,” Parameters 45, no. 3, 2015: 51-61.

196 Adamsky, ‘From Moscow with coercion’, p. 33.

197 Julian Lindley-French, ‘Briefing: Complex Strategic Coercion and Russian Military Modernisation’, 9
January 2019: http://lindleyfrench.blogspot.com/2019/01/briefing-complex-strategic-coercion-and.html
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of the possible sanctions had already been used because of the incident in the Kerch
Strait, the result would be that whatever is done, things will not be any worse for Russia,
so it would be possible to think about military operations of a different scale as well, from
Kharkov and Kyiv to Odesa. Is NATO prepared for a nuclear war in order to stop this? |
hope that this question will remain rhetorical.”'®® Coercion is achieved when it triggers
an acquiescent rather than escalatory response.

Russian action demonstrates both the limits of hybrid war conceptualization and the
continued relevance and evolution of cross-domain coercion in Russian strategic
thinking and practice. This paper applies the concept of cross-domain coercion to the
Azov incident and assesses what the incident tells us about president Putin’s operational
code, the philosophical and instrumental belief systems that guide Russian strategic
calculus and account for the evolution of Russian strategic behaviour. The conclusions
address the possibility of the application of coercive force by Russia to achieve its
preferred outcomes and the potential implications of this for the West in terms of cross
domain deterrence.

Cross-Domain Coercion and Azov

Russia argued that the Ukrainian navy illegally crossed Russian territorial waters and
violated Russian state borders and that Ukraine neither requested nor notified Russia of
the passage. Shipping in the Kerch Strait and Sea of Azov is regulated by the ‘Treaty
between the Russian Federation and Ukraine on Cooperation in the Use of the Sea of
Azov and the Kerch Strait’ (signed on 24 December 2003 and ratified by Russia in 2004).
Article 2, Point 1, of the treaty declares: “Commercial vessels and warships, as well as
other state vessels flying the flag of the Russian Federation or of Ukraine and being
used for non-commercial purposes, enjoy freedom of shipping in the Sea of Azov and
the Kerch Strait.”'%® Furthermore, on 23 September the Ukrainian command ship
Donbas together with the tug Korets passed through the Kerch Strait into the Sea of
Azov en route to the port of Berdyans'k without notifying Russia or requesting passage
and were unmolested.?%°

Russia’s actions indicate that although formally Russia has yet to renounce it has now
unilaterally ceased to abide the treat and was prepared to directly assert by force its own
rules.?°" On 21 November 2018, the Russian Foreign Ministry issued a statement that

198 Sergey Dubinin, ‘Not the Time for Tough Sanctions’, Moscow, Vedomosti Online, in Russian, 26
December 2018.

199 Andrey Riskin, ‘Russia Falls Into Trap in Area of Crimean Bridge. To All Appearances, Ukrainian
Special Operation in Black Sea and Kerch Strait Has Ended Successfully for Kyiv’, Moscow,
Nezavisimaya Gazeta, in Russian, 26 November 2018.

200 Dmitriy Boltenkov, ‘It Protected The Shore -- Why the Black Sea Fleet Did Not Take Part in Halting
the Ukrainian Act of Provocation’, Moscow, /zvestiya Online, in Russian, 27 November 2018.

201 Fyodor Lukyanov, ‘Playing War’, Moscow, Rossiyskaya Gazeta Online, in Russian, 27 November
2018.
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that reaffirmed Crimea was an integral part of the Russian Federation. In line with
international law, Russia therefore exercises its sovereignty, sovereign rights, and
jurisdiction in the maritime spaces adjacent to the Crimean peninsula. The statement
emphasized that the Kerch Strait has never been and is not international and that
requirements relating to the right of transit or innocent passage for foreign ships are not
applicable to Russia.?? A classical security dilemma now intersected with a Catch-22:
for Russia to permit Ukrainian ships to enter the territorial waters would de facto
recognize Crimea is Ukrainian, for Ukraine to seek permission to conduct a freedom of
navigation exercise would recognizes Crimea as de jure Russian territory. As a result
of the clash, the Sea of Azov is de facto now considered by Russia as exclusively
Russian "territorial waters" (an internal lake) and the status of Crimea as de jure Russian
territory is reinforced, at least from Moscow’s perspective.

Ukraine also argues that its vessels moved “in accordance with the provisions of all
effective multilateral and bilateral international treaties and navigation rules”, not least
the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), which states: “All ships,
including foreign warships, enjoy the right of "innocent passage" within another state's
territorial sea under international law.”?%® Citing Rule 54 of the European Court of Human
Rights, Ukraine presses Russia for information regarding the captured Ukrainian sailors
(legal grounds for their detention; place of detention; injuries and provided medical
assistance). In addition, Ukraine claims Russia violates a number of agreements,
including: UN Charter Art 2 which clearly states that the territory of a State cannot be
acquired by another State resulting from the threat or use of force; the Helsinki Final Act
because as a signatory Russia declared its intention to respect the inviolability of
frontiers and territorial integrity; and the Budapest Memorandum. Ukraine further argues
that Russian assertion of territorial waters lacks international recognition: a UN General
Assembly Resolution condemned Russia's illegal annexation of the Autonomous
Republic of Crimea and the City of Sevastopol, with 100 UN member states supporting
and 10 opposing.2%*

The clash in the Kerch straits and the subsequent battle of narratives highlights Russia’s
messaging to its own population, the West, Black Sea region and Ukraine. The incident
is presented as short victorious war in Russian information space and presumably
boosts or at least helps stabilize Putin’s ratings at a time when they are falling back to
pre-Crimea levels. Russian aggression further advances the notion that as Ukraine is

202 Yevgeniy Pudovkin, Aleksandr Atasuntsev, and Dmitriy Serkov, ‘Conflict Bursts Its Banks: What
Interests of Russia and Ukraine Clashed in Kerch Strait’, Moscow, RBK, in Russian, 26 November
2018.

203 Dmitry Gorenburg, ‘The Kerch Strait skirmish: a Law of the Sea perspective’, 4 January 2019:
https://www.hybridcoe.fi/publications/strategic-analysis-december-2018-the-kerch-strait-skirmish-a-
law-of-the-sea-perspective/

204 ‘Territorial integrity of Ukraine’, UNGA Resolution 68/262, 27 March 2014:
https://www.un.org/press/en/2014/ga11493.doc.htm
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unable to uphold its territorial integrity and sovereignty (statehood) — that it is in fact a
helpless failed state, poorly led by a “war president”, having adopted a dysfunctional,
decadent and destabilized Western governance paradigm. In other words, authoritarian
stability, strong leadership and adherence to traditional values — Russia’s path under
Putin — is vindicated.2%® |n the context of the clash, Russia has continued to militarize
the Crimean peninsula with a fourth S-400 Triumf air defence missile system added.?%
Ukraine’s military impotence is underscored by the arrest of its sailors, forced
confessions and the humiliating spectacle of ‘criminal’ trials for its sailors. Russia
demonstrates it can act at will and with aggression as it holds absolute local escalation
dominance. “Allies” do not come to Ukraine’s defence as Ukraine is isolated and
marginal, located on Europe’s periphery and accounting for less than 1 per cent of the
EU's total trade. Russian disinformation narratives aim to distort, distract, dismiss and
dismay. For example, RT stories distort by claiming “Ukrainian ships entered Russian
waters in the Black Sea illegally”; that this was a deliberate “sea provocation” unleashed
by the Ukrainian authorities but “incited” by Washington, to create a “diplomatic row” to
“thwart the Putin-Trump meeting” and allow Poroshenko to use the “Kerch provocation
for a coup d'état”.?0” Russian disinformation seeks to demonstrate that Ukraine is the
aggressor, acting on behalf of Western “provocations”. “The West hoped to paint the
Azov Sea with the blood of Ukrainian citizens”; “children in Mariupol are forced to dig
trenches for soldiers.”? Furthermore, Ukraine is accused of using military drones to
deliver chemical attacks?%?, and MI6 (albeit hardly confirming to the British penchant for
understatement) alongside Ukraine’s secret services are accused of transporting a
portable nuclear device to explode under the Kerch strait bridge.2"°

Control of the Kerch strait prevents Ukrainian vessels in the Sea of Azov from accessing
the Black Sea and creates an effective economic blockade, strangling Ukrainian trade.
Yuriy Syrotyuk, representative of the Svoboda [Freedom] political party, states that: “I
think that the RF will continue to take steps to blockade Ukraine's entire seacoast.
Russia has accumulated sufficient military assets at sea to blockade not just Mariupol
but also to put up significant obstacles to other Ukrainian ports. In this way, Russia has
demonstrated a total superiority at sea and, on the other hand, Ukraine's inability to

205Crisis may be good politics for Russia but it is also bad economics. Vitaliy Gaydayev, ‘Sea Drowns
The Market. Investors Remind Russia of All Geopolitical Risks’, Moscow, Kommersant Online, in
Russian, 27 November 2018; Vitaliy Gaydayev, ‘Investors Prepare for Sanctions: Investments in
Russian Market Shrink to July Levels’, Moscow, Kommersant Online, in Russian, 3 December 2018.

206 Pavel Zavolokin, ‘The Crimean Skies Are Fully Protected’, Moscow, Krasnaya Zvezda Online, in
Russian, 3 December 2018; Michael Petersen, ‘The Naval Power Shift in the Black Sea’, War on the
Rocks, 9 January 2019: https://warontherocks.com/2019/01/the-naval-power-shift-in-the-black-sea/

207 ‘Russian Disinformation Review’, Brussels, EU vs Disinformation, 29 November 2018; Yelena
Zemskova, “Scenario Is to Trigger War’ — Rosbalt’, Saint Petersburg, Rosbalt, in Russian, 4 December
2018.

208 ‘Russian Disinformation Review’, Brussels, EU vs Disinformation, 29 November 2018.

209 ‘|bid.

210 ‘|bid.
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oppose it. The RF is putting pressure on Ukraine's economy because the ports of
Mariupol and Berdyansk have played a quite important role in commercial shipping. This
may result in certain economic losses for our country.”?'" The industrial, commercial
and transport hub of Mariupol and port of Berdyansk and critical to the functioning of the
Donetsk-Dnieper economic region. Mariupol straddles Ukraine’s maritime, rail and river
junctions, and lies on the road to Crimea.?'? Both ports account for Ukraine's foreign
currency revenues from wheat grain and the export of metals (25% exported in 2017)
and both are economically blockaded, with port revenue losses calculated at 6bn
hryvnyas (about 220m dollars). According to the data provided by the monitoring group
Maidan of Foreign Affairs (NGO) and the Black Sea Strategic Studies Institute, since
April 2018 Russia has stopped 110 vessels at sea, 316 in the Kerch Strait and 301 at a
roadstead on the Sea of Azov near the entrance to the Black Sea: “In total, we have 727
cases of preventing free shipping by Russia's law enforcers who use the territory of the
occupied Crimean peninsula and the seized state company of Ukraine called Kerch Sea
Commercial Port, which deals with traffic in the strait.”'3

On 25 November the Verkovna Rada voted to enact martial law (the bill was supported
by 276 deputies in the 450-seat parliament) for 30 days in ten regions adjacent to
Russia’s borders, the coasts of the Azov Sea and the Black Sea, and the borders with
separatist Transnistria (the Vinnytsia, Odessa, Mykolaiv, Kherson, Zaporizhia, Donetsk,
Luhansk, Kharkiv, Sumy and Chernihiv oblasts). This was signed by president
Poroshenko on 26 November 2018.2'% Martial law posits Poroshenko as “defender of
the nation” resonates with his electoral slogan of “Army, Faith, Language” and undercuts
the Opposition Bloc.?'S As President Poroshenko stood at the time of the attack at 10%
in Ukraine’s presidential race opinion polls, martial law will likely suppress turnout in
eastern Ukraine where the former pro-Yanukovich Party of Regions dominates, giving

211 Yuriy Syrotyuk, ‘RF Will Continue Moving Toward Blockade of All Ukrainian Coast’, Kyiv, From-
ua.com, in Russian, 27 November 2018.

212 Oleksiy Kushch, ‘What Ukraine could do to keep its Azov ports’, Kyiv, Delovaya Stolitsa Online, in
Russian, 10 December 2018.

213 Mykola Topalov, ‘The 'dead' sea: how Russia destroys shipping in the Sea of Azov’, Kyiv, Ukrayinska
Pravda, in Russian, Ukrainian, 4 December 2018. Russia officially denies the allegation of blockade.
Alexei Volsky, the first deputy head of the Coastguard Department of the Russian FSB Border Guard
Service, noted that a total of 18,783 vessels have crossed the Kerch-Yenikale Canal from 1 April 1 to 1
December 2018, and 2,052 vessels were inspected before crossing the canal, 1,183 of them were en
route to the Russian ports of the Sea of Azov and 869 to the Ukrainian ports: “It means that a far larger
number of Russian vessels were examined. There is no such thing as the blockade.” ‘FSB Border
Guard Service's coastguard denies accusations of blocking Ukrainian ports in Sea of Azov’, Moscow,
Interfax, 10 December 2018.

214 ‘Resolution by the National Security and Defense Council of Ukraine’, 26 November 2018. See also:
Artur Hor, ‘Martial Law as Strategy: Why Does Danger of Disrupting Election Persist in Ukraine?’, Kyiv,
Apostrof, in Ukrainian, 10 December 2018.

215 Konstantin Skorkin, ‘Martial Law In Ukraine: A Presidential Pyrrhic Victory?’, Moscow, Carnegie
Moscow Center, 30 November 2018: https://carnegie.ru/commentary/77814 (Accessed 21.04.2019)
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Poroshenko electoral advantage in the 31 March 2019 presidential election.?'® In
addition, martial law facilitates the symbolic and spiritual dimension of the Russo-
Ukrainian conflict as it plays out in the division of property belonging to the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patriarch, particularly the principal monasteries or
Lavras — such as the Pechersk Lavra. The law terminating the ‘Treaty on Friendship,
Cooperation and Partnership with Russia’ on 1 April 2019 came into effect on 12
December 2018 (with 220 deputies voting for, 20 against, with 100 not voting), though
the consequences regarding trade between Russia and Ukraine are unclear.?'”

Though Bolivia, Kazakhstan, and China backed Russia at the UNSC, Russia’s blockade
of the Sea of Azov and military actions were diplomatically condemned by NATO states
and other democracies. Italy’s Kremlin-friendly government watered down an EU
statement, removing explicit references to new sanctions: “The European Union will
continue to follow closely the situation and is determined to act appropriately, in close
coordination with its international partners.”?'® The OSCE Trilateral Contact Group and
OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine urge “restraint”, “de-escalation” and the
resolution of differences through diplomatic and political means. An emergency session
of the Ukraine-NATO Commission discussed new options for cooperation in the Black
Sea. The incident raised questions about the effectiveness of western efforts to shape
Russian strategic behaviour: “America's current strategy toward Russia, simply put, is
not working; it is instead tying our hands. It's making Russia more aggressive
externally and less democratic internally.”2'®

Germany’s size and importance shape the political weather in Europe and so influencing
German elite attitude and policy decision-making is critical. Andriy Melnyk, the Ukrainian
Ambassador to Germany, called on Germany and the West to impose severe new
sanctions on Russia, such as a ban on oil and gas imports: “Germany needs to finally .
. . draw the line, find very, very clear words, and simply put Putin in his place. The West
and Germany have many, many options at their disposal”, including the “bludgeon of
sanctions”.??° Although legitimate commercial navigation around Ukrainian ports in the

216 |_eonid Ragozin, ‘Wag the dog in Ukraine?’, Doha, Al Jazeera Online, 5 December 2018; Leonid
Radzikhovskiy, ‘Zugzwang’, Moscow, Rossiyskaya Gazeta Online, in Russian, 3 December 2018;
Serhiy Rakhmanin, ‘Collaptoid [Russian: kollaptoidnoye] martial law’, Kyiv, Zerkalo Nedeli, in Russian,
1 December 2018.

217 Valentin Korzh, ‘Russian Federation and Ukraine: Is This Complete Rift or Does Game Continue?
Rada's Decision to Renounce Friendship Treaty with Russia Has Come into Force. However, Neither
Ordinary Citizens Nor Experts Have Been Able To Understand So Far What Will Happen Next’, Saint
Petersburg, Rosbalt, in Russian, 12 December 2018.

218 Alberto D'Argenio, ‘The European Union Condemns the Kremlin in the End, but Italy Pulls the
Handbrake on Sanctions’, Rome, La Repubblica, in Italian, 29 November 2018, p. 16.

219 Nikolas K. Gvosdev, ‘Is Russia a U.S. 'Adversary' or Just a 'Competitor'?’, The National Interest, 9
December 2018: https://nationalinterest.org/feature/russia-us-adversary-or-just-competitor-38132
(Accessed 22.04.2019)

220 Unattributed report: ‘Ukraine-Russia Conflict: 'Deploying the German Navy off the Crimean Peninsula
Could Stop Russia’s Brutality’, Berlin, Welt Online, in German, 28 November 2018.
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Sea of Azov is now frozen, with consequent economic crisis in Ukraine’s Azov Sea ports
if they cannot operate, Germany’s CDU/CSU-SPD coalition appears increasingly split
over political support for the Nord Stream 2 gas pipeline. Juergen Hardt, the CDU/CSU
faction's foreign policy spokesman in the Bundestag, stated that Germany and the EU
act resolutely toward Russia: “They need to send a clear message. If Russia does not
give in, then the West and Europe will also need to increase pressure with economic
sanctions.”??" The SPD foreign Minister publically supports it, while all three candidates
(CDU General Secretary Annegret Kramp-Karrenbauer, Health Minister Jens Spahn and
CDU candidate Friedrich Merz) running for the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) chair
to replace Angela Merkel voiced criticism of Nord Stream 2. Kramp-Karrenbauer, elected
to CDU Party chair, raised the prospect of whether to impose a maritime blockade in the
EU on Russian ships stationed in the Sea of Azov and opposes Russia’s return to G8
as long as Russia continues its military operation in Ukraine.??2 The Green Party called
on the Federal Government to withdraw its political backing for the pipeline project.??3

Putin’s Operational Code

Russia’s calibrated and deliberate use of military force against Ukraine provides further
evidence of the core characteristics of President Putin’'s operational code. An
‘operational code’ can be defined as the rules, causal relationships, philosophical and
instrumental sets of beliefs and fundamental assumptions necessary for effective action.
Philosophical beliefs are attributional. They relate to the attributes Putin assigns to
people, events and situations, to how fundamentally hostile or benign he understands
the world to be and how much control he perceives to have over our environment. These
beliefs both reflects and shapes Putin’s national security team’s understanding of
national interest and broad foreign policy goals. Instrumental beliefs are prognostic in
that they relate to what Putin and his team understand needs to be done — in terms of
cooperative or conflictual means - to achieve his preferred policy outcomes.??* Five
decision-making characteristics can be highlighted.

First, though Putin can foresee the military-operational cause-and-effect relationships at
least several moves ahead, his initial strategic calculation is based on poor threat
analysis and understanding of the strategic environment. As Ivan Kurilla notes: “the
country's leaders currently do not have so many options in store. You cannot annex

221 Unattributed report: ‘Ukraine-Russia Conflict’.

222 Anna Kwiatkowska-Drozdz, ‘Kramp-Karrenbauer to lead the CDU’, OSW, 7 December 2018:
https://www.osw.waw.pl/en/publikacje/analyses/2018-12-07/kramp-karrenbauer-to-lead-cdu(Accessed
21.04.2019); Helene Bubrowski and Hendrik Kafsack, ‘International Law Not Consulted; Could Nord
Stream 2 Still Be Stopped?’ Frankfurt/Main, Frankfurter Allgemeine (Electronic Edition), in German, 6
December 2018.

223 Unattributed report: ‘Ukraine Conflict -- Federal Government: Putin's Remarks Disconcerting’,
Frankfurt/Main, Frankfurter Allgemeine, in German, 4 December 2018.

224 Graeme P. Herd, ‘Putin’s Operational Code and Strategic Decision-Making in Russia’, in Roger E.
Kanet (ed)., Routledge Russian Security Handbook. (Routledge, forthcoming 2019), pp. 17-29.
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Crimea twice, and it is hardly a guarantee that such actions will have the same effect as
in 2014."225 Because Putin views Ukraine as a western puppet regime, from a Russian
perspective the clash was between the Ukrainian navy and Russian border guards and
concerned a breach of Russian territorial integrity. According to the “We did not start
it!” rhetoric championed by Dmitry Peskov and Marina Zakharova, in concerted efforts
to disorientate hostile western public opinion, demoralize western political elites and
demonize Poroshenko, Ukraine used violence to provoke Russia.??6 The myth of
‘Russian victimhood’ justifies further ‘defensive reactive’ and potentially preventative or
pre-emptive annexation or occupation strategic responses. Military force has asserted
Russian claims to de jure and reinforced its de facto control over the access to the Sea
of Azov. This in turn either provokes the declaration of martial law by president
Poroshenko or illustrates his weakness and unsuitability as President, making his re-
election even less likely than polls suggest.

Second, Putin’s understanding of risk, perception of costs/benefits and tipping points
between capitulation or further confrontation determine when decisions are made and
define the intent of the decisions. Hitherto, Russian plausibly-deniable sub-threshold
activities have encouraged NATO acquiescence and deterred NATO escalation. From
at least the Montenegro coup (16 October 2016) attempt onwards, the effectiveness of
such destabilization activities has decreased with higher costs imposed on Russia for
less and less benefits. In the case of the Wagner Group debacle in Syria, the US
pretended to believe Russia’s denial that the Wagner Group represented a non-Russian
albeit pro-Assad force, before proceeding to ‘annihilate’, in the words of US Secretary of
Defence Mattis, a detached battalion in February 2018. The UK’s attribution of Russia’s
involvement in the attempted assassination of the Skripals - there was “no other
plausible explanation” with regards to “means, motive and record” — has been
subsequently vindicated, with the image of GRU professionalism tarnished in the
process. Russia’s use of ‘plausible deniability’ has become a strategic vulnerability
turned against itself and as a tactic appears to have passed its sell-by date.

Azov suggests that Russia’s perception of the utility of ‘deniability’ has shifted — on
balance, culpability achieves more, and ‘implausible culpability’ — plausible deniability’s
polar opposite — has the power to distract, disorientate and demoralize. Russia will likely
place greater emphasis on the use its conventional military directly against Ukrainian
forces, putting aside the need for ambiguity, uncertainty and doubt as to the identity and

225 Tatyana Khruleva, ‘You Cannot Annex Crimea Twice’, Saint Petersburg, Rosbalt, in Russian, 4
January 2019.

226 Text of speech by Ambassador Jonathan Allen, UK Deputy Permanent Representative to the UN, at
the Security Council Briefing on Ukraine, in New York, on 26 November, ‘Condemning Russia’s Use of
Force on Ukrainian Vessels’, London, Foreign & Commonwealth Office, 26 November 2018:
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/condemning-russias-use-of-force-on-ukrainian-vessels
(Accessed 21.04.2019).
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attribution of Russian forces. Russia's focused escalation represents a change in its risk
calculus. It suggests that the value Russia attaches to achieving its strategic goals in
Ukraine outweighs the value it attaches to relations with the West. It highlights the extent
to which Russia is prepared to challenge the status quo, which in turn indicates its
perception of its own vulnerability to Western deterrence and the will of the West to deter
Russia. It suggests that Russia believes that the West will acquiesce in the face of this
escalation: “Russia's tactics are causing confusion among the Western countries which
are still thinking according to the categories of anti-crisis management. For example,
trying to persuade Russia to ensure reliable deliveries of gas bypassing Ukraine, certain
Western countries, including Germany, are ignoring the fact that direct deliveries of gas
to Europe are part of Russia's aggressive policy toward Ukraine.”??” Indeed, Russia
may calculate that western acquiesce response will be sufficiently weak to enable more
ambitious Russian coercion and compulsion efforts short of a land corridor to Crimea.
As Putin foreign policy doctrine crosses a threshold from sub-conventional to
conventional then this indicates that, ultimately, Russia is prepared to accept
international pariah status in order to remain strategically relevant.

Third, strategic decisions are tactical, improvised responses to changing circumstances,
taking place in small groups operating outside formal structures, with few if any formal
checks and balances. According to the FSB in a report published by Interfax news
agency at 1100 hours Moscow time on 25 November, Ukraine was to blame for the
clash: “At around 0700 hours Moscow time [0700 GMT], in violation of Articles 19 and
21 of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea stipulating the right of the coastal state
to protect the security of the maritime space, three Ukrainian Navy ships crossed the
Russian Federation state border and unlawfully entered a temporarily closed area of the
Russian Federation's territorial waters.”??® Vladimir Frolov asks: “Who authorized the
"boarding"? At what level was the decision made and were its broader international
implications, including the already agreed meeting between Putin and Trump,
considered at all? (Did they take interest in the views of [Russian Foreign Minister
Sergey] Lavrov and [Putin aide Yuriy] Ushakov? There was enough time for that.) How
is all of this generally evaluated and analysed, and, most importantly, reported to the
decision maker?"?2°® Had an official Russian inter-agency process legal analysis been
made prior to the order to attack and seize the Ukrainian naval vessels? Rather than a
pre-planned and orchestrated attempt to provoke an overreaction from Kyiv, did the
Russian leadership react quickly to a local incident instigated by the local Russian

227 John Lough, ‘Not Resisting Moscow With Violence. Why West Has Reacted So Weakly to Incident in
Sea of Azov’, Kyiv, The Insider, in English, Russian, 2 December 2018.

228 VVladimir Solovyev, Kirill Krivosheyev, and Yanina Sokolovskaya, ‘Last Straw at Sea. Ukraine Pushes
Russia Into Retaliatory Action in Kerch Strait’, Moscow, Kommersant Online, in Russian, 26 November
2018.

229 Vladimir Frolov, ‘Don't Cry for Me Argentina: Why Trump Canceled Meeting with Putin in Buenos
Aires’, Moscow, Republic, in Russian, 30 November 2018.
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commander, with Putin ordering the seizure of Ukrainian vessels off the coast of Crimea
as they travelled away from the Strait on their way back to their home port of Odessa?
Or, alternatively, and going with the preponderance of evidence, was the clash
orchestrated and deliberate? At least four Russian Ka-52 attack helicopters and Su-25
attack aircraft, Russian special forces, regular Russian naval vessels were in support,
cyber-attacks against the Ukraine MoD occurred simultaneously, and, as the EU’s
security commissioner Julian King noted, a Russia’s disinformation campaign began
“more than a year ago, when Russian media started pushing claims that the authorities
in Kiev were dredging the seabed in the Sea of Azov in preparation for a NATO fleet to
take up residence.”®® The immediate objective being to entrapment President
Poroshenko through over reaction, which implies firing back at Russian vessels (akin to
President Saakashvili's 7 August 2008 overreaction in in South Ossetia). This would
muddy the issue of attribution for the use of force, neutralize international responses and
isolate Ukraine.

Fourth, a ‘style of indirect interpretation’ and ambiguity characterizes the communication
of decisions. In the event of martial law, Russia potentially disrupts a peaceful and
democratic handover of power in Ukraine, which would set a damaging example for
Putin.23" Russia also argues that Ukraine carries out a series of provocations against
Russia: Ukraine masses military forces in the east; the rights of Russian speakers and
ethnic Russians in the East are suppressed; property of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church
of the Moscow Patriarch are forcibly seized; and, children are forced to dig trenches with
their hands. In fact, an undeclared economic blockade of Azov exploits the
psychological vulnerability of the civil population to turn it against Kyiv and allows
Russian forces to mobilize.?32 In terms of goals, at a minimum Russia can use this form
of cross-domain coercion to compel Ukraine to restore power and water supplies to
Crimea and extract concessions when negotiating the final status of Donbas. Ultimately,
if asserting maximalist goals, Russia would argue that it undertakes a defensive reactive
land campaign of liberation from suppression — instrumentalising ‘responsibility to
protect’ discourse — to cloak and mask the real Russian objective: the establishment of
a ‘land bridge’ to Crimea. The storming of Mariupol would be bloody (akin to Aleppo)

230 ‘Is/cmk’, ‘Angela Merkel Urges Vladimir Putin To Release Ukrainian Sailors’, Bonn, DW, 11
December 2018.

231 Eerik-Niiles Kross, ‘Kerch crisis is more serious than Crimea crisis’, Tallinn, Postimees, in Estonian,
28 November 2018.

232 Kirill Gulov, Dmitriy Laru, Nataliya Portyakova, Yekaterina Postnikova, and Sergey Izomov, ‘Divided
by Sea: Introduction of Martial Law Effectively Splits Ukraine. It Has Created Disenfranchised 'Second-
Class' Citizens in Country’, Moscow, /zvestiya Online, in Russian, 28 November 2018; Maksim
Makarychev, ‘Why Kyiv Has Resorted to Conflict and Introduced Martial Law’, Moscow, Rossiyskaya
Gazeta Online, in Russian, 26 November 2018; Konstantin Skorkin, ‘Martial Law In Ukraine: A
Presidential Pyrrhic Victory?’, Moscow, Carnegie Moscow Center, 30 November 2018:
https://carnegie.ru/commentary/77814
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and pose major strategic communication challenges for Russia, particularly regarding
the populations of Ukraine and the West.233

Fifth, in so far as rules and norms were broken, Russia understands this as symbolizing
Russia’s great power status, according to the logic: great powers break the rules. In this
sense the US rather than China is Russia’s strategic benchmark. Rhetorically, China
and Russia increasingly share strategic conceptions of how best to mitigate US
containment efforts in the Indo-Pacific, the Arctic (where Russia increasingly cooperates
with China), the North Atlantic, through the Baltic to the Black Sea and Eastern
Mediterranean. Chinese naval responses against US freedom of navigation operations
in the South China Sea/Taiwan Strait are relevant for Russia given the US will
presumably seek to uphold the principle, whether it be navigation in Peter the Great Bay
(USS McCampbell) opposite Russia’s Pacific Fleet harboured in Vladivostok, or in the
Kerch Strait and Black Sea.?3* In reality, though, Azov highlights the growing differences
between China’s “Three Warfares”?% (san zhong zhanfa) approach — which adheres to
Sun Tzu’s precept of breaking the enemy’s resistance without fighting — and Russia’s
evolving strategic behaviour. China does not recognised the Russian status of Crimea,
the independence of Abkhazia and South Ossetia and Chinese state-owned companies
de facto implement the West's anti-Russian economic sanctions. In 2018 the Vostok
strategic exercises included a Chinese PLA brigade and a Mongolian platoon, which
provided the Chinese the opportunity to study the Transbaikal military theatre, Russian
combined-arms combat, and gauge Russian military learning from Syria, even though
the exercised was in reality predicated on an anti-Chinese scenario.?%

233 Pavel Felgengauer, 'First Blood of Possible Winter War. Military Expert: Construction of Ukrainian
Naval Base at Berdyans'k Was Cause of Extremely Dangerous Conflict', Moscow, Novaya Gazeta
Online, in Russian, 27 November 2018.

234 VVladimir Frolov, ‘Don't Cry for Me Argentina: Why Trump Canceled Meeting with Putin in Buenos
Aires’, Moscow, Republic, in Russian, 30 November 2018; lvan Preobrazhenskiy, ‘War of Nerves Near
Crimean Coast. United States Is Threatening to Send New Combat Ships to Black Sea Region. What
Other Consequences Is Shooting in Kerch Strait Likely to Have?’ Saint Petersburg, Rosbalt, in
Russian, 6 December 2018.

235 |n 2003 the ‘Political Work Guidelines for the People Liberation Army’ (PLA) introduced the concept
of ‘Three Warfares’. Updated in 2010, this approach combines: 1) the coordinated use of strategic
psychological operations; (2) influencing public opinion through overt and covert media manipulation;
and (3) the exploitation and leveraging of national and international legal systems and processes to
constrain adversary behavior, confuse legal precedent, and maximize advantage. Peter Mattis,
‘China’s ‘Three Warfares’ in Perspective’, War on the Rocks, 30 January 2018:
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“Three Warfares” In Theory and Practice in the South China Sea’, Georgetown Security Studies
Review, 25 March 2018: http://georgetownsecuritystudiesreview.org/2018/03/25/chinas-three-
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was not held. Aleksandr Anatolyevich Khramchikhin, ‘Moscow at the Geopolitical Crossroads. Can
the Russian Leadership Overcome the Centuries-Old National Stereotypes in Foreign Policy?’,
Moscow, Nezavisimaya Gazeta, in Russian, 28 December 2018.
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Conclusions

Anatol Lieven argues that Russia and NATO relations highlight the paradoxically
stabilizing utility of a “safe enemy”: “it is understood that NATO will not defend any
country that Russia might attack, and that Russia will not attack any country that NATO
might defend. This leaves both sides — unlike the great powers before 1914 — free to
employ the rhetoric of confrontation without running the risk of actual catastrophic
war.”?”  Acceptance of this unwritten compact, which privileges NATO vital interests
(defending members) against its secondary interests (defending the statehood of non-
members — “What happens in Tskhinvali or Donetsk is far less important.”) is in fact more
destabilizing than rejecting it. The compact both incentivizes non-NATO members to
prematurely seek to secure NATO membership, before standards are met and societies
ready, and provides a powerful external strategic rationale, even imperative, for Russia
to use all means, including conventional force, to prevent NATO membership. This
institutionalizes a paradox of Russian governance in the late Putin period: initiating and
exploiting the instability of regimes in its neighbourhood is the only and last guarantee
of regime stability in Russia. Azov demonstrates a new Goldilocks principle in operation
at the heart of the Putin doctrine. Now that plausibly deniable proxy forces no longer
secures Russian interests, Russia seeks to apply just enough conventional force to
achieve the same ends, while not so much as to make Western acquiescence politically
untenable. Russia thereby avoids financial-economic escalation which would seriously
undercut Russian foreign-exchange earnings, state revenues and GDP production, risk
regime stability and render all out catastrophic nuclear war more likely.

Rather than circling the wagons in the name of vital interests and explaining away the
sovereignty slicing effects of Russian cross domain coercion in the name of securing
vital interests, NATO has to improve its ability to deliver cross domain deterrence to
shape Russian strategic behaviour. Cross domain coercion should be guided by three
‘needs’: 1) mitigating escalation of confrontation with Russia; 2) protecting vital national
interests of NATO member states; and, 3) upholding the integrity of international laws,
norms, principles and institutions — to safeguard and protect the international system.
The de facto abandonment of the principle that sovereign right of states to identify and
determine their own strategic choice is in fact a rejection of statehood and so the current
state-based international order.2®® If in the face of a Russia coercive droit de regard,
NATO abandons collective security and crisis management roles as the price for never
exercising collective defence, then NATO ceases to be a viable entity. If it serves an
empty function, it ceases to be viable and collapses. Former NATO members, starting

237 Anatol Lieven, ‘The Dance of the Ghosts: A New Cold War with Russia Will Not Serve Western
Interests’, Survival, 60:5, 2018, p. 127.

238 Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, the South Caucasus states and Central Asia, Sweden, Finland, Ireland,
Switzerland, Austria, Serbia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, Macedonia and Kosovo are all in the firing line.
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with the Baltic States, are then, presumably, ripe candidates for further Russian
coercion.

Given this suggested framework of action, it is interesting to the sets of possible
additional responses that would constitute effective cross domain deterrence of
Russia??®® Here the tool box is far from empty. New military aid packages for Ukraine
(e.g. anti-ship missiles) could be made available and the West could increase the
economic, military and reputational costs for Russia over time, not least through
highlighting disinformation campaigns. Denmark could temporarily close the Danish
Straits to Russia's Baltic fleet, and/or Turkey the Bosporus to Russia's Black Sea fleet,
in line with Russian logic regarding control of both sides of the Kerch strait. Ukraine could
threaten to reconstitute nuclear weapons.?*® The West could threaten a total embargo
on Russian oil and gas exports, ban Russian ships from Western harbours and its planes
from Western airspace until Russia re-establishes freedom of navigation through the
Kerch Strait and Sea of Azov. Russia could be excluded from the Society for Worldwide
Interbank Financial Telecommunication (SWIFT) international banking system (causing
disruptions to Visa and MasterCard payment) and assets of one or more of leading
Russian banks (e.g. VEB, Promsvyazbank, and Gazprombank) could be seized.?*!

For these types cross domain deterrence policies to be enacted, an escalatory threshold
trigger for the West would have had to be crossed. What additional Russian use of
coercion might constitute this threshold? In public speeches, President Poroshenko has
argued that Ukraine was on the verge of the large-scale Russian aggression. He
calculates 80,000 Russian soldiers are present at Ukraine's borders and the Russian-
annexed Crimean Peninsula, as well as the rebel-held regions of Donetsk and Luhansk,
as well as 400 artillery and rocket systems, 900 tanks, 2,300 armoured combat vehicles,
more than 500 military planes and 300 helicopters, with 80 Russian military ships and
eight submarines in the Black Sea, the Sea of Azov and the Aegean Sea.?*> Such a

239 King Mallory, ‘New Challenges in Cross Domain Deterrence’, RAND Perspectives, 2018:
https://www.rand.org/pubs/perspectives/PE259.html
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Radio, in Russian, 28 November 2018.
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'Winter War' would aim to establish by force a land bridge across the western shore of
the Sea of Azov to connect Crimea to Russian-controlled Donetsk and Luhansk and the
Russian Federation itself. Igor Koziy, a military expert at the Institute for Euro-Atlantic
Cooperation, notes that: “The possibility of the Russian invasion at the moment is
between 70 to 80 percent, especially during the upcoming holiday season. For three to
five days, nobody in the world would care about what is going on”. He argues that
President Vladimir Putin: “is still not ready for a very open traditional method because
there is no psychological readiness for it inside the Russian army, but it is still on the
table.”*3 Norbert Rottgen, chairman of the foreign affairs committee of the German
Bundestag, concurs, stating that: “We can no longer rule out further Russian aggression,
for example on the coastline of the Sea of Azov, designed to open a land route to the
Crimean peninsula.”?*  Indeed, following Russian intensified diplomatic efforts to
extend bilateral Russian-Belarusian integration, anxiety in Minsk reflects the fear that
Belarus could also be a target for annexation, following the logic: “If Crimea belongs to
us, why cannot Vitsyebsk or Mahilyow become ours too?”.24

For effective and meaningful cross domain deterrence (by denial and punishment) to be
enacted, in practice this would mean that Germany and the US — which constitute the
operational centre of gravity in the political West - had reached a common strategic
conclusion based on a shared risk calculus: the immediate known practical costs of
Russian deliberately destabilizing the international order and the principles that uphold
it would now outweigh the risks of the collapse of the Russian economy, and with it the
unknowns associated with regime destabilization and the unpredictability of Russian
strategic behaviour. Part of the calculation would also concern China’s acquiescent
response to western escalation through effective cross domain deterrence. This
perception would be based on a recognition that China exhibits a more deliberative,
cautious and risk averse approach to strategic decision-making than Russia, is less
willing to be labelled a pariah state and, for now at least, benefits more from continuity
than radical change.

Policy, despite such advantages, Russia is unable to mount a full blockade of Ukraine’s port of
Odessa. Mykola Byelyeskov, ‘A sea battle. What does Ukraine have to counter the Russian Fleet
with?’, Kyiv, Glavkom, in Russian, Ukrainian, 27 November 2018.
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Jazeera Online,1 December 2018: https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2018/12/poroshenko-80000-
russian-troops-ukraine-181201164222788.html

244 Norbert Rottgen, ‘The EU's Response To Russia Must Be Bold and Unanimous’, London, The
Guardian Online, 12 December 2018: https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/dec/12/eu-
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Trying to Break NATO Apart: The Baltic Sea Region in
Soviet and Russian Military Strategy

Mr. Diego A. Ruiz Palmer

Europe has entered a new strategic era marked by much greater unpredictability and
risk.246 While hostilities in various parts of the Middle East have contributed to a
deterioration of Europe’s security environment, the single greatest source of uncertainty
today are Russia’s policies of distancing herself from the West and, concurrently,
exerting growing assertiveness along her Western periphery, from the High North down
to the eastern Mediterranean. In pursuing these twin goals, Russia relies on a well-tested
combination of ideological belligerence; economic subversion; overt and covert
disinformation activities; large-scale readiness and training exercises; and strengthened
conventional, nuclear, and dual-capable forces.2*”

At the same time, the character of war and the content of strategic competitions are
changing markedly in ways that could affect the calculus of deterrence adversely.
Delivery systems are acquiring performance characteristics that give them much greater
geographic reach, accuracy, and operational impact, thanks to steady advances in air-
breathing, ballistic, hypersonic, surveillance, targeting, navigation, command and
control, and communications technologies, challenging earlier notions of strategic
stability.?*® Offensive electronic and cyber warfare capabilities form an unprecedented
source of disruption, with, potentially, adverse implications for crisis stability. Russian
“information confrontation” techniques shroud peacetime disinformation operations and
military deployments behind a veil of secrecy and deception and lay the ground for the
use of intimidation and coercion in a crisis and for the blurring of the peace/war
distinction.

In this emerging strategic situation, the Baltic Sea region is for Russia the central
battleground of its contest over Europe with the West. It is in this region where

246 Donald Boffey, “NATO chief: world is at its most dangerous point in a generation”, The Guardian, 8
September 2017.

247 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, Back to the future: Russia’s Hybrid Warfare, Revolutions in Military Affairs and
Cold War Comparisons, Research Paper 120, NATO Defense College, Rome, October 2015. On
Soviet Cold War deception practices, see Cynthia M. Grabo, Soviet Deception in the Czechoslovak
Crisis, Studies in Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), classified Secret, spring 1970,
Freedom of Information Act Electronic Library (FOIA EL), declassified and released to the public on 22
September 1993; and James H. Hansen, Soviet Deception in the Cuban Missile Crisis, Studies in
Intelligence, CIA, classified Secret, 2002, FOIA EL, declassified and released to the public in April
2007.

248 Alexander Velez-Green, “The Collapsing Battlespace: NATO-Russian Nuclear Stability in an Era of
Technological Upheaval”, The 2017 UK PONI Papers, Royal United Services Institute for Defence and
Security Studies, London, 2017.
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geography, technology and ideology overlap in unique ways, because of its geographic
proximity to western Russia and the access it affords to the countries of Eastern and
Western Europe.?*® In Russia’s contemporary strategy, the Baltic Sea region has
resumed the privileged position it enjoyed in Soviet times, as a springboard for
competing with and weakening the Allies’ resolve in peacetime and, if necessary, for
breaking NATO apart in wartime.250

For NATO, the Baltic Sea region played a central role during the Cold War, as the pivot
linking Allies across northwest Europe. Against a rising Soviet threat, the strength of
NATO’s deterrence posture in the 1970s and 1980s rested, in large part, on a web of
mutual defence arrangements among the Allies that responded to a single, theatre-wide
construct. An ambitious reinforcement plan and a robust exercise programme
underpinned these arrangements.?®! This resolute approach was designed to counter
any Soviet attempt to isolate an Ally, or several Allies, geographically from the rest of
the Alliance. It also aimed at turning the wide dispersion of member nations across the
vast expanse of the North Atlantic Treaty area into a source of strength, by confronting
the USSR with the prospect of a war on a large scale and on multiple directions. In this
undertaking, the United Kingdom played a singular, lead role in northwest Europe, by
helping federate Allied efforts.252

After the end of the Cold War, NATO’s enlargement to Poland and to Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania gave the Baltic Sea basin a new role in Europe’s “strategic geography”,
focused on cooperation with the Alliance’s non-NATO partners in the region. The ever-
stronger partnership with Finland and Sweden is reflected in the consultations on
security in the Baltic Sea region held regularly with these two close partners, as well as
by their participation in NATO exercises and other activities. The Baltic Sea was also an
important geographic locus of the military partnership with the Russian Federation,
following the establishment of the NATO-Russia Council in 2002, symbolized by the
participation of Russian Navy ships in the U.S.-led maritime exercise Baltic Operations

249 The overlap results from the application, in a synergistic way, of civilian technologies, such as cyber,
and advanced military means, such as missile deployments in Kaliningrad, for the purposes of
disinformation and intimidation.

250 Christopher N. Donnelly, “Soviet strategists target Denmark”, International Defense Review, August
1986, pp. 1046-1051.

251 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, “Military Exercises and Strategic Intent through the prism of NATO’s Autumn
Forge exercise series, 1975-1989”, in Beatrice Heuser, Tormod Heier and Guillaume Lasconjarias
(editors), Military Exercises: Political Messaging and Strategic Impact, Forum Paper 26, NATO
Defense College, Rome, April 2018, pp. 65-91.

252 The United Kingdom contributed to NATO the British Army of the Rhine, the UK Mobile Force, the
British component of the UK-Netherlands Amphibious Force, and the vast majority of the Royal Air
Force and Royal Navy’s assets. British admirals and generals exercised NATO command over Allied
forces in northwest Europe from Rheindahlen (NORTHAG), West Germany; Kolsaas (AFNORTH),
Norway; and High Wycombe (UKAIR) and Northwood (ACCHAN) in the UK.
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prior to Russia’s illegal occupation and annexation of the Crimean Peninsula in 2014.253
NATO responded resolutely to the changed strategic circumstances ushered by
Russia’s belligerence, by initiating the most far-reaching adaptation of its deterrence and
defence posture since the end of the Cold War. A central tenet of this transformation is
the reaffirmed commitment to deter and to defend Allies on a 360- degree basis.
Honouring this pledge in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland has included deploying
multinational battle groups, air policing fighter squadrons and standing naval forces
forward, on a rotational, but persistent basis?%*, in particular to prevent a fait accompli,
as well as strengthening the responsiveness of external reinforcements. Accordingly,
forward presence and rapid reinforcement have regained the standing they enjoyed
during the Cold War as reliable instruments of effective assurance, deterrence and
defence. In today’s changed security environment, the Baltic Sea region has recovered
a strategic role as an anchor and a mirror of NATO’s collective resolve and broader
adaptation.2%

Against this background, this chapter revisits the central role that the Baltic Sea region
played in Soviet planning against NATO during the Cold War, in order to shed light on
applicable lessons to today’s security challenges in the region in a vastly different
strategic setting. To this end, the chapter first describes NATO’s Cold War approach to
deterrence and defence in northwest Europe, as a means to set the stage for addressing
subsequently how the Soviets sought to optimize their strategy and operational art to
target vulnerabilities in NATO'’s posture. The chapter concludes with reflections on time-
tested NATO practices that are still applicable today to effective deterrence and defence.

The Baltic Sea region in NATO’s Cold War planning

During the Cold War, the Baltic Sea region became a key component of NATO’s broader
Forward Defence strategy. The Baltic Sea, Denmark, West Germany’s northern half,
The Netherlands, Luxembourg, Belgium and the North Sea formed a single strategic

253 Ryan W. French and Peter Dombrowski, “Exercise BALTOPS: Reassurance and Deterrence in a
Contested Littoral”, in Military Exercises: Political Messaging and Strategic Impact, op. cit, pp. 187-
210.

254 NATO'’s Enhanced Forward Presence, Factsheet, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Brussels, June
2018.

255 An early demonstration of the Alliance’s post-Cold War adaptation in northeast Europe involved the
relocation in 1999 of the former LANDJUT Allied Corps headquarters from Rendsburg in Germany to
Szczecin, in western Poland, under its new name of Multinational Corps Northeast. Multinational Corps
Northeast Information Booklet, Szczecin, Poland, June 2000, page 3. At the same time, it is worth
noting that NATO has refrained from establishing a large command and control footprint on the
territory of new Allies, in accordance with its policy of restraint vis-a-vis Russia. For assessments of the
adaptation of NATO’s deterrence and defence posture in northeast Europe, see Artur Kacprzyk and
Karsten Friss, Adapting NATO’s Conventional Force Posture in the Nordic-Baltic Region, Policy Paper
156, Polish Institute of International Affairs (PISM), Warsaw, Poland, August 2017; and Artur Kacprzyk,
Perspectives on NATO’s Deterrence and Defence on the Eastern Flank, Bulletin No. 125, PISM,
Warsaw, 12 September 2018.
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entity — the essential hinge upon which the defence of Western Europe, from Norway to
the Alps, rested. It is no coincidence that the Forward Defence concept for Central
Europe and NATO’s command arrangements for defending Denmark and West
Germany's state of Schleswig-Holstein were both implemented in 1962-1963.2%
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Figure 1: Corps Sectors of Military Responsibility in NATO’s Central region.
Source: Cold War NATO Army Groups, Global Security,
https://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/int/nato-ag.htm (accessed 12.01.2019).

This overlap between defence of the Danish Straits and the wider defence of Western
Europe reflected a widely shared view that countering a Warsaw Pact occupation of
Denmark in a general war would have contributed directly to preventing:
(i) A strategic envelopment of West Germany and The Netherlands through
Denmark and the North Sea, which, if successful, could have compromised
irretrievably an effective defence of NATO’s Central Region;

25 “I|mplementation of Full Forward Defence”, History for 1963, 3340/CE/AG/1149/64, classified NATO
Secret, dated 16 October 1964, HQ Allied Forces Central Europe (AFCENT), Fontainebleau, France,
declassified and disclosed to the public by the History Office, SHAPE, Mons, Belgium, July 2013, page
8.
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(ii) A complementary envelopment of Norway from the Danish Straits northwards
that would have isolated the country geographically and made NATO’s sea
control of the Norwegian Sea very challenging; and

(iii) The loss of NATO’s sea control of the North Sea, thereby compromising the
flow of sea-bound reinforcements from the United Kingdom and the United
States through harbours in Belgium and The Netherlands.

Preventing the strategic isolation of an Ally or several Allies from the rest of the Alliance
has been a core principle of NATO’s deterrence and defence posture and planning.

Initial shortfalls

During NATO's first decade, military arrangements for defending northwest Europe were
unsatisfactory. Sound political considerations had driven the Alliance to keep together
and integrate Denmark and Norway into a separate Northern Region, and to establish
the operational boundary between the Allied Forces Northern Europe (AFNORTH) and
Central Europe (AFCENT) commands along the southern bank of the Elbe River.25” This
resulted, however, in the operational isolation of Denmark from the defence of Central
Europe. The unsatisfactory nature of this command arrangement was compounded by
the absence of West German land forces, until the first divisions of the new Bundeswehr
were activated in 1957. In a spring 1960 appraisal of the Alliance’s posture, NATO’s
Military Committee informed the North Atlantic Council that an insufficient provision of
resources by Allies would result, among other implications, in NATO being unable to
exercise control in wartime over the exits from the Baltic Sea into the North Sea.?%8

Forward Defence’s turning point

This unfavourable situation, with large tracks of allied territory exposed to infiltration or
attack by an adversary, began to improve in the early 1960s. The Allied Mobile Force
(AMF) — a multinational task force composed of seven infantry battalions and seven
fighter and reconnaissance squadrons —was activated in 1960, with a deployment option

257 SACEUR’s first Emergency Defence Plan (EDP) for the defence of Western Europe was published
on 1 December 1951, only eight months after the creation of NATO'’s Integrated Military Structure and
the activation in Paris of Supreme Headquarters, Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE). EDP 1-52 set out
that the mission of CINCNORTH was to “utilize all possible means to defend the land areas of the
nations in the Northern European Command, to close the Baltic exits and to dominate the adjacent sea
areas of strategic importance”. SHAPE Emergency Defence Plan, classified Cosmic Top Secret, dated
1 December 1951, declassified and disclosed by the History Section, SHAPE, Belgium, November
1994, page 7.

258 An Overall Evaluation of the MC 70 Country Studies, MC 92(Revised), A Report by the Military
Committee to the North Atlantic Council, classified Cosmic Top Secret, dated 21 April 1960, NATO,
Brussels, declassified and disclosed to the public in 1999, page. 11.
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to Zealand. The AMF was not, strictly-speaking, a reinforcing force. Instead, it was
designed as a “trip-wire” formation that would be deployed early in an escalating crisis
for deterrence purposes. The AMF, however, could only be deployed to a single location
at once, and there were deployment options to Norway, Italy, Greece and Turkey, in
addition to Denmark.?%® The decision taken also in 1960 to station a Royal Netherlands
Army manoeuvre brigade in northern West Germany in peacetime was important
politically, but it improved the mal-deployment of NATO forces only marginally.2%0 Lastly,
the gradual expansion of the new West German navy, with the entry into service of
submarines, fast patrol boats, maritime patrol aircraft, and fighter-bombers equipped
with anti-ship missiles, contributed to contesting the Soviet naval superiority in the Baltic
Sea.

As the Bundeswehr continued its build-up, command arrangements were revised to
enable much greater cooperation between Danish and German forces. A joint,
multinational Baltic Approaches (BALTAP) command was activated in Denmark in
1962.26" However, the complexity of NATO’s command arrangements in the Baltic Sea
region could have given the Soviets in a war an important asymmetric advantage.?%?

A post-Vietnam operational renaissance

The adoption by NATO of the “Flexible Response” strategy in 1967 gave a new impetus
to efforts to improve the Alliance’s conventional defence posture.?®3 These were
accelerated following the completion of the United States’ military engagement in
Southeast Asia in 1973. By the mid-1970s, NATO’s defence plans on both sides of the
AFNORTH-AFCENT boundary were revised and strengthened. South of the boundary,
arrangements were set in place to allow the 15t German Corps, in an emergency, to
cover, with part of its forces, the adjacent Dutch sector extending to the Elbe River, until
the 1t Netherlands Corps had completed its own forward deployment from The
Netherlands to defence positions in West Germany over a distance of some 350
kilometres (see Figure 1 above).?%* In the 1980s, NATO’s defence plans were adapted

259 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, « From AMF to NRF: The roles of Rapid Reactions Forces in deterrence,
defence and crisis response, 1960-2009”, NATO Review, spring 2009, pp. 32-37; and Bernd Lemke,
Die Allied Mobile Force 1961 bis 2002 (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter GmbH, 2015).

260 Hijstory for 1961, 3340-CE-AG-138-63, classified NATO Secret, dated 14 February 1963, HQ
AFCENT, France, declassified and disclosed to the public by the History Office, SHAPE, Belgium, July
2013, page 12.

261 “Establishment of the Baltic Command”, Brief History of SHAPE, November 1956-December 1962,
op. cit.,, p 75.

262 John G. Hines and Phillip A. Petersen, “Is NATO thinking too small? A comparison of command
structures”, International Defense Review, May 1986, pp. 563-572.

263 \Wallter S. Poole, “Flexible Response’ for NATO: Reality or Mirage?”, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and
National Policy, Volume IX: 1965-1968, Part |, Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Washington, D.C., 2012, pp. 111-127.

2640n the role of the Royal Netherlands Army in West Germany’s defence, see Jan Hoffenaar, “The
Dutch Contribution to the Defense of the Central Sector”, in Jan Hoffenaar and Dieter Kruger,
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further to enable the U.S. Army’s Il Corps, deploying from Texas, to conduct an
operational-level counter-attack against advancing Warsaw Pact forces from inside the
15t German Corps sector into the 15t Netherlands Corps sector. Such a counter-attack,
involving three divisions that had their equipment prepositioned at dedicated storage
sites in Europe, was designed to halt and defeat a conventional Soviet offensive. The
execution of this plan was rehearsed on a large scale in autumn 1987 during exercise
REFORGER 87, giving NATO’s Forward Defence strategy in northwest Europe
unprecedented operational credibility.26°

North of the boundary, BALTAP implemented an ambitious exercise programme
culminating in the joint Bold Game/Grouse/Guard series.?%6 Every four years, Bold
Guard was scheduled to coincide with a large maritime exercise in the North Sea, nick-
named Northern Wedding, in order to test coordination of allied operations on both sides
of the Danish Straits.2%7 In the 1980s, the air-land-sea interface in northwest Europe was
enhanced further by the adoption of a NATO Concept of Maritime Operations, the
conclusion of a mutual support agreement among adjacent allied commands - aptly nick-
named Fence Breaker®88-- and the execution of offensive air support sorties from U.S.
Navy aircraft-carriers sailing in the North Sea during regular Magic Sword exercises.25°

The initiative by General Alexander M. Haig Jr., who was the SACEUR between 1974
and 1979, to consolidate disparate reinforcement plans into an over-arching Rapid
Reinforcement Plan also led to the nomination of dedicated external reinforcements for
Denmark for the first time, in the form of the United Kingdom Mobile Force (UKMF) and
the U.S. Army’s 9% Infantry Division (Motorized).?’° The UKMF was a joint British Army-
Royal Air Force formation that included its organic complement of fighter squadrons for
the provision of close-air-support.2’' The 9t Infantry Division was a “Light Division” in
the U.S. Army’s post-Viethnam nomenclature that had been re-equipped exclusively with
wheeled armoured vehicles, as part of a high-technology experiment. Fast-moving

Blueprints for Battle: Planning for War in Central Europe, 1948-1968 (Lexington: University Press of
Kentucky, 2012), pp. 217-237.

265 \Walter Bohm and Diego Ruiz Palmer, REFORGER 87 — Certain Strike, Tankograd Publishing,
Erlangen, 2017.

266 See, for example, “Die Manover ‘Bold Gannet 1984™, Osterreichische Militarische Zeitschrift, 1/1985,
pp. 64-67.

267 Horst Wisser, “Bold Guard’78: Hier haben die Ledernacken gebualdelt’, Hamburger Abendblatt, 5
October 1978.

268 Commander F.U. Kupferschmidt, “A German View”, in Geoffrey Till (editor), Britain and NATO'’s
Northern Flank (New York, NY: Saint Martin’s Press, 1988), page 106.

269 Bruno Thoss, Vom Kalten Krieg Zur deutschen Einheit (Munich, Germany: R. Oldenburg Verlag,
1995), pp. 608-609; and Roald Gjelsten, “The Role of Naval Forces in Northern Waters at the
Beginning of a New Century”, in Rolf Hobson and Tom Kristiansen (editors), NAVIES in Northern
Waters, 1721-2000 (London: Frank Cass, 2004), page 279.

270 Clifton Berry, “The U.S. Army’s 9t Infantry Division”, International Defense Review, September 1984,
pp. 1224-1229.

211 David Miller, The Cold War: A Military History (John Murray, London, 1998), page 235.
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motorized formations, such as the UKMF and the 9t Infantry Division, were well tailored
to Denmark’s dense road network. The U.S. Air Force also had fuel and ammunition
prepositioning agreements in place with both Denmark and the FRG to be able to
forward-deploy fighter squadrons from air bases in the United States in times of tension
or war. This effort was underpinned by a tacit agreement between “front-line” Allies, such
as Denmark and The Netherlands, and reinforcing nations, such as the United Kingdom
and the United States, that the latter would only be able to reinforce to good effect if the
former had taken all necessary measures to ensure a successful forward defence, in
such a way as to prevent either a localized fait accompli or a wider-scale attack.

Notwithstanding enduring constraints associated with a relatively low level of defence
spending in Denmark and The Netherlands and questionable force readiness, NATO’s
conventional defence posture in northwest Europe had improved markedly over the two
decades since the adoption of Flexible Response in 1967. In particular, the degree of
multinational synergy achieved on a joint basis between American, British, Danish,
Dutch and German forces was unprecedented.?’2

The Soviet target: breaking NATO apart in peace and wartime

The Soviet Union recognised the centrality of the Baltic Sea region to NATO’s defence
and made its conquest and occupation in wartime the centre of gravity of its war plans
in the wake of the 1961 Berlin crisis.?”® As the concept of a “theatre strategic operation”
of unprecedented ambition and scale matured in Soviet operational art in the 1970s and
1980s, Warsaw Pact force deployments and capabilities were adapted and strengthened
accordingly. They aimed at delivering a “knock-out” blow to NATO’s forward defences in
the area extending from the harbour of Hamburg to that of Rotterdam, thereby breaking
NATO apart operationally, as well as politically.?’* If Danish, Dutch and Belgian forces
deployed in Denmark and West Germany’s northern half could be defeated piecemeal,
the capacity of West German, British, United States, French and Canadian forces
fighting in central and southern West Germany to hold their ground and maintain a
cohesive forward defence would have been greatly diminished, if not eliminated
irretrievably. Furthermore, the strategy of advancing rapidly into more vulnerable allied
defence sectors, while avoiding decisive engagements in the stronger sectors, would
have been expected to make a recourse by NATO to the first use of nuclear weapons

212 This Cold War practice of cooperation and interoperability extends today in the Allied Rapid Reaction
Corps, the 1t German-Netherlands Corps, the Multinational Corps Northeast, and the UK-led Joint
Expeditionary Force. See Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, The Framework Nations’ Concept and NATO: Game-
Changer or Missed Opportunity?, Research Paper 132, NATO Defense College, Rome, July 2016.

273 Matthias Uhl, "Storming onto Paris: the 1961 Buria exercise and the planned solution of the Berlin
crisis”, in Vojtech Mastny, Sven G. Holtsmark and Andreas Wenger (editors), War Plans and Alliances
in the Cold War (London and New York: Routledge, 2006), pp. 46-71.

274 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, Theatre Operations, High Commands and Large-Scale Exercises in Soviet
and Russian Military Practice: Insights and Implications, Fellowship Monograph 12, NATO Defense
College, Rome, May 2018) pp. 7-15.
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operationally unattractive, if not impossible. In such circumstances, it would not have
been necessary for advancing Warsaw Pact forces to pursue offensive operations into
France and the United Kingdom, thereby avoiding risking a nuclear response, if one had
been successfully averted until then through cunning Soviet use of nuclear intimidation.
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Figure 2: Polish map of 1970 describing the concept of operations for the Warsaw Pact’s
“Coastal Front”.

Source: Pamie¢ mapa — dodatek, Biuro Badan Historycznych IPN, Warsaw,

https://pamiec.pl/ftp/ilustracje/Pamiec_mapa dodatek.pdf (accessed 12.01.2019).

With these goals in mind, the Soviets organised Pact forces into a three Front-strong
first strategic echelon, arrayed in a Western direction across the German Democratic
Republic, Poland and, following the 1968 invasion and occupation, Czechoslovakia:

(i) A “Coastal” Front was tasked, as a priority mission, to advance into the
northern half of The Netherlands, towards Rotterdam, and, as a complement,
to overrun and occupy Denmark. The “Coastal” Front’s advance into Jutland
would have been supported by a large amphibious landing operation against
Denmark’s Zealand islands conducted by a combined Warsaw Pact Baltic
Fleet.?’> The attack on Zealand, however, would have been initiated only on

275 The map of the operations plan for the engagement of the Coastal Front Plan [Operacji Zaczepnej
Frontu Nadmorskiego] was declassified and published in Poland in 2005. It was dated 25 February
1970 and wore the signature of the Polish Minister of Defence at the time, General Wojciech
Jaruzelski. https://pamiec.pl/ftp/ilustracie/Pamiec_mapa_dodatek.pdf (Accessed 21.04.2019)
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the fifth day of the general offensive against NATO, on account of the need
that would have arisen beforehand to weaken NATO forces in Schleswig-
Holstein and Jutland in an irreversible way?’¢;

(i) A “Central” Front had, as its twin missions, on the one hand, encircling Dutch
forces by driving a wedge between them and adjacent West German forces
deployed to their south, and, on the other hand, encircling strong British
forces by defeating adjacent Belgian forces deployed to their south; and

(iii) A “South-western” Front tasked with encircling U.S. forces deployed in
Hessen and Bavaria, through a pincer movement across the sectors
defended by West German forces to their north and south.

These operations would have been supported by a large-scale, air and anti-air operation,
involving multiple massed air raids against NATO’s ground-based air defences,
command posts, and, importantly, non-strategic nuclear delivery systems.2’”

Before the outset of conflict, Soviet “active measures” would have sought to prepare the
“battle space” in favour of the Warsaw Pact, by targeting West European public opinion,
as well as governments, and weakening the latter's resolve to modernize NATO
conventional and nuclear capabilities and to declare alert measures and activate and
deploy their forward defence forces.?’8

Delivering the stroke: the early 1980s’ Soviet “master plan” to break NATO apart

By the early 1980s, all the components of the Soviet master plan to break NATO apart
in a war in northwest Europe were falling into place:

(i) Nuclear-armed, short- (SS-21 Scarab) and intermediate-range (SS-20 Saber)
ballistic missiles to intimidate NATO and place the burden of nuclear
escalation on the Alliance in an asymmetric way, as a means to keep a conflict
at the conventional level, while retaining the option of a devastating pre-

276 The operations concept portrayed in that map seems to have remained essentially unchanged until
the end of the Cold War. See Warsaw Pact: Planning for Operations Against Denmark, A Research
Paper, SOV89-10030CX, classified Top Secret, dated April 1989, CIA FOIA EL, declassified and
released to the public on 18 July 2012, page 1.

277 Phillip A. Petersen and Major John R. Clark, “Soviet Air and Antiair Operations”, Air University
Review, Volume 36, no. 3, March-April 1985, pp. 36-54.

278 During the Cold War, the USSR conducted targeted disinformation and destabilisation campaigns.
Soviet “active measures” are addressed in: Soviet “Active Measures”: Forgery, Disinformation, Political
Operations, Special Report No. 88, Department of State, Washington, D.C., October 1981; Soviet
Influence Activities: A Report on Active Measures and Propaganda, 1986-87, Department of State,
Washington, D.C., August 1987; Jolanta Darczewska and Piotr Zochowski, Active Measures: Russia’s
Key Export, Point of View no. 64, OSW, Warsaw, Poland, June 2017, pp. 13-27; and Nicholas J. Cull,
Vasily Gatov, Peter PGmerantsev, Anne Applebaum, Alistair Shawcross, Soviet Subversion,
Disinformation and Propaganda: How the West Fought Against It, London School of Economics and
Political Science, London, October 2017.
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emptive nuclear strike if NATO had been assessed as preparing to employ
nuclear weapons first?”?;
(i) Major conventional improvements in artillery, armour and army aviation; and
(iii) A revised force posture that favoured high readiness and a capacity to “front-
load” the theatre strategic operation at the Front and TVD levels.

Soviet classified map of a 1983 Warsaw Pact exercise scenario; Poland is to the
right of the map, Denmark at the top and France to the left. TIME, 4 July 1994.

s ¢

Figure 3: Soviet map of a 1983 Warsaw Pact exercise scenario.
Source: Time magazine, 4 July 1994,

A key element in the Soviet concept of deep operations was the capacity to overwhelm
NATO'’s forward defences through the applications of massed fires, delivered by long-
range multiple rocket launchers and short-range ballistic missiles equipped with
improved conventional munitions.?° These massed fires would have aimed at opening

219 Since the late 1960s, available evidence pointed strongly to a growing Soviet preference for a war
with NATO to remain conventional, without escalation to the first use of nuclear weapons by either
side. The CIA Study: Soviet Concepts of War in Europe, National Security Council Memorandum,
classified Top Secret, dated 7 June 1971, CIA FOIA EL, declassified and released to the public on 18
July 2012; and Warsaw Pact Forces Opposite NATO, National Intelligence Estimate NIE-11-14-81,
classified Top Secret, dated 7 July 1981, CIA FOIA EL, declassified and released to the public on: no
date, page 5. Post-Cold War Western assessments of previously classified East German documents
mistakenly interpreted regular rehearsal of pre-emptive nuclear use during Warsaw Pact exercises as
an indication of a Soviet preference for nuclear first use. See Julian Isherwood, “Warsaw Pact Planned
to Nuke Its Way Across Europe”, Armed Forces Journal International, June 1993, page 15; and Harald
Nielsen, The East German Armed Forces in Warsaw Pact Nuclear Operations, Stiftung Wissenschaft
und Politik, Ebenhausen, Germany, July 1993.

280 Kerry L. Hines, “Soviet Short-Range Ballistic Missiles: now a conventional deep strike mission”,
International Defense Review, December 1985, pp. 1909-1914.
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“corridors” into NATO’s defending forces, to allow the forward movement of fast-paced
raiding forces, in the form of purpose-built Operational Manoeuvre Groups (OMG). While
much attention was paid in the West to the Soviet Army’s large armoured forces, it was
the Soviets’ emphasis on developing a deep fire capability, through the development of
“reconnaissance-strike complexes”, that was the real “force multiplier’. To ensure that
OMGs would be able to move promptly into the break-through “corridors” and spearhead
dangerous encirclement operations, Soviet forces were equipped with high-mobility
wheeled vehicles with multiple axles that could take advantage of West Germany’s
dense road network. These included the SA-8 Gecko surface-to-air missile system, the
BM-27 Uragan multiple rocket launcher and the SS-21 Scarab surface-to-surface
missile.?8"

Furthermore, in 1983 the Soviet Army undertook to enhance the readiness of its forces
stationed in East Germany markedly. In addition, Soviet formations garrisoned in the
GDR’s northern half were restructured to expand their motorized infantry and field
artillery strength, and enhance their mobility in the OMG “corridors”, while the armour
strength of those garrisoned in the GDR’s southern half was increased to “fix” opposing
NATO armoured formations.?82 This extensive reorganisation resulted in Soviet forces
being geographically “front-loaded”, to shorten the distance from garrisons to initial
attack positions along the GDR’s border with the FRG. Other forces stationed in the
vicinity of Berlin were prepared to attack the allied garrisons in West Berlin as a
diversionary operation, to distract NATO from the main thrust towards Rotterdam.?3 The
Soviet Army also strengthened the capacity of its second strategic echelon units
garrisoned in the western USSR to deploy forward into Eastern Europe before the start
of hostilities, “front-loading” further the Theatre Strategic Operation.?8* Lastly, the
capping event was the activation in September 1984 of the Western TVD high command,
with a standing headquarters and a wartime bunker, under the leadership of Marshal
Nikolai Ogarkov.28%

281 Donald L. Madill, “The Continuing Evolution of the Soviet Ground Forces”, Military Review, August
1982, pp. 62-64.

282 Reorganization of the Soviet Ground Forces in East Germany (U), Intelligence Assessment SOV 83-
10126, classified Secret, dated August 1983, CIA FOIA EL, declassified and released to the public on
18 June 2012.

283 Michael M. Boll, “By Blood, Not Ballots: German Unification Communist Style”, Parameters, spring
1994; and Dr. Otto Wenzel, “East German Plans for the Conquest and Occupation of West Berlin”,
Armor, November-December 1994.

284 Soviet Readiness in the Western Theater and Its Impact on Operations (U), DDB-1100-476-85,
classified Secret, dated February 1985, Defense Intelligence Agency, declassified and released to the
public: no date, page 23.

285 Marshal Ogarkov had been until that time Chief of the Soviet General Staff and the architect of the
Theatre Strategic Operation. The Western TVD headquarters was located at Legnica in western
Poland. Diego Ruiz Palmer, Theatre Operations, High Commands and Large-Scale Exercises, op. cit.,
pp.9-11.
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These reforms brought the Soviets several benefits: they shortened markedly their
forces’ peace-to-war transition time and, correspondingly, NATO’s early warning, while
also reducing their vulnerability to attack during their forward movement.?8¢ They
probably reflected an assessment that improvements in NATO’s anti-armour, deep
interdiction, and rapid reinforcement capabilities could not be offset with force
improvements alone and required more daring attack plans. As a result, Soviet
operations planning in the Western TVD contemplated that Warsaw Pact forces would
reach the German-Dutch border no later than the seventh day of an offensive.?%”

This late Cold War Soviet master plan to defeat and break NATO apart in a war was the
main theme of the Soyuz 83 command post exercise held in spring 1983. This exercise
rehearsed the employment of a three-division-strong raiding force, as a Front-level
OMG, to exploit a breakthrough into the 15t Netherlands Corps sector (see Figure 2).
Soyuz 83 involved practicing the planning and command and control of a Front-scale
operation involving three combined-arms armies as the assault echelon, a tank army as
the break-through force, and the Front-level OMG as the exploitation force.?88 Soyuz 83
was part of a pattern of intensified Warsaw Pact exercise activity that also included field
training and command post exercises Zapad 81, 83 and 84, Yug 81, Shchit 82 and Soyuz
84, as well as, in spring 1984, the largest Soviet Cold War maritime exercise ever held
in the North Atlantic.2®® These exercises probably marked a high water mark in the
development of late Cold War Soviet operational art for breaking NATO apart. By the
mid-1980s, however, NATO's resolve to stand-up to a growing Soviet threat with a major
strengthening of allied forces’ fighting capacity and responsiveness that included
wholesale force modernisation of forward defences, large-scale equipment
prepositioning for rapid reinforcement and a demanding exercise programme had turned
the table on the USSR, making its policy of military intimidation towards Western Europe
futile and obsolete.

286 The theme of achieving surprise is addressed in C.J. Dick, “Catching NATO Unawares: Soviet Army
surprise and deception techniques”, International Defense Review, January 1986, pp. 21-26.

287 Burkhard Ewert, “3. Weltkrieg, Tag 5: Einmarsch in Osnabruck”, Neue Osnabrucker Zeitung, 29
August 2013.

288 Exercise Soyuz 83 is the only Warsaw Pact exercise for which almost the entire documentation was
recovered from East German military archives by the West German Ministry of Defence, following
Germany’s reunification. See Militarische Planungen des Warschauer Paktes in Zentraleuropa,
Bundesministerium der Verteidigung, Bonn, January 1992; and Otto Wenzel, “Honeckers Krieg”, Das
Ostpreussenblatt, 26 September 1998. A Russian language map used during exercise Soyuz 83 was
published on pp. 16-17 of the 4 July 1994 issue of TIME magazine.

289 This exercise was conducted in April 1984 and aimed at contesting NATO control of the Norwegian
Sea and at isolating Norway from other Allies. See R.W. Apple, “Soviet is Holding Big Naval Games”,
The New York Times, 4 April 1984; and John Lehman, Oceans Ventured: Winning the Cold War at
Sea (New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Cy, 2018, page 133.



Page | 168

Following the rise of Mikhail Gorbachev to power in 1985 and the adoption of a defence
posture of sufficiency, through the reduction and reorientation of Soviet military forces
as well as arms control agreements, the Soviet threat of invasion receded gradually.?%

Cold War reflections to strengthen NATO’s deterrence and defence posture

The persistent Russian end game against the Alliance

Recognising that NATO’s strength resides in its superior aggregate military capacity and
mobilization potential, Soviet and Russian military strategy and operational art have
aimed persistently at attaining a favourable “correlation of forces” in the early stages of
a conflict, as the necessary condition for winning a war quickly and irretrievably. In the
Soviet and now Russian view, if NATO’s operational coherence were to be compromised
irreversibly in a conflict, the Alliance’s political cohesion could be expected to break-
down. In effect, in this view, the mutual operational dependency among Allies
established by the North Atlantic Treaty creates an opportunity to turn that dependency
into a strategic vulnerability, by triggering a fatal chain reaction of military defeat and
political dislocation.

To this end, the evolving Soviet and Russian concept of deep operations has focused
on enveloping and isolating Allies from one another geographically and operationally,
defeating allied forces piecemeal, and provoking the withdrawal of defeated Allies from
the war.?®" This concept foresees the execution of operational-strategic-scale
encirclement operations, from behind the shield formed by powerful anti-access and
area-denial (A2/AD) defence systems by a combination of air assault, airborne,
amphibious landing, deep fire and mechanized raiding forces, supported by offensive
electronic warfare and a diversified arsenal of dual-capable missile forces.?®? The scale
and geographic footprint of these operations would be significantly smaller than during
the Cold War, because of much lower force levels today, but not their tempo and
intensity. This explains the growing Russian emphasis on “no-contact” warfare and the
preference given to developing dense, precise and effective deep fires over unaffordable
large forces.

In the light of Russia’s current belligerent stance, the risk to guard against is that it could
be tempted by the speculative prospect of achieving, in a conflict, an operational
fragmentation of NATO that would precipitate the Alliance’s political collapse. Such an
outcome would entail keeping a confrontation with NATO in northeast Europe
circumscribed geographically, operationally and politically, through the application of

290 John G. Hines and Daniel Mahoney, Defense and Counteroffensive under the New Soviet Military
Doctrine, R-8992-USDP (Santa Monica, California: The Rand Corporation, 1991).

291 Donnelly, “Soviet strategists target Denmark”, op. cit., pp. 1046-1051.

292 Jonas Kjellen, Russian Electronic Warfare, FOI-R-4625—SE, FOI, Stockholm, Sweden, September
2018.
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local conventional superiority and nuclear intimidation, as a means to deter the Alliance
from raising the stakes of the conflict by expanding the range of risks to Russia. Russian
military operations would aim to target smaller Allies, while intimidating and deterring
larger Allies, with the expectation that the dislocation of forward forces would lead rapidly
to the Alliance breaking apart, before NATO’s follow-on forces had had the time and
operational wherewithal to prevent or defeat such an attempt. Russia’s illegal occupation
and annexation of the Crimean Peninsula in 2014 and continued belligerence towards
Ukraine, as well as the Zapad/Vostok/Tsentr/Kavkaz exercise series, have underscored
how it can manage effectively the time/space/force volume relationships to its
advantage.

Lastly, Russia’s hybrid warfare methods would aim at preparing and shaping such a
hypothetical confrontation. While Russia’s use of hybrid warfare tools in peacetime can
be an attractive alternative to the use of force, aimed at breaking NATO apart, without
war, it can also be the concealed precursor to a conflict. Either way, the Soviet and
Russian pursuit of the Alliance’s breakdown and demise has remained intact.

An inescapable lesson from the Cold War:
unified NATO resolve and deterrence work

Since 2014, NATO has pursued a broad response strategy across the deterrence and
defence spectrum, from diplomatic alertness, through civil resilience, to military
responsiveness. This broad-based strategy has aimed at strengthening the military
coherence of the Alliance’s deterrence and defence posture, as well as NATO’s capacity
to act in crisis circumstances characterised by endemic ambiguity and uncertainty.

Assuring Allies in northeast Europe in the context of a rising crisis and, if deterrence
failed, in the early stages of a wider conflict, would be a prerequisite for preserving
NATQ'’s strategic unity and freedom of action, wresting the initiative from an adversary,
and conducting a successful defence of the Alliance as a whole. Effective deterrence
here is a down payment on effective deterrence elsewhere. Operationally, the Baltic Sea
helps give NATO’s defence of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland the depth necessary
to ensure an effective forward presence in peacetime and rapid reinforcement in a crisis,
by providing the space required for air and sea manoeuvre. The flip side of this
operational benefit, however, is that depth is only an advantage if NATO plans for and
is able to execute a firm defence forward. In this sense, the operational imperative for a
defensive alliance of defending forward -- not ceding terrain to an invader and reinforcing
quickly, in order to deny an adversary the self-confidence that derives from conquering
Allied territory -- has not changed from the Cold War.?®® Hence, the operational

293 Following the adoption of a Forward Defence concept for defending West Germany, the then
SACEUR, General Lauris Norstad, issued a directive to his subordinate commanders that, in wartime,
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requirements for successful deterrence and defence in northeast Europe are not
appreciably different from those that applied to northwest Europe four decades ago.

NATO’s record of successful deterrence during the Cold War points to several other
lessons that have renewed applicability in today’s changed strategic setting:

(i) The enduring logic of multilateral military arrangements that cement solidarity
among Allies in peacetime and underpin collective military responses in crisis
in ways that leave as little room as possible to chance;

(i) The desirability of embedding these military arrangements into an “Alliance-
in-being” operational posture that is robust and visible in peacetime, and of
sufficient scope to produce tangible deterrence effects on a day-to-day basis;
and

(iii) The relevance of framework nation roles for the larger Allies, as a means to
leverage their often unique military capabilities, as well as their distinct
capacity to lead and to help generate and optimise the contributions of smaller
Allies.?%

The stronger NATO’s posture is in peacetime, the lesser the risk, in a rising crisis, that
NATO would need to undertake large-scale and complex peace-to-crisis transition
processes could be seen by a potential adversary as provocative and escalatory.

During, as well as since the end of the Cold War, the Baltic Sea region was and is, in
effect, NATO’s bulwark and alarm bell against coercion and aggression. This is the area
where a failure of deterrence could quickly give way to large-scale hostilities. Keeping
the Baltic Sea region stable and secure, including through the pursuit, where possible,
of reciprocal and reliable military transparency and confidence-building measures with
Russia, is, therefore, an essential, enduring dimension of assuring the Allies’ security
and Europe’s wider strategic stability. As this chapter has endeavoured to demonstrate,
several Cold War practices hold relevant lessons for today’s NATO in relation to the
critical importance of political cohesion and mutual trust and support among larger and
smaller Allies; the symbiotic complementarity between forward forces and external
reinforcements; and the value of conceptual and operational innovation — in effect,
planning and exercising “NATO smart”.

they would be authorized to cede terrain to an advancing enemy only upon receiving his personal
authorisation. “Forward Strategy in the Central Region”, Brief History of SHAPE, November 1956-
December 1962, classified Cosmic Top Secret, dated 20 May 1963, declassified and disclosed by the
History Section, SHAPE, Belgium, 2017, page 112.

294 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, The Framework Nations’ Concept and NATO: Game-Changer or Missed
Opportunity? op. cit.
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The Soviet Union — Russia: Break or Continuity?

Ambassador Baron Thierry de Gruben

The goal of this paper is to attempt to find a definition of the old Soviet policies and
methods of governance, and their re-emergence in Putin’s Russia. This endeavour
requires, first and foremost, trying to sort out what part of the Soviet mind set is still
present in contemporary Russia, and conversely, what part of the Russian mind set was
present in the Soviet system.

The collapse of the Soviet Union covered, in fact, two distinct phenomena: the
abandoning of Marxism-Leninism as a political and economic system on the one hand
and the braking up of the Soviet Empire on the other.

Clearly, present-day Russia is very different from the Soviet Union that | have known.
The monopoly of the Communist Party is gone, as well as the so-called “dictatorship of
the proletariat”. Marxism-Leninism as the ruling ideology is gone, it has been relegated
to a vestigial and oppositional role. Although the Russian Federation has declared itself
a democracy and a multi-party system in the Constitution was adopted by referendum
on the 12th of December 1993, the political system of today’s Russia can best be
described as a “managed democracy”

The economic system has also changed radically, morphing from a command economy
and central planning towards a market economy, from a non-convertible and non-
transferable ruble to a money-based economy, from communism to “managed
capitalism” (or crony capitalism).

The breakup of the Soviet Union has led to substantial changes in the relationship with
the former Republics. Moscow has developed a new “near abroad policy”. Where
previously that policy concerned the countries immediately outside of the communist
sphere, it now concerns the countries immediately outside of Russia’s State borders.

However, even if these changes were deep and radical, not to say traumatic at times, a
lot has remained the same: a multinational population, a historical and cultural continuity,
a specific geographical position on the world map, a form of relation between Power and
society and last but by far not least, a strong identity that is defined by the word “nash”,
“ours”. Indeed, it has always been difficult to define exactly was is a Russian: there are
Tatars, Udmurtians, Marians, Komyaks, etc., who called themselves “Russian”. So,
ethnicity is not a defining factor, nor is religion. It is more like a team spirit: “On whose
side are you - ours or theirs Thus, there has always been a sense of belonging in that
concept.
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There are three elements that form the continuum from Tsarist Russia through the Soviet
period, to present day: territorial expansion, verticality of the power structure and
Moscow’s policy towards neighbouring countries.

Russia is not the only country that has increased its territory over the course of history
but that is another debate and today we are asked to consider the policies of Putin’s
Russia and the potential threat they pose. Geography is destiny, as Napoleon is reported
to have said. In the case of Russia, | believe it is true. | read somewhere - but did not
verify - that between the end of the XV century and the end of the XIX, Russia increased
its territory by the size of Holland on average every year! That is quite a unique rate of
expansion.

Figure 1: Moscow territorial expansion 1390-1525.
Source: Source: David Liuzzo, (accessed
12.01.2019).https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/2d/Muscovy 1390 1525.png

What were the drivers of this impressive expansion? There are three main ones: the
quest for natural resources, from furs to minerals and other commodities, the drive
towards the open seas and last but not at all least, the need for security.
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The first one is, of course, not specific to Russia. It has been a constant motivation
throughout history and continents and has fuelled colonialism among other adventures.
(Whether Siberia and Central Asia were colonies or not is a long debate that | will not
get into).

The second one, on the other hand, is more specific. Russia is a landlocked country and
has therefore, through its history, attempted to reach and master the open seas. To
illustrate that point, | would like to give the floor to none other than Ivan the Terrible in
the marvellous eponymic movie of Sergei Eisenstein. That movie was shot in 1944,
during the war, under Stalin. lvan’s throne speech encapsulates not only what was his
policy in 1547 but also Stalin’s policy and indeed Russia’s constant policy. To quote lvan
Vassilievich29%:

“Today, for the first time the Archduke of Moscow wears the crown of Tsar of
allthe Russians. He thereby puts an end to the pernicious pow er of the boyars
(read: the opposition, today) From now on, all the Russians will form a single
State but to maintain Russia as a single State we have to be strong. That is
why today | am founding a requilar army — well-equipped, militant. permanent.
And whoever doesn't fight in this army will contribute to its upkeep (Similarly
the haly monasteries, with all their wealth, will make their contribution for their
funds pile up without any advantage to the Russian land). We shall need a
strong and undivided State if we are going to crush those w ho oppose the unity
of the Russian land. Only a State strong and unified within its frontiers can
defend itself beyond them. Our native land is no more than atrunk w hose limbs
have been hacked off. The sources of our waterways and rivers Volga, Dvina,
Volkhov are ours but the ports at their mouths are under foreign control Our
ancestral lands have been torn from us. That is why, this coronation day we
are going to set about retaking occupied Russian terrtory. Two Romes have
fallen. Moscow is the third. There will be no fourth, for | am absolute master of
this third Rome, the Muscovite State™."

It is well-known that Putin annexed Crimea when Ukraine threatened to go “westward”.
His main aim was to retake Sevastopol. Sevastopol commands the Black Sea. However,
holding onto Sevastopol doesn’t make a lot of sense if you don’t have access to the
Mediterranean. Russia had lost all the bases and ports the Soviet Union had in the
Mediterranean, except for two: Tartus and Lattakieh, in Syria, hence the Russian
involvement in that country.

The third main driver of Russian expansionism is security or, rather, Russia’s deep
feeling of insecurity. Russia, in the mind of its own people, is “the country without limits”.

295 Sergei M. Eisenstein, Ivan the Terrible (London and Boston: Faber and Faber, 1989), p. 34.
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Indeed, and unlike countries like France, England or Spain, it has no natural borders nor
even an easily identifiable national space. All along its history, Russia has expanded or
shrunk depending on its conquests or invasions, of its victories or defeats. Furthermore,
before it even became an independent state, it was an Empire (look at the first map
above). Before the Tatar invasion, the Kievan Rus was more of an amalgamation of
semi-independent principalities, (or City-States) not unlike Italy of the Renaissance. After
throwing off the Mongol yoke, lvan the Terrible crowned himself as “the Tsar of all
Russias”, having re-conquered former Russian lands, to which he added several new
conquests, like Kazan and Astrakhan. Since then, the Empire has not ceased to grow,
despite some temporary setbacks. “Russia is where the Russians are”. Russia defines
itself in terms of time more than space.

The Russian Empire in 1913
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Figure 2: Russian Empire in 1913.
Source: Edward W. Walker, Eurasian Geopolitics, UC Berkeley, 17 March 2015.
https://eurasiangeopolitics.com/baltic-maps/russian-empire-in-1913/ (accessed 18.01.2019).

However, space is an essential element of the Russian notion of security. The absence
of natural obstacles, even the absence of well defined national borders have made
Russia vulnerable to all invasions. Even if the Tatar invasion was the longest and most
brutal, it was far from the only one, not by a long stretch! If we consider only threats and
invaders from the West, we can think of Sweden, Poland, Germany, France, and Turkey.
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This permanent vulnerability has given to the Russian understanding of the security
concept an absolute and uncompromising meaning. The Russian word for “security” is
“bezopasnost’, which means - literally - “absence of danger”. Thus, total security can
only be insured by a total absence of danger, which is not quite the same thing as living
in peace with your neighbours, whether close or distant. This “absence of danger” can
be achieved by the control of a strategic space - whereby any foreign threat, even
potential, can be pushed back as far away from the heart of the Empire, meaning from
the centre of Power - as well as by permanent military preparation, but also by the
suppression of any form of hostility at the periphery by a system of Alliances or, even
better, by subjugation. This deep-seated feeling of insecurity and encirclement also
explains the considerable emphasis the Russians have always put on their security
services and their obsession of control. “Laissez faire” is not their motto!
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Figure 3: Russian Expansion in Asia.
Source: Russian Expansion in Asia, Pinterest,
https://www.pinterest.com/pin/15692298681134260/ (accessed 18.01.2019).

The Soviet Union had built, after the trauma of the Second World War, a security
architecture of degressive lines of defence (“glacis dégressifs”). In the centre was Russia
(then, the RSFSR), the seat of power, the keep of the castle. Around it, as an inner line
of fortification, were the 14 Republics, controlled out of Moscow by the Communist Party
of the USSR. Further out were the so-called satellite countries, controlled by proxy
communist parties. Then a line of Neutrals. Beyond that was the “opasnost’, the danger,
the potential enemy.

When the Soviet Union collapsed and the 14 inner Republics proclaimed their
independence, this security construction collapsed with it. The more so when the former
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“satellite” countries joined Western institutions and NATO. When some of the former
Republics also joined the EU and NATO, the security alarm bells of Russia started to
ring loudly. We know what happened when Ukraine started to shift in the same direction.

If one wonders what Russia’s new “Near Abroad” policy is, it would be enough to look at
what happened to Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Georgia, Moldova and Transnistria, Eastern
Ukraine, Central Asia, even Belarus. There is clearly a policy of “Reconquista” at work
here, except, maybe, that in the case of Central Asia where China seems to have made
bigger inroads (no pun intended) than Russia. The Chinese penetration of Siberia is
definitely something to keep an eye on.

The second thread of continuity is related to the power structures. If there is one constant
in the Russian power structure, from Ivan the Terrible to Putin, from autocracy to the
“dictatorship of law”, it is its top-down verticality. Even if today’s Russia defines itself as
a democracy, we know it is not. Putin crushes his opposition just like Ivan Vasilievich
crushed the boyars in his time, just with different methods.

Law and power do not always coexist comfortably, or even peacefully, on the contrary,
they always tend to vie for predominance in any type of society. If one is to grossly
oversimplify, one could say that there are two basic archetypes of political systems in
that respect: one where power prevails over the law and another one where the opposite
is true. Unfortunately (or, maybe, fortunately) things are never as clear-cut and most
political systems are a working compromise between these two tendencies. In the case
of Russia, there is somewhat of an ambiguity.

Russia, for historical as well as practical reasons, has been a country where Power
prevails over Law, where law is only the written word of Power. The practical reasons
have been clearly spelled out by Ivan in his throne speech: “to maintain Russia as a
single state we must be strong”. Indeed, after the collapse of the Soviet system the
USSR broke up in a multitude of little pieces, like a smashed crystal vase. It was well-
rendered in a caricature in the New York Herald Tribune in the early 1990s of a peasant,
fork in hand, and his wife standing in front of their isba; behind them, on a gate, was an
inscription: “Independent Republic of Ivan and Olga”. Given the adverse nature of those
centrifugal days, it is no surprise that Putin has made Ivan’s words his own.

The historical reasons go much further down, deep in Russia’s past. One can go to the
byzantine roots of the Kievan Rus (again, as Ivan Vasilievich pointed out) and beyond
that to the Hellenistic civilisation and to its founder, Alexander the Great. When
establishing his Empire, Alexander took over the ways of the East, of Egypt,
Mesopotamia, Babylon and Persia, not of Athens. He ruled as an absolute, divine
autocrat and so did his successors, the “diadochs” - The Ptolemaids, the Seleucids, the
Lagids - after him. The Byzantine Empire was not a democracy; the Basileus was an
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autocrat - and so was the Tsar. In such a system, Law is an executive instrument, an
instrument of political rule. Law serves the power, not the people.

By contrast, we must remember that in ancient Rome the laws were passed by the
Senate and the assemblies, as they were inscribed on copper tablets and given for
sacred safekeeping in the Temple of Saturn. So, where the gods are the source of power
“of Divine Right” in one instance, they are the keepers and protectors of the laws in the
other.

”

It may be of anecdotal interest to note that the Russian word for Power, “vlast”, has no
plural. Grammatically, you can say “vlasti”, but it refers to the people in power. One
cannot say in Russian: “the separation of powers”, but rather, “the branches of power”,
like the trunk and the various branches growing out of it.

In conclusion, is Russia today a threat to the West? Undoubtedly it is, for three of the
afore-mentioned reasons: historical expansionism, the drive to gain access to open seas
(the Mediterranean, as well as the Baltic), and a political system that is antagonistic to
the West. Russia feels threatened. Whether that is a reality or paranoia is irrelevant. It
is a perception and we have to admit that. Russia has always felt threatened, even at
the height of Soviet Power; remember “bezopasnost’? Appeasement, | fear, will not
work. Yes, we must engage with Russia, but engage on our terms, from a position of
strength and determination. We must cooperate wherever and whenever possible, as
we did with the Soviet Union. There are many things we can do together.

What kind of threat(s) are we facing? There is, of course, the classical military invasion
but I'll leave it to our military experts to tell us how likely that is and if we are in a position
to face it. But let us remember here that “first use” of tactical nuclear weapons was part
of Soviet military doctrine and is more than likely still part of the Russian military doctrine.
Besides, Putin has repeatedly threatened the use of nuclear weapons in a European
conflict. How do we answer that? Locally or globally? Do we retaliate with strategic
strikes? This situation is reminiscent of a similar issue from the early 1980s: the
Euromissile crisis, triggered by the fact that the USSR had deployed a new family of
intermediate range missiles, the SS-20 that could target the European continent but not
the territory of the USA, in effect, achieving a potential decoupling of the security of
Europe and America. NATO’s answer was the double-track decision of 12 December
1979, whereby either the Soviet Union started negotiations on the reduction of that type
of missiles, or NATO would deploy similar weapons on European soil. We know that
nuclear confrontation was reduced by the INF treaty, but unfortunately, that achievement
now has been undone. We are seeing a new attempt by Russia to decouple European
security - and in particular Baltic security - from US security.

Another possible scenario is that of an unconventional infiltration or take-over, the like
of which we have witnessed in Crimea. A third scenario, which is the most likely, is the
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use of “agents of influence” combined with disinformation campaigns on social media
and other media. The use of agents of influence is a very old Soviet practice and so is
the strategy of destabilisation. This is what the KGB used to call “the iron wire tactic”; if
you take a length of iron wire in your hands, you cannot break it but if you bend it, first
one way then another way, it will break by itself after a while, otherwise known as the
“push and shove until you fall” method.

A possible answer to these threats is a credible European Defence. It must be stressed
out that ESDP had to be developed in coordination with NATO, not independently of it.
All our European forces are committed to NATO, they are all “in area”, in application of
Art. 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. At the same time, not all US forces are so committed,
as many operate “out of area”, in various regions of the world. Therefore, a European
defence system should also be strongly committed to NATO. This also touches on the
question of burden-sharing, which is a legitimate question that should be addressed
seriously.

What can NATO do, then? Containment can and will work if we put the necessary means
and determination into it. However, those means and determination must be credible,
otherwise they will fail. NATO has done its job for nearly 70 years and has done it well.
We must also be ready to live up to our commitments. Today, the value of NATO seems
to be put into question by some of the Allies, which is, of course, a very dangerous
message to send over to Putin, as perceptions matter tremendously in international
affairs.
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Complex Strategic Coercion
and the Defence of Europe

Professor Julian Lindley-French?%

‘A transition from sequential and concentrated actions to continuous and
distributed ones, conducted simultaneously in all spheres of confrontation, and
also in distant theatres of military operations is occurring”

General Valery Gerasimov, before the Russian Academy of
Military Sciences, 24 March 2018

With the December 2018 announcement by President Vladimir Putin of his decision to
deploy a new nuclear-tipped missile system (Avangard) purportedly capable of evading
all US defences, and with the British-led Joint Expeditionary Force (JEF) about to
conduct a major Arctic exercise, the purpose of this short briefing paper is to consider
the capability and utility of contemporary Russian forces in relation to the strategic goals
set by President Putin. Specifically, the critical role played by Russia’s ‘New Look’
military force in the realisation of Moscow’s political goals via complex strategic coercion.

Complex strategic coercion is the use of all national means and beyond by a ‘securitised’
state such as Russia to systematically undermine the command authority and the
political and social cohesion of adversary states and institutions. This end is achieved
by creating and exploiting divisions within diverse societies, interfering in national
political processes and exacerbating tensions between democracies. Complex strategic
coercion is underpinned by the threat of overwhelming conventional military power
against weaker states at a time and place of the aggressor’s choosing, allied to the
implicit threat of nuclear and other means of mass destruction to confirm the changed
facts on the ground by preventing strategic peer competitors from mounting a successful
rescue campaign.

Core Message

Western strategists increasingly confuse strategy, capability and technology thus
undermining deterrence and defence efforts. It is precisely the fusion of the three
elements of warfare that the Russian Chief of the General Staff General Valery
Gerasimov has been pioneering for a decade. The modernisation of Russia’s armed
forces must thus be seen in the context of a new form of complex strategic coercion that

2% This chapter is based on an article originally published by the Canadian Global Affairs Institute in
January 2019 under the title Complex Strategic Coercion and Russian Military Modernization.
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employs systematic pressure across 5Ds: disinformation, destabilisation, disruption,
deception and implied destruction. Russia’s strategic goal is to conduct a continuous
low-level war at the seams of democratic societies, and on the margins of both EU and
NATO, to create implicit spheres of influence where little or no such influence should
exist. In the worst case, complex strategic coercion would be used to mask Russian
force concentrations prior to any attack on NATO and EU states from above the Arctic
Circle and Norway’s North Cape in the north, through the Baltic States and Black Sea
region and into the south-eastern Mediterranean. The enduring method of the strategy
is to use the implicit threat of force to keep the Western allies permanently strategically,
politically and militarily off-balance and thus to offset any innate advantages afforded
Western leaders by either their forces or resources. If the Alliance concept of deterrence
and defence is to remain credible an entirely new and innovative concept of protection
and projection must be considered as a matter of urgency.

Why Complex Russian Strategic Coercion?

There are three elements to Russian strategy which provide the all-important strategic
rationale for Russia’s military modernisation: intent, opportunity and capability. The
intent of Moscow’s complex coercive strategy is driven by a world-view that combines a
very particular view of Russian history with the political culture of the Kremlin that is little
different from that of Russia prior to the October 1917 Bolshevik Revolution. For Russia,
the end of the Cold War was a humiliating defeat which saw power in Europe move
decisively away from Moscow to Berlin and Brussels. For Moscow the loss of all-
important prestige was compounded by NATO and EU enlargement as proof of the
designs of an insidious West to destroy what Russians see as the ‘legitimate’ legacy of
the Great Patriotic War and with it the Russian influence in Europe.

The 2014 EU Association Agreement with Ukraine?%” reinforced the Kremlin's paranoia
that Russia’s voice no longer mattered. The traditional Russian reliance on force as a
key component of Russian influence reinforced the tendency of the Putin regime to
imagine (and to some extent manufacture for domestic consumption) a new threat to
Russia from the West. Threat of force has thus again come to be seen by the
increasingly ‘securitised’ Russian state as a key and again legitimate component of
Russian ‘defence’, albeit more hammer and nail than hammer and sickle. Hard though
it is for many Western observers to admit it is also not hard to see how Russia, with its
particular history, and Putin’s Kremlin with its very particular world-view, has come again
to this viewpoint. The mistake for the West would be to believe that such a world-view
is not actually believed at the pinnacle of power in Russia. It is.

297 Read in: Association Agreement between the European Union and its Member States, of the one
part, and Ukraine, of the other part, Official Journal of the European Union 29 May 2014,
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/november/tradoc_155103.pdf (Accessed 12.01.2019)
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The opportunity for Moscow’s complex coercive strategy is afforded by an under-
defended Europe, a fractured transatlantic relationship and an over-stretched America
faced with the rise of regionally-aggressive China. Brexit has also reinforced Russian
prejudices about the EU. From the Russian perspective the supine British political and
bureaucratic elite are an example of what happens to an old Power that tries to negotiate
‘constructively’ with a German-centric European Commission that sees itself on an
historic mission to unite all the peoples of Europe via the aggregation of state power into
some form of superpower organised around and for Berlin. For the Kremlin there is no
such thing as ‘community’ in international relations, only power, the balance or otherwise
thereof and the zero-sum reality of winners and losers.

Military-strategic analysis

Russia’s military modernisation began with the ten-year State Armament Programme of
2010 and the so-called ‘New Look’ reforms. The main elements have been, as follows:

Russian Aerospace Forces: Strategic communications are central to Moscow’s method
of coercion, particularly for an aggressive but weaker power in competition with stronger,
albeit more diverse and passive powers. The Russian Aerospace Forces are thus a vital
component in Moscow’s complex strategic coercion and act as a ‘showroom’ to the West
of Russian military capability. Together with the development of highly-deployable
airborne forces the Russian Air Force and air defence has received the biggest tranche
of funding in the 2011-2020 Strategic Armaments Programme?®. Since 2014, the air
force has acquired more than 1000 aircraft — both fixed and rotary wing. Much
investment has been made in new hypersonic missile systems such as the Avangard,
Kinzhal and Zircon systems. A new intercontinental ballistic missile, SR28, has been
deployed together with further deployments of mobile systems such as TOPOL M, as
well as a raft of short and (controversially) intermediate-range systems, such as Novator.
The latter breaches the 1987 Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) and once again
raises the prospect of the US strategic arsenal being ‘de-coupled’ from the defence of
NATO Europe. Nuclear torpedoes have also been tested as well as new ship-busting
systems, such as the nuclear-capable SS-N-X78. Russia’s air defence forces have been
markedly upgraded to form a multi-layered air defence with the creation of 44 new
missile battalions armed with the advanced S-400 surface-to-air missile and other
systems. Russia’s space-based systems are also being modernised with 85 military
satellites, 21 of which offer high resolution imagery and high-speed data transfer.

Russia is also seeking to better exploit unmanned and robotic systems, with a particular
emphasis on the use of drones to enhance tactical and operational reconnaissance.

298 Tomas Malmlof, Russia’s New Armament Programme - Leaner and Meaner, Swedish Defence
Research Agency, Stockholm March 2018.
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However, whilst Moscow is keen to develop a heavy reconnaissance and strike drone
its programmes are still some way from being completed.

Strategic Command and Control: The National Defence Management Centre (NDMC)
acts as the brains of the force charged with considering the utility and application of force
in line with presidential strategy. The NDMC balances centralisation of strategic
command with decentralisation of operational command. Four smaller versions of the
NDMC have been recreated in the four military oblasts (districts).

Critically, the NDMC has overseen a radical root and branch reform of Russia’s strategic,
operational and tactical command and control allied to the creation of new joint forces
(with a particular emphasis on new airborne forces that combine airborne units, naval
infantry (marines) and special operating forces (Spetsnaz)) and the deployment of high-
tech capabilities that enhance battlefield mobility and offensive and defensive
performance. Particular improvements are apparent in the situational awareness of
commanders and communications between the supreme political authority and
operational commanders. The flexibility of the force has been further enhanced by the
adoption of a new joint battlespace information system. Live streaming for commanders
has also been introduced to improve real-time operational command and decision-
making.

Personnel: The design aim of the Russian future force is to improve the strategic and
political utility and flexibility of Russia’s future force. The creation of a core professional
force is central to that ambition with a large augmentation force, built mainly around
conscripts, reinforced, in turn, by significant reserves. The shift in the balance of
personnel between conscripted personnel and professional effectives aims to achieve a
4:5 ratio. A particular emphasis has been placed on making all cadres of non-
commissioned officers (NCOs) professional to improve the junior leadership qualities of
the force. Achieving such a change has been complicated by a decline in the
attractiveness of military contracts since 2010 compared with civilian alternatives, but
significant progress is apparent.

Russian Army: The Russian Army has proved to be the most resistant to the changes
General Gerasimov has been driving in his now long-tenure as Chief of the General
Staff. The central effort to modernise the force has been focussed on upgrades of
artillery and armoured systems and formations, albeit with mixed success. Much has
been made of the new T-90M main battle tank and its enhanced active armour
protection. However, tests of the T-90M are unlikely to be completed before 2020 at the
earliest. A sustained effort has also been made to improve the fires and counter-fires
capability of the Army as the use of mass artillery still remains central to Russian land
doctrine. New multi-launch rocket systems (MLRS) have been deployed, together with
heavy-guided artillery munitions reinforced by the increased and increasing use of
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drones to enhance the battlefield intelligence of artillery regiments. Russia’s missile
brigades are also capable of operating at a greater range than hitherto with double the
number of launchers compared with 2010. They are also equipped with new short-range
systems, such as Iskander M, with ranges up to 500km.

Russian Navy: The Russian Navy has least benefitted of all the services from the reform
programme, even though a massive new missile arsenal is nearing completion on the
Kola Peninsula close to the base of the Russian Northern Fleet, Moscow’s principal
naval force. Whilst significant enhances have been made to the fleets of Russian nuclear
ballistic submarines with the (eventual) deployment of the four Borei-class boats (three
of which are under construction) it is the development and deployment of the eight boats
of the advanced hunter-killer Yasen class that are of much concern to Western navies.
Russia has also deployed 11 boats of the effective Akula class and some very ‘quiet’
conventional submarines of the improved Kilo class, as well as the new Varshavyanka
and Lada classes. The ability of Russian submarines to fire a range of munitions,
including cruise missiles and nuclear-tipped torpedoes, makes them potentially highly-
effective ship-busters.

However, the surface fleet has not fared so well with the shipbuilding yards unable to
meet the demand of the Navy to replace principal surface craft with budgets for such
construction in any case reduced in recent years. The much-lauded (propaganda) 30-
year old aircraft carrier, Admiral Kuznetsov, is undergoing a problematic extended refit
following its return from operations in the Mediterranean in 2017 and 2018.

Lacunae: Russia’s military lacunae confirm the nature, scope and ambition of Moscow’s
complex strategic coercion because they emphasise the ability of Russian forces to
potentially do a lot of damage around Russia’s self-declared ‘near abroad’, but with
limited strategic effect beyond without resorting to the use of nuclear weapons.
Specifically, Russian forces lack strategic manoeuvre and strategic lift which limits the
range of likely conventional action from Russia’s borders. The blocking of the two
French-built Mistral-class amphibious ships was a particular blow. The Russian Air Force
also lacks precision guided munitions, although steps are being taken to close that gap
in the arsenal, and the development of so-called smart munitions is a priority. Russia’s
strategic bomber fleet is also very old, even though systems such as the Tu-22M and
the latest variants of the Tu-95 are still capable of providing platforms for the launch of
new long-range, stand-off hypersonic missile systems.

Assessment

The modernisation of the Russian Armed Forces since 2010 has been impressive.
However, the impression of an irresistible force President Putin likes to portray is still
someway from the truth. The specific threat from the force comes in its role within and
relationship to other forms of warfare Russia could wage, particularly on European
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democracies close to its borders. The Russian Armed Forces of today are certainly
capable of undertaking a lightning thirty-day conventional war at the margins of NATO
and the EU that would enable them to seize strategic, albeit limited, objectives. Russia’s
nuclear forces are being modernised at pace (see the 2019 deployment of the Avangard
system) with the objective to deter and prevent the major Western powers from
intervening in sufficient force until a fait accompli land grab would be completed. As
such, Russian grand strategy and military strategy are closely aligned either through the
threat of force or, in extremis, the actual use of force. Why Russia would actually use
such force is harder to discern, although the Kremlin’s failure to reform either the Russian
economy or society could create the conditions in which a desperate regime felt
compelled to resort to extreme measures.

There are also significant constraints on the Russian defence budget and the slowdown
in investment planned in the 2021-2030 Strategic Armaments Programme suggest that
President Putin’s original level of military-strategic ambition might also be somewhat
reduced in the coming years. Much will depend on foreign-generated income from oil
and gas sales and the extent to which Russian civil society is willing to accept the cost
of the onerous burden of the Russian security state (civil and military). Whilst no
democrat President Putin has shown himself sensitive to the public mood, if not to the
public voice.

Strategic welfare and countering complex strategic coercion

Europe is awakening from a thirty-year strategic slumber. As with all such moments the
awakening is marked by an explosion in concepts that tend to create more heat than
light for leaders and the policy and strategy choices they must make. Definition at such
moments is thus vital for defence, particularly when it concerns the need to understand
adversaries and their strategic aims. The future defence of Europe must thus be seen
in the context of two main drivers. First, an offensive Russian strategy based on the
systematic identification by Moscow of the coercive strategic effects the Kremlin seeks
to generate and the role of both implied and actual force in the creation of such effects.
Second, a revolution in military technology that is ever more apparent as the prospect
of hyperwar-driven Artificial Intelligence, quantum computing and machine-learning,
Nano-technologies, drone and other semi or fully autonomous delivery systems start to
appear in an increasingly singular battlespace that now stretches from the depths of the
oceans to outer-space, across all landmasses and within and between changing
societies and communities.

The mistake the Americans have traditionally made at such moments is to see
technology as strategy. General Gerasimov and his Staff have adopted a very different
approach. They have considered the strategic and political objectives that President
Putin has set for them and the ends, ways and means (including technology) available
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to Russia to realise those goals. American concepts such as the technology-led cross-
domain warfare in which the battlespace become an integrated air, sea, land, space,
cyber, information (including electronic warfare) and knowledge super-domain for the
conduct of operations are vital, but to the Russians of secondary important to strategy —
a means to an end. Indeed, cross-domain warfare is seen by General Gerasimov and
his Staff as an outcome and a consequence, as well as a realiser of strategy. Europeans
appear to embrace neither strategy nor technology in any meaningful and systematic
way, rather seeing defence as what can be afforded after the costs of social welfare
have been expended.

Russia’s military modernisation must thus be seen first and foremost as the foundation
instrument for the application of complex strategic coercion across 5D continuous
warfare - disinformation, destabilisation, disruption, deception and implied destruction -
in pursuit of the greatest influence at the least warfighting cost to the Russian Federation.
In other words, for Moscow the utility of the Russian future force as a political extortion
racket - the ultimate tool of strategic blackmail — aimed primarily at the states around
Russia’'s western and southern borders, with a particular focus on what the Kremlin
would call the old Soviet Empire.

The logic of such a strategy is created by Europe’s leaders, too many of whom continue
to be in denial of the strategic ambition implicit in Russia’s force modernisation and the
need to counter it. If Europeans and their allies are to successfully counter Russian
strategy, they need to see a 5D defence as strategic welfare and organise accordingly.
To that end, new partnerships are needed between institutions, states and peoples to
harden both systems and populations in addition to deterring Russia’s implied use of
force. Back in 1967 Pierre Harmel called for a dual track approach to the then Soviet
Union — defence and dialogue. Dialogue with Russia remains vital to convince Moscow
that the aggressive narrative about the ‘West’ is not only wrong, but it will eventually be
self-defeating. At the same time, if Europeans are to successfully demonstrate the errors
in the assumptions that underpin Russian strategy the defence of Europe will need to be
recast with forces and resources applied systematically across the 5Ds and seven
domains of twenty-first-century warfare. Such a strategy presupposes a strong albeit
adapted transatlantic relationship, and a ‘Europe’ finally that pursues strategic unity of
effort and purpose. The need is great. As Russia has demonstrated and continues to
demonstrate in and around Ukraine and elsewhere 5D warfare is already a reality.
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Misperceptions in Deterring Russia:
What is the West Doing Wrong?

Dr. Viljar Veebel

Introduction:
Why are the Russians not deterred despite systematic Western efforts?

Russia’s systematic confrontation with Western countries since Crimean annexation has
lasted for five years already, with variable intensity. During that time, Russia has not
shown any signs of regret or deterrence despite the efforts of the West, including
economic sanctions, international condemnation, political isolation and stigmatization of
Russia and Russian political elite. This is something that the Western countries have
difficulty in understanding. Why do Russians not beg for forgiveness for their actions in
Ukraine, Georgia, and Syria? Why do they not get the message that they should be
deterred? Why does the country not understand that it is not going to be one of the global
great powers, and why they do not seek compromise with the West? Finally, why do
Russians not remove Vladimir Putin from power?

This confusion of Western politicians and analysts arises from the rationale that “Russia
should be deterred because we would be deterred if we were in their place.” This
misconception is directly linked to the Western approach, which expects the
psychological behavioural patterns of the West and Russia to overlap at least in most
crucial aspects. In this way, Russia is expected to adopt Western normative values and
to accept the widely prevalent postmodern security narrative prioritizing political and
social stability, economic welfare, peaceful solutions to conflicts, and a rules-based
global order. The extension of Western normative values and fears of the Russian
political elite is, for example, reflected in the statements of many former and current high-
level politicians of the EU institutions.?®® Moreover, the Western deterrence model is
often based on the constructivist approach where certain issues are socially constructed
as security threats.3% In practical terms, these issues are just primarily associated with
topics that people are more informed about or that engage more with the public in terms
of values and norms. In this way, the recent efforts of the Western countries to deter

29 For example, see the statements of Jean-Claude Juncker, Federica Mogherini, Catherine Ashton,
etc. referred in Viljar Veebel, “The European Union as a normative power in the Ukrainian-Russian
conflict”, International Politics, 2018, May, pp. 1-16.

300 About the theory of securitization and the Copenhagen school, see, e.g. Vilekiene, Egle;
Janusauskiene, Dovile. “Subjective security in a volatile geopolitical situation”, Journal on Baltic
Security, 2016 Vol. 2, Issue 2, pp. 109-143, http://www.baltdefcol.org/files/files/JOBS/JOBS.02.2.pdf
(accessed 21.04.2019)
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Russians have not caused any actual fear in the opponent but have served mostly as a
sign of assurance or resilience for the Western countries themselves.

This article aims to critically assess the reasons why the Western deterrence model has
not caused any actual fear in Russia. To quote Rebecca Hersman, “deterrence is, at its
core, a dialogue — and, as such, rests on three questions: Can we be heard? Are we
listening? And are we understood?”3'. In this respect, the focus of this article is on the
following questions: Do Russians understand the meaning of deterrence at all? What
are they not afraid of? Does the country have any “red lines” and “glass floors”? And
what could actually deter Russia and Russian political elite?

Therefore, the main contribution of the article lies in a comprehensive analysis of what
are the fundamental misperceptions of the Western countries when trying to deter
Russia. Until now, both the EU’s political elite and the transatlantic military community
have avoided any direct criticism concerning the shortcomings of the current security
approach of the Western countries. Instead of this, a view has been taken that the West's
current security model is the best possible way of deterring Russia, as well as that the
more quantitative resources are allocated, the more effective deterrence will be.
Furthermore, those who have dared to question the effectiveness of the current security
approach of the West were sometimes labelled as being supporter of Russia. However,
a critical view on the shortcomings of the Western deterrence model could help to take
control over the security situation in Europe again.

Should we expect the behavioural patterns of Western countries
and that of Russia to overlap?

The vision, that Russia is interested in the adoption of Western normative values is
directly linked with the self-image of NATO and EU member states as normative power
implementers. Russia as many other countries are in this model seen as target countries
to be forced or persuaded for the export of certain norms, rules, and practices such as
democracy, social justice, commitment to human rights, and fundamental freedoms to
other countries. Changing “the other” is essential aim of the normative power.302

Normative power concept based on neo-imperial motivations dates back to the 1930s.
However, the idea about the “unique” power of the EU and NATO has received particular
attention since the late 1990s and successful transition of former Soviet bloc states to

301 Rebecca Hersman, The Deterrence and Assurance Conversation, Center for Strategic &
International Studies, 2017. https://www.csis.org/analysis/deterrence-and-assurance-conversation
(accessed 21.04.2019)

302 Andre Gerrits, Normative Power Europe in a Changing World: A Discussion. In Introductory
Observations on a Controversial Notion. 2009, Netherlands Institute of International Relations.
https://www.clingendael.nl/sites/default/files/20091200 cesp paper_gerrits.pdf (accessed
21.04.2019).
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Western value space. Ukraine and Russia in this model are seen nothing more specific
than the rest of former Soviet republics.

lan Manners describes that the norm diffusion is shaped by six channels, including
contagion (unintentional diffusion), informational factor (strategic and declaratory
communications), procedural factor (institutionalization of relationship by the EU or
NATO), transference (exchange of benefits by imposer and the third parties), overt
(physical presence in the third countries or international organizations), and cultural
filters (cultural diffusion and political learning in the third countries and organizations).3%3
Based on that ground, both the European Union and NATO are expected to have power
to change or protect the norms of international relations.

The diffusion of Western norms is also closely related to the theory of external
governance, which operates as a form of interdependence in which internal rules are
extended beyond the formal membership.3%* The theory has become one of the main
explanations for integration of other countries into the system of European rules and
regulations. Whereas in earlier studies from late 1990s external governance has been
related to the Central and Eastern European countries and the EU Eastern Enlargement
only3%, later studies have associated it with all of the countries participating in the
European neighbourhood policy3%. Although Russia is not a part of the European
neighbourhood policy (ENP) as such, the country takes part in cross-border cooperation
activities under the ENP3%7. To sum up, it is expected that through various channels and
wide-ranging contacts the EU succeeds to promote European norms and values in many
countries, including Russia.

At the transatlantic level, credible deterrence is expected to act as a guarantee for
stability and peace in the Euro-Atlantic region. According to the NATO Alliance’s
strategy, “no one should doubt NATO's resolve if the security of any of its members were
to be threatened™8, It is expected that the combination of the Alliance’s nuclear and

303 J]an Manners, Normative Power Europe: The International Role of the EU. 2001. In European
Community Studies Association, Biennial Conference. http://aei.pitt.edu/7263/1/002188 1.PDF.
(accessed 21.04.2019).

304 Viljar Veebel, Liina Kulu and Annika Tartes, Conceptual factors behind the poor performance of the
European Neighbourhood policy. Lithuanian Foreign Policy Review 31, 2014, pp. 85-102.

305 For example, Lykke Friis and Anna Murphy, The European Union and Central and Eastern Europe:
Governance and Boundaries. Journal of Common Market Studies 37(2), 1999 pp. 211-232.

306 See, e.g. Sandra Lavenex, EU external governance in ‘wider Europe’, Journal of European Public
Policy 11(4), pp. 680-700.

307 European Commission (2019). EU Neighbourhood region and Russia: International Cooperation and
Development. https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/regions/eu-neighbourhood-region-and-russia_en
(accessed 19.04.2019).

308 Active engagement, modern defence, NATO, 2012).
https://www.nato.int/cps/ua/natohg/official texts 68580.htm (accessed 12.04.2019).
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conventional capabilities would persuade the opponents that aggression causes costs
that are higher than potential gains3%°.

To conclude, Western countries have systematically developed multilateral international
order, which is not only based on their values but is also expected to project those values
to other countries by using “stick and carrot” approach. Additionally, it is seen as
irrational for neighbouring powers to not accept this model, even when Russia is not the
only one openly rejecting all the elements of normative power and external governance
and seeing itself as regional power-centre and source of external governance. Recent
Russian attempts to challenge the current international security order have not
demonstrated discouragement and deterrence. Without any overt fear of retaliation, we
have seen Russia’s aggression against its neighbours that were planned and executed
with great decisiveness, sophistication, initiative, and agility. This brings us to the
question of whether Russians understand the meaning of deterrence at all.

Do Russians understand the meaning of deterrence?

A broader understanding of how deterrence could or is expected to work in Russia has
a lot to do with what Russians understand by deterrence, as well as how things are
translated in the Russian language and how society is ready to accept certain non-native
thinking concepts. Scholars have identified three stages in the evolution of Russian post-
Cold War deterrence thinking. In the first stage, the theory of de-escalation emerged in
1999 with a focus on how to make use of nuclear capabilities in the most efficient way
possible against a conventionally superior adversary. In the second stage in the 2000s,
the focus of the concept shifted towards strategic deterrence, referring to the question
of how nuclear and conventional capabilities could be combined to deter both
conventional and nuclear threats. In the third stage since 2010s, the idea behind
strategic deterrence has been expanded, including also non-nuclear and non-military
components.310

In this light, initially the term deterrence was associated with nuclear assets in Russia.
However, some doubts about the country’s nuclear capabilities have contributed to the
development of a more comprehensive approach to deterrence in Russia in the following
decades with the aim of offering Russia other tools next to nuclear capabilities to prevent
and shape conflict.3'" For example, already in 2010, the Russian Military Doctrine placed
more emphasis on conventional forces, communication, and command and control

309 NATO'’s nuclear deterrence policy and forces, NATO, 2015.
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/topics 50068.htm (accessed 21.04.2019); Strategic concepts,
NATO (2017). https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/topics_56626.htm (accessed 19.04.2019).

310 Kristin Ven Bruusgaard. ,Russian Strategic Deterrence®, Survival, Vol. 58, No. 4 August-September
2016, pp. 7-26. https://toinformistoinfluence.com/2016/07/21/russian-strategic-deterrence/ (accessed
19.04.2019).

31 Ibid.
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systems.3'2 Intriguingly, it has been argued that Russia learned to use non-military
capabilities from observing Western activities since the end of the Cold War, e.g., in
Eastern Europe and the Middle East.3'® Further doctrinal documents from 2015 onward
have only confirmed this approach, describing a large variety of non-military, non-
nuclear, and nuclear capabilities in Russia to deter adversaries.3'* However, despite this
the strategic deterrence of Russia is still a strategy which is to a large extent based on
convincing an opponent of a credible threat of using military force.®'® To quote the
Russian National Security Strategy, “Interrelated political, military, military-technical,
diplomatic, economic, informational, and other measures are being developed and
implemented in order to ensure strategic deterrence and the prevention of armed
conflicts. These measures are intended to prevent the use of armed force against Russia
and to protect its sovereignty and territorial integrity. Strategic deterrence and the
prevention of armed conflicts are achieved by maintaining the capacity for nuclear
deterrence at a sufficient level, and the Russian Federation Armed Forces, other troops,
and military formations and bodies at the requisite level of combat readiness”.3'¢ It
should be also highlighted that Russian military analysts differentiate between regional
and global deterrence. Regional deterrence aims to deter localised interstate conflict
with Russia or its allies. Global deterrence is aimed to deter possibly existential conflict
between great powers.3'”

Thus, in principle, Russia should understand the essence of deterrence in a similar way
as the Western countries do because the deterrence models of both adversaries include
military and non-military, nuclear and non-nuclear capabilities as a response to potential
threats. However, there might be some confusion in Russia, as regards precise terms
are to be considered. The term deterrence in Russian, sderzivanie, does not exactly
include all components of deterrence but covers mostly deterrence by denial in

312 Nikolai Sokov, N. The New 2010 Russian Military Doctrine: The Nuclear Angle. Middlebury Institute
of International Studies at Monterey 2010. https://www.nonproliferation.org/new-2010-russian-military-
doctrine/ (accessed 20.04.2019).

313 Anna Loukianova Fink, The Evolving Russian Concept of Strategic Deterrence: Risks and
Responses. Arms Control Association. July/August 2017. https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2017-
07/features/evolving-russian-concept-strategic-deterrence-risks-responses (accessed 21.04.2019).

314 See, for example, Russian National Security Strategy (2015), translation:
http://www.ieee.es/Galerias/fichero/OtrasPublicaciones/Internacional/2016/Russian-National-Security-
Strategy-31Dec2015.pdf (accessed 23.04.2019).

315 Anna Loukianova Fink, The Evolving Russian Concept of Strategic Deterrence: Risks and
Responses. Arms Control Association. July/August 2017. https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2017-
07/features/evolving-russian-concept-strategic-deterrence-risks-responses (accessed 21.04.2019).

316 Russian National Security Strategy, 2015, translation:
http://www.ieee.es/Galerias/fichero/OtrasPublicaciones/Internacional/2016/Russian-National-Security-
Strategy-31Dec2015.pdf (accessed 12.04.2019).

317 Thomas Frear, Lukasz Kulesa and Denitsa Raynova. “Russia and NATO: How to overcome
deterrence instability?”, Euro-Atlantic Security Report. European Leadership Network. April 2018.
https://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/26042018-Deterrence-
Russia-NATO-Thomas-Frear-Lukasz-Kulesa-Denitsa-Raynova.pdf (accessed 21.04.2019).
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combination with resilience. The aspects related to deterrence by punishment or
deterrence by lack of ambitions are, however, missing. Furthermore, in the Russian
language, deterrence is a purely reactive concept which is historically associated with
Russia’s fight against Napoleon or Hitler because in the past sderzivanie has been used
to refer to the idea that the opponent is forced to step out of the conflict after it has
suffered heavy losses. Coercion as an alternative term to deterrence by punishment is
not used in Russian military language at all. Russians, however, use the term
prinuzdhenie which more or less reflects the meaning of compulsion and is understood
as a forceful proactive action to indicate change.3'® All this brings us to the next question
of why are Russians not afraid, assuming that despite some language specificities, they
still understand the basic essence of deterrence in a similar way to the Western
countries. The answer could be found in unrealistic expectations of the Western
countries, concerning that of which Russia is afraid.

Misperceptions about Russian fears

In principle, there are two fundamental misperceptions that the Western countries have,
when trying to deter Russia. First, Russia is expected to be afraid of losing the rule-
based world security order, and second, Russia is expected to demonstrate good will
and cooperative mentality to improve the relations with the West.

The first expectation that Russia is afraid of losing the rules-based world security order
is misleading in the way that the Russian leadership seems not to put their stakes in
peaceful coexistence, and acceptance of Western values. On the one hand, since the
outbreak of the Ukrainian conflict, the Russian political elite has constantly sent signals
to the international community that the country does not violate the fundamental
principles of international law but instead that Crimea and Russia share a common
history and pride. Furthermore, Vladimir Putin argues that Crimea has always been an
inseparable part of Russia (to quote Vladimir Putin, “large sections of historical South of
Russia”), and that “this conviction is based on truth and justice and was passed from
generation to generation, over time, under any circumstances, despite all the dramatic
changes our country went through during the entire 20th century”.3'® On the other hand,
while actively testing the low-intensity options for hybrid destabilization of the region,
Russia has simultaneously blamed Western countries for interfering in home affairs of
other countries as well as for the abuse of the normative power in the international arena,
referring to the “attempts to maintain the dominance of the US and its allies in global
affairs by carrying out a policy of containment of Russia,” as stated in the Russia’s

318 Dima Adamsky, From Moscow with coercion: Russian deterrence theory and strategic culture.
Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume 41, Issue 1-2, 2017, pp. 33-60.

319 Vladimir Putin, Address by President of the Russian Federation (2014). The Kremlin, Moscow, 18
March 2014. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/20603 (accessed 13.04.2019).
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national security strategy.3?° This strategy document also points to the United States of
America and the European Union as supporters for the anti-constitutional coup d’etat in
Ukraine.3?! Similarly, “colour revolutions” in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan in 2003—
2005 and the Arab Spring in 2010-2012 have been described in Russia as examples of
disruptive Western policy.3?2 Moreover, already in 2007 in the Munich Security
Conference, Vladimir Putin stressed the failure of the unipolar world order and pointed
to double standards of the Western democracies while dictating Russia towards
democratic transition.32

Next to that, from Russia’s perspective, all more or less peaceful attempts the country
has made in 2015-2017 have been rejected by the West with a reference to Russia’s
aggressive behaviour in the past “until further compliance is witnessed.” Otherwise, in
those cases where Russia has visibly used military forces like in Syria, the country has
been “taken into the club” again by the international community. This speaks in favour
of the use of “escalate to de-escalate” strategy, meaning that the international
community should actually not be surprised about Russia’s tactics to constantly plan
new scenarios of conflict escalation both in existing conflict zones and in new areas.
Furthermore, Russia has not been properly punished for using the “escalate to de-
escalate” model, so most likely they will continue to use it. The models of the OSCE and
UN also support this view. In case of Ukraine and Syria, Russia clearly turned into a pro-
active hybrid actor.

In this respect, it is interesting that the Russian discourse often uses the term struggle
(bor'’ba) to refer to various forms of strategic interactions. For example, their military
dictionary includes terms like informational struggle, radio-electronic struggle, diplomatic
struggle, ideological struggle, economic struggle, or armed struggle.3?* Thus, it seems
that for Russians a desirable positive situation is a dynamic and agile struggle rather
than a static comfort zone hoping that world is and will be peaceful.

Seen in this light, there is actually no reason to expect that current Russian leadership
would change their mind and be interested in maintaining the current rule-based world
security order. Russia is by no means interested in compliance with Western demands

320 Russian National Security Strategy, 2015, translation:
http://www.ieee.es/Galerias/fichero/OtrasPublicaciones/Internacional/2016/Russian-National-Security-
Strategy-31Dec2015.pdf (accessed 13.04.2019).
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322 Thomas Frear, Lukasz Kulesa and Denitsa Raynova. “Russia and NATO: How to overcome
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Russia-NATO-Thomas-Frear-Lukasz-Kulesa-Denitsa-Raynova.pdf (accessed 15.04.2019).
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and in maintaining the current international security order. At the same time, when
Western countries make calculations, they somehow sum up those two minuses and get
one plus. For example, while the West considers political embargo as a last warning for
Russia, then Russia interprets it as carte blanche for things that the country needed to
do.

The second presumption that Russia is expected to demonstrate good will to improve
the relations with the West is also misleading in many ways. There seems to be an
overall misperception that Russian political elite is ready to make an offer of good will
first to seek for forgiveness by the international community, without expecting anything
in return other than Western patronizing statements that “it takes more to be taken back
to the club”.3?5 In practice, such an expectation has only very little historical proof. On
the contrary, one of the key principles of the foreign policy of the former Soviet Union
was to reject all kind of offers of compromise or good will, especially in regards to
territorial or border disputes. Thus, at least based on historic traditions, there is no
reason to believe that normalization of mutual relations between Russia and the West
with “one-sided gifts” could take place. Furthermore, there is a popular expression that
Russians have, referring to the statement of Mr. Andrei Gromyko, the Soviet Union’s
Minister of Foreign Affairs during the Cold War during the disputes with the members of
the Japanese delegation over the Kuril Islands, “we are as big as we are because we
never return any territories if not forced.” However, Russia’s good will could appear if
potential increase in reverence and respect is included in the formula: accordingly,
Russians could potentially be ready to make “gifts,” should they potentially gain more
respect because of this step. However, nothing like this is unlikely to happen under
pressure to be degraded.326

In principle, Russia’s good will to improve relations with the West could potentially arise
also due to country’s desire to avoid political isolation or economic recession. However,
this assumption too is mostly unrealistic. The first part of this assumption would suggest
that Russia is ready to sacrifice its sovereignty to get higher diplomatic influence and
inclusion. However, this assumption simply does not take into account the fact that
Western countries are only one potential partner out of many in the Russian diplomatic
and political landscape. In real terms, Russia has numerous “client states” located both
in its neighbourhood (like Belarus and Armenia) as well as in Latin America (like
Venezuela). Furthermore, Russia has big economic partners at their border (China) or
a bit further away (India). Should, e.g., the President of the United States or the

325 Detelin Elenkov, Can American management concepts work in Russia? A cross-cultural comparative
study. California Management Review, Vol. 40(4), 1998, pp. 133-156.

326 For further discussion, see Ivan Timofeev, |. “Russia and NATO in the Baltic”, The Baltic Sea
Region: Hard and Soft Security Reconsidered. 2016, Latvian Institute of International Affairs.
http://liia.lv/en/publications/the-baltic-sea-region-hard-and-soft-security-reconsidered-558 (accessed
19.04.2019).
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Chancellor of Germany reject to meet Vladimir Putin, there are other options for the
Russian President to boost his ego. Furthermore, several recent developments such as
those in Syria and Venezuela have clearly shown that Russia dictates the political
agenda of the international community because it is Russia who fuels the conflicts and
later on rushes straight in to solve it under the noses of Western countries. This is most
likely also the reason why, for example, both Donald Trump and Angela Merkel have
recently found time and motivation for several bilateral meetings with Viadimir Putin.
Thus, even if Russia is officially banned “from the negotiating table,” unofficially,
everyone still counts on Russia.

The second part of this expectation suggesting that Russia’s political elite does not want
to drag the country into deep economic recession and to increase poverty in Russia
seems to be overestimated, too. It is expected that Russia is willing to trade its
sovereignty and to lose control over its territories for the non-application of economic
sanctions. The economic sanctions the West has imposed on Russia from 2014 on after
the annexation of Crimea prove otherwise. The Russian economy has already faced
economic recession, weaker direct investment, the rouble losing its value, soaring
capital flight, and high inflation rates for some period because of a combination of
economic sanctions, a trend of global stagnation, and oil price dynamics. However,
despite this economic pressure, no success has been achieved internationally in solving
the conflict in Ukraine. This means that the Russian political elite is not even considering
trading sovereignty for economic benefits but only economic benefits for more political
influence. Furthermore, about 22 percent of the Russian population is currently living in
poverty anyway3?’, meaning that one cannot be afraid of losing something what one has
never experienced, such as economic welfare and security. Russians have already felt
difficult times in 2015-2017, as one-quarter of Russian companies cut wages or even
skipped payments to the employees, the average wage has dropped and so on3%, but
Vladimir Putin was still elected as a Russian President in 2018 for fourth term with more
than 76 percent of the vote32°,

The latter also confirms that, contrary to the West, Russia does not need reason or
justification for the use of force. Whereas, in principle, the West tries to avoid any
unprovoked use of force with the purpose of avoiding the loss of a moral “upper hand,”
legitimacy, and public support, Russians consider a successful domination over its

327 One-fifth of Russians live in Poverty, 36 percent in “risk zone”, according to a study quoted by Radio
Free Europe, 21 November 2018. https://www.rferl.org/a/study-22-percent-of-russians-live-in-poverty-
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neighbours as something that is self-justifying and self-legitimizing, based on vital
national interests. Russia is fully based on the concept of raison d’état, where vital
national interests do not need any additional justification. Furthermore, a strategy of an
unforeseen and sudden escalation belongs to the traditional success models of the
Russian society, as well as readiness to escalate without any reason is considered as a
sign of strength and agility. Being pre-emptive and pro-active constitutes a normal
feature of the Russian foreign policy and this approach is used systematically. Since
there seems to be no socio-political comfort zone to maintain, no economic welfare to
lose, and no rules-based global order to preserve in Russia today, a threat to take away
the cornerstones of a Western welfare state clearly does not work for deterring Russia.
All this brings us to the question of whether the country has any “red lines” and “glass
floors,” which could cause the country to step off the confrontation with the West.

Does Putin’s Russia have “red lines” and “glass floors”
in its confrontation with the West?

There seems to be an expectation in both security discourse and public relations
discourse of Western countries that the Russian leadership behaves impulsively or
sometimes even psychopathically without understandable rational calculations: it's like
they do not realize the supremacy of NATO and the European Union in each possible
category. However, in international politics, both the balance of powers and supremacy
depend on the characteristics that are under consideration. For example, as regards full
combat readiness of conventional units during 72 hours in the Central and Eastern
European region, Russian experts are convinced that Russia has an advantage, even
when Poland is included in the calculation. Should also both Russia’s ability to cover
huge areas in Central and Eastern Europe by the A2AD-bubble from its own territory
and the country’s ability to use strategic depth for manoeuvres taken into account, there
is very little reasons to expect that Russian military planners could be deterred. The
same applies to the economic situation. In 2018, after four years of the implementation
of sanction the Russian economy has grown faster (1.5 percent) than that of Germany
(1.1 percent), Italy (0.7 percent) or France (1.4 percent). Furthermore, it does not help
that news articles are published revealing that the ninth tank brigade of the German
Bundeswehr located in Mlnster has only nine operational Leopard 2 type of tanks, even
though it was promised to have 44 tanks ready for the VJTF, and three Marder armoured
infantry vehicles instead of 14, as has been promised33°, In this respect, Russians seem
to be convinced that they have nothing to fear and by gradual escalation actually make
very reasonable choices, no matter how unpleasant and uncomfortable that may be for
the West.

330 See, Deutsche Welle. German military short on tanks for NATO mission. 2018
https://www.dw.com/en/german-military-short-on-tanks-for-nato-mission/a-42603112, (accessed
15.04.2019).
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Current expectations of Western countries about the “red lines” and “glass roofs” of the
Russian political and military elite do not have much reference in the Russian society.
For example, it is expected that because the United States has restricted the use of
nuclear assets only on retaliatory and strategic purposes, Russia would do the same
and will not look for useful practical combinations for tactical use of nuclear assets or for
threatening purposes. There is no official doctrine of the regional or tactical use of
nuclear assets, however, there could be a regional strategic scenario, e.g., to signal
readiness to do so.

At the same time, Russian political and military elite do not find any benefit of the
Western definitions for “red lines” or “glass roofs”, just revealing to your opponents,
where your limits are and making it easier to outplay you. What is a proper action is
clearly seen differently by the adversaries. For example, whereas Western countries
consider it immoral to attack small and vulnerable neighbours (like the Baltic countries,
in case of Russia), the Russian military and political leadership sees it purely as an
opportunity to gain advantage in the “contest” of regional or even global domination.
Russia’s recent “wars” or displays of force have been justified using the Soviet-era logic
of waging war in order to avoid war.33' Furthermore, Russian experts have admitted that
conflict escalation in the Baltics would be most likely happening not for local reasons but
only then when it should be sufficiently beneficial and influential to challenge the global
rule-based security order.

The more and more extensive Zapad-exercises have currently been the direct outcome
of how Russia understands the actions what the country needs to do to deter the West.
This is something what Russia calls “forceful measures” of strategic deterrence: a
system of interlinked measures of both forceful, i.e. nuclear and non-nuclear, and non-
forceful character. This type of deterrence may include a display of power to prevent
escalation or the limited use of force as a radical measure for de-escalating hostilities.
Next to that, threats of financial and economic disruptions are activated in conjunction
with the military component of coercion, such as special operations forces.

For Russia, the destabilization factor is clearly more important than destruction.
Currently, Russia seems to believe that conflict escalation in the Baltic countries is just
a matter of time.332 The possibility of a conflict escalation in the Baltic countries and

331 Andrei Kolesnikov, Do Russians want war? Carnegie Moscow Center, June 2016.
https://carnegieendowment.org/files/Article Kolesnikov 2016 Eng-2.pdf (accessed 21.04.2019).

332 For further discussion, see, e.g. Henrik Praks, Hybrid or Not: Deterring and Defeating Russia’s Ways
of Warfare in the Baltics — the Case of Estonia. Research Paper, Research Division — NATO Defense
College, Rome, No 124. https://icds.ee/wp-
content/uploads/2015/Henrik_Praks Deterring and Defeating Russia s Ways of Warfare in the B
altics.pdf (accessed 21.04.2019).

or Kalev Stoicescu, The Russian Threat to Security in the Baltic Sea Region, ICDS Briefing Paper, 2018
https://icds.ee/wp-content/uploads/2014/Kalev_Stoicescu_-

The Russian_Threat to Security in_the Baltic Sea Region.pdf (accessed 21.04.2019).
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Poland is very attractive for Russia, as far as the related costs and possible gains are
compared. The development of NATO ballistic missile defence (BMD) from 2005 on and
developments regarding the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE)
have given Russia additional self-justification to feel that they can make the first move
next time. As there seem to be only very limited scenarios to deter Russia from conflict
escalation in the Baltic countries, Russia is most likely busy with calculating the costs
and gains of the conflict with absolute precision. For Russia, it is important who runs out
of assets or moves in the chessboard, not the belief of what is right or wrong. The West
seems not to be able to respond in a sufficiently comprehensive way because political
control is weaker.

What would most likely convince Russia to stop destabilizing global security order is a
situation where the West would respond to the same extent as the United States did
after the 9/11 attacks. However, this would not be in accordance with the principles how
the West would like to solve the conflict assuming the normative power of the European
Union as well as the signals the NATO Alliance has until now sent out, stating that Russia
is not considered as a threat. Although the Alliance has taken collective defence
measures, for instance, in response to the situation in Syria and at the early stages of
the Ukrainian conflict, those collective defence activities do not reach the measures the
United States adopted after the 9/11 attacks.

Intriguingly, one of the potential “glass floors” for Russia seems to be everything that
relates to the image and reputation of the Russian political and military elite in Russia.
On the one hand, as studies have shown the popularity of Russian political leaders
increases as soon as the conflict breaks out. For example, immediately after the
Georgian war, Putin’s approval rating soared to 88 percent and slowly declined in the
years that followed, during the period that lacked of aggressive, overwrought patriotism,
and artificially motivated isolationist sentiment. Putin’s approval rating remained low
(about 63-65 percent) for several years and has increased only after tensions beak out
in Ukraine and reached high levels (about 80-86 percent) after Russian military moves
on the Crimean Peninsula. In the following two years since then, Putin has maintained
an approval rating of more than 80 percent, spiking at 89 percent in June 2015 and at
88 percent in October 2015 after the start of the Syria operation.333 On the other hand,
any weakness of the Russian political leadership in terms of openly admitting that they
are deterred by the West — if something like this should happen at some point — could
constitute a turning point of the confrontation between Russia and the West. In more
detail, there are historical examples where the rulers of Russia have been removed from
power after “selling the fatherland for dimes.” There are only some exceptions, e.g., in
the times of Mikhail Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin, when they both openly admitted

333 Andrei Kolesnikov, Do Russians want war? Carnegie Moscow Center, June 2016.
https://carnegieendowment.org/files/Article Kolesnikov 2016 Eng-2.pdf (accessed 21.04.2019).




Page | 198

Western supremacy and the need to comply with Western values and both remained in
power. Thus, should the Russian leaders show any signs publicly that they are afraid
and deterred, it could trigger the situation where the political elite of Russia cannot be
trusted by Russians anymore. As a next step, this could potentially weaken the country
and make it more confused, which would again make it more flexible in terms of finding
compromise with the West. However, today this is rather a misperception to expect that
Russian current leaders would do something like this because even if the Western
military leaders could potentially find it benefit under certain circumstances to be
deterred, the Russian leaders are mostly out of the game after they express first signs
of hesitation. Whereas for the Western countries it seems to be more important to show
themselves as moral victims suffering for the sake of common rules and even to ask
forgiveness or show regret, then for Russia, it seems to be important to present itself as
a winner, never to regret, and never to ask for forgiveness without any moral hesitations,
if necessary.

Conclusion: What improvements are needed?

Today, the policy-making discourses of both Moscow and the capitals of Western
countries are full of mutual misperceptions, mirror imaging, and attribution of non-
existent intentions and capabilities. Although the concepts of deterrence of Western
countries and Russia partially overlap, there is also a huge area where they operate in
“parallel universes.” Furthermore, a lot of strategic culture in association with deterrence
is produced not for operational or functional purposes, but to please local political or
military elite.

To answer the question which improvements are needed in the future to actually deter
Russia and to avoid further aggression on the Russian side, first, Russia can be deterred
only in the language they understand: Russia needs to understand the threat, and it
needs to have a meaning for them. Contemporary Russian strategic theory lacks any
typology and classification of strategic gestures and their arrangements according to the
logic of the escalation ladder, which, under some circumstances, may evolve into a
dangerous political-military crisis. Russian political scientists hardly deal with these
questions either. Furthermore, Russian strategic planners lack a codified procedure to
estimate the conditions under which they would recommend to the senior leadership de-
escalation by nuclear means. Russian experts have also argued that until recently they
lacked methodology for calculating an unacceptable level of damage above which the
nuclear threshold would be crossed.

Second, signalling seems to be highly important. Signalling goes mostly wrong for
psychological reasons; instead of deterring them, we mobilize the opponent. In this
respect, any possible “red lines” should be crossed without insulting the opponent.
Moscow repeatedly expresses genuine frustration that the West attributes to Russia
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non-existent strategic intentions in the Baltics, in Ukraine, and in Syria that the country
actually does not have. Western responses following the Russian acts of coercion ran
against Moscow’s expectations and desired end result. The Russian approach
presumes signalling, including intensified pressure across all domains, to communicate
both the ability and capability of Russia to resolve. However, the question remains, to
quote Kristin Ven Bruusgaard, “whether the adversary will understand the message of
deterrence the way the Russian concept prescribes it”.33 Amateurs can be found in both
sides of the conflict. The current corpus of the Russian military literature does not
thoroughly explore the subject of inadvertent escalation resulting from the
misinterpretation of signalling. This neglect may delude Russian leaders about the
effectiveness of cross-domain coercion as an effective tool against a range of challenges
and place them on the brink of an apocalypse without their knowing it.

Moscow, similarly to the strategic communities elsewhere, seeks to signal or act
coercively strongly enough to maintain, restore, or establish new norms of the
opponent’s strategic behaviour, but without conflict escalation. In strategic theory, this is
defined as a point of culmination, a situation in which the use of force has “reached its
strongest possible position” and where strategists consider the termination of warfare to
consolidate gains.

The concept of the so-called tailored deterrence strategy that is adapted to the nature of
the specific actor is already a common wisdom. This study has shown that the
understanding of deterrence strategies of different actors should be tailored as well.
Emerging in a specific cultural context, the conceptualization of deterrence is not
universal, but varies across strategic communities. Overall, this conclusion is in
accordance with earlier theoretical findings suggesting that coercion, “theories of victory”
and operational art are social constructions. Consequently, their conceptualization has
national characteristics and may differ from Western strategic theory.

Western experts, when planning the long-term strategy, should take into account that
Russians have basically two options when choosing between deterrence and strategic
competition struggle: to follow Western paradigm that would mean playing by the rules
of the West or to find an alternative model that might be not as sophisticated but that
they could use with confidence and initiative. Understanding Russian strategic
intensions is most vital.33®> The current Western rhetoric of “punishing Putin and the
Kremlin and forcing them to respect Western demands” only unites Russian society to
rally around the flag while also motivating Putin to maintain his current political line

334 Kristin Ven Bruusgaard, Russian Strategic Deterrence, Survival, Vol. 58, No. 4 August-September
2016, pp. 7-26. https://toinformistoinfluence.com/2016/07/21/russian-strategic-deterrence/ (accessed
21.04.2019).

335 Dima Adamsky, From Moscow with coercion: Russian deterrence theory and strategic culture.
Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume 41, Issue 1-2, 2017, pp. 33-60.
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because of broad public support. The concepts of external governance or normative
power have missed its own patronizing, neo-colonial nature in respect to Russian values
and culture, while the aim to dominate over the Russian values and Russia in general is
clearly visible.

Assuming that Western countries would like to succeed in their actions and induce
political and social changes in Russia, they need first to understand that national glory
is one of the few virtues shared by the majority of the Russian population in all age and
income groups. The process which is considered to be an “enlightenment” of Russia
from the perspective of Western countries is today seen as a crusade of the West
encroaching into Russia. Intriguingly, Russians are much less worried about the
economic power of China mainly because it does not “attack” the Russian culture but
are seriously worried about Western external governance and the doctrine of normative
power in which Russia is a constantly targeted country that needs changes to become
more civilized.
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The Growing Importance of Belarus on NATO’s Baltic Flank
Mr. Glen E. Howard

No country stands to transform the military strategic balance in the Baltic than Belarus.
Rarely considered in discussions about NATO’s Baltic flank, Belarus is occupying a
growing strategic importance in light of US military basing discussions in Poland and the
pressure this will place on Minsk to allow a permanent forward deployed Russian military
presence inside Belarus, particularly on the Lithuanian-Polish border.336

A variety of strategic issues explain why Belarus matters to NATO and more specifically
to the United States. First and foremost, Belarus is a strategically important neighbour
of Ukraine, in no small part due to its unique geography bordering Russia and several
NATO member states in the Baltic. As analyst Vladimir Socor has noted:

..."De facto, the territory of Belarus shields Latvia and Lithuania from the south,
Poland from the east, and Ukraine from the northwest, practically securing
Ukraine’s rear from that direction. It is a shared interest of Belarus, its neighbours,
and the neighbours’ Western allies, to uphold Belarus’s de facto neutrality against
any further erosion.>’

The Russian annexation of Crimea in February 2014, and the invasion of eastern
Ukraine in August 2014, has dramatically altered how Belarus and Russia interact with
one another. President Lukashenka has supported the Minsk peace process ceasefire
and, publicly criticized the Russian annexation of Crimea, and refused to recognize
Crimea as part of Russia. Since 2008 the Belarus leader also has refused to recognize
the Russian annexation of Georgia’s provinces of South Ossetia and Abkhazia.?*® Since
the Crimea invasion of February 2014, Lukashenka also publicly has stated that Belarus
will never become an invasion corridor for invading Ukraine. In fact, Lukashenka has
gone further and even indirectly voiced his support for Ukraine to join NATO, stating on
June 1, 2018 that he would prefer Ukraine to join NATO than see it taken over by

336 As a note of clarification, while there are no permanent Russian military bases in Belarus, there are
two long-standing Russian military facilities or listening posts inside the country. One of which is a
radar station and the other is a naval communications facility. The radar station is located in
Hantsavichy (which is near Baranovich) that was constructed in the 1980s and became operational in
2002. This radar facility plays an important role in the Russian early warning system to detect potential
ballistic missiles launched in areas of the North Atlantic and Europe. The other facility is the Naval
Communication Center in Vileyka, which plays an important role in maintaining communication with
Russian nuclear submarines operating in the North Atlantic. The Naval Communications Center at
Vileyka has operated since 1964. This facility was leased to Russia cost free for 25 years as part of an
agreement signed in 1995 and expires in 2020.

337 Vladimir Socor, “Bringing Belarus Back in from the Cold,” (Part 3) Eurasia Daily Monitor, June 15,
2015. https://jamestown.org/program/bringing-belarus-back-in-from-the-cold-part-three/,
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nationalism and turn into a “bandit state where of everyone against everyone rages.33°
These statements reflect a strong level of defiance in how Minsk interacts with Moscow
and complicates Russian decision-making in terms of how it views Belarus as a regional
ally.

Belarus in the Baltic Balance of Power

Belarus’s growing geographic importance has an important role in the balance of power
in the Baltic and remains a key, if not pivotal NATO borderland. Belarus lies along an
important historic invasion corridor that was the path of invasion and retreat for Napoleon
in