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Introduction

“The three main security challenges for Finland today are Russia, Russia and Russia. And not only
for Finland, but for all of us.”' This quote is from a speech by Finnish Minister of Defence Jyri
Hékamies in Washington in September 2007. His remarks were immediately strongly criticised as
inappropriate and it was pointed out that his view didn’t represent the official position of the
Finnish Government. Mr. Hakédmies seemed, however, to gain in credibility a month later, when a
senior Russian diplomat gave a strongly worded presentation about the security threats in the Baltic
Sea area in a seminar organised by the Finnish National Defence University and later appeared
several times on Finnish television.” The message sent was that Finnish membership in NATO
would be perceived as a military threat to Russia. This peculiar episode caused cold shivers, as it
reminded us of unpleasant experiences during the post-war period. The Russian military force
build-up and the war in Georgia in August 2008 was the ultimate confirmation for all of Russia’s
neighbours, that the Soviet-style mindset is not a thing of the past.

A brief historical note

The agreement, known as the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, between the Soviet Union and Germany,
was signed in Moscow on 23 August 1939 by their respective Foreign Ministers. A secret additional
protocol to the treaty defined their territorial spheres of interest in Europe.

The first part of the plan of these two great powers, at that time de jure allies, was completed a
month later. Poland was militarily defeated and its territory was divided between Germany and the
Soviet Union. The Soviet Red Army, which advanced into Poland “adhering to strict neutrality in

! Jyri Hékdmies, FINLAND: SIMILAR YET DIFFERENT - Finland’s Perspectives on European Security Issues, CSIS
Statesmen’s Forum Speech, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Washington, D.C., 6 September 2007
(http://csis.org/files/media/csis/events/070906_statesmens_forum.pdf)

* Counsellor, Dr. Vladimir Kozin at a seminar organized by the Finnish National Defence University in Helsinki on 10-
11 October, 2007. He praised Finnish-Russian relations during the Cold War and suggested a strategic partnership
between Finland and Russia, and military cooperation, including joint military exercises. The Russian Embassy to
Helsinki immediately distanced itself from Dr. Kozin’s views and announced that he would return promptly to Moscow.
Dr. Kozin, however, seems to have acted on direct instructions from high-level conservative superiors in Moscow, and
eventually left Finland, not immediately, but in normal order when his tenure came to an end. See also Keir Giles and
Susanna Eskola, Waking up the Neighbour — Finland, NATO and Russia, Special Series 09/14, Research & Assessment
Branch, Defence Academy of the United Kingdom, November 2009, p. 36.
(http://www.da.mod.uk/colleges/arag/document-listings/special/09%2814%29%20K GSE%20W eb.pdf).




the present conflict” and the German Wehrmacht celebrated the achievement together with a victory
parade held in Brest-Litovsk.

For the countries in the Baltic Sea region these events were certain signs of a gathering storm, in
fact an existential threat to several young nations that got their independence after the Great War.
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania chose not to resist the Soviet Union militarily with known
consequences.

Finland behaved differently and decided not to yield to Soviet demands, including those for Finnish
territory. At the same time, several leading Finnish politicians didn’t grasp the seriousness of the
situation and defied the mere thought of war as unthinkable, thus challenging the sober and realistic
view held by Finland’s towering military and political figure, Field Marshal Gustaf Mannerheim.

The Soviet military force build-up near the Finnish border went on all autumn, and finally, on 30
November the Red Army launched a concerted attack all along the Finnish-Soviet border, not only
on the Karelian Isthmus, where the proximity of the Finnish border to Leningrad was projected as a
threat to Soviet Union itself.

This war became known as the Winter War’ and for a few months Finland caught the world’s
attention. The Soviet Union was condemned almost universally for its blatant aggression and was
speedily expelled from the League of Nations. Finland desperately needed help and assistance and
France proved to be one of the most important contributors, providing political support, armaments
and even made contingency planning for a potential military intervention.

The easy military victory that Stalin envisioned was not there for him to take. The Finnish Army
inflicted huge losses upon the Red Army, but three months later the Finnish Army was exhausted,
worn out, without reserves and practically without ammunition. The Red Army, massively
reinforced to about 1000 000 man strength was ready to deliver the final blow.

At that crucial point in March 1940, Stalin surprisingly decided to settle for peace, even if only for
the time being. Why? The simple answer is that he was well aware of the plans for a French and
British intervention on the Finnish side. Apparently he was not willing to take the risk of being
dragged into a war on the German side against two major European powers. The solidarity with the
Finnish cause expressed by France, and to some extent Britain, was sufficient. Actual execution of
military contingency plans was not needed.’

This case relating to 1939 is interesting even today, in the context of the security policy debate in
Europe, when claims of legitimate spheres of interest have been made and the essence of the EU
declaration of solidarity is contemplated.

Russia’s self-image and perception of security

In order to understand Russian perceptions of security one needs to take a closer look at the
background and mindset of Russia’s ruling elite. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin is the key person to
consider. His relation to the last Soviet KGB chief, General Vladimir A. Kryuchkov is especially
interesting. Kryuchkov, a pupil and successor to former KGB chief Yuri Andropov, was the
mastermind behind the unsuccessful coup attempt in August 1991 which aimed at saving the Soviet

* In Soviet military history the Russo-Finnish War of 1939-40 was for long regarded merely as a minor border clash.

* It should be noted that the Swedish Volunteer Corps, consisting of more than 8000 men was the only significant
foreign military force actually deployed on Finnish territory.

> It is not a coincidence that two old French field artillery cannons from the time of the Winter War now occupy an
honorary place at the entrance to the Finnish War Museum in Helsinki.
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Union, but instead contributed significantly to its rapid and unexpected demise. He was
subsequently convicted of treason and put in jail, but was released in 1994. Reuters reported the
following after the death of Kryuchkov in November 2007:

“Russian media said the former general sometimes gave advice to President Vladimir Putin, who
served as a Soviet spy in East Germany while Kryuchkov was head of the KGB. Kryuchkov praised
Putin for restoring Russian influence and was a frequent guest at Kremlin spy galas under Putin,
who brought back former security service officers to key positions in the Kremlin.”®

The coup plotters did not succeed in 1991, but they got their man to the top less than a decade later.
Consequently, Russia’s self-image of today builds upon its Soviet past. “Never forget that our
country, the Soviet Union, made the decisive contribution to the outcome of World War II — that it
was precisely our people who destroyed Nazism and determined the fate of the world”, President
Medvedev said in Moscow at the Victory Day celebrations in May 2009. The parade itself, with
impressively rehearsed troops, Soviet flags, tanks and now also mobile strategic nuclear missiles,
continues the tradition of the Soviet Union.

The western perception of security is largely focussed on cooperation, shared values,
responsibilities and mutual respect among nations. Respect, in the positive sense of the word, is not
imposed but something that must be earned and is granted on a voluntary basis. The European
integration process, the existence of institutions like the European Union and NATO, is a result of
the free will of peoples. War between member states has become all but impossible and many new
members see these institutions as providing solidarity and a guarantee that they will never be
abandoned again.

The ruling conservative elite in Russia, however, sees things rather differently. As a former military
superpower, still with the capability to destroy the rest of the world several times over, respect is
what makes a country great. For them, respect means ability to invoke fear. The American Russia-
expert Strobe Talbott, presently President of the Brookings Institution in Washington, outlined
Russian security thinking as follows in August 2008, just after open hostilities in Georgia had
ended:

“The more authoritarian — not to mention totalitarian — Russia is, the more it tends to assert itself in
an intimidating or aggressive fashion outside of its borders. Another point has always been, ..., that
Russia has tended to define its security — and the Russian word [6e30omacHOCTS], ... literally means
“absence of danger” — in a zero-sum way. It has tended to feel absolutely secure only when
everybody else, particularly those around its borders, feel absolutely insecure.”

This mindset has produced some paradoxical results. NATO forces in Europe have been reduced to
only a fraction of the manpower and equipment levels at the break-up of the Soviet Union,
reflecting a dramatically diminished threat after the end of the Cold War. This has not been very
much appreciated in Russia but has instead created uneasiness among the Russian military. The
Western behaviour has been interpreted as evidence of disrespect and indifference with regard to
the capability of the Russian armed forces, i.e. as outright lack of fear. The fear-factor needed to be
addressed. Several means were chosen. Ballistic missile tests were given high profile visibility in
media and Russian strategic bombers were sent on long-distance patrols to the vicinity of U.S. and

® Reuters, USSR ’s hawkish KGB chief Kryuchkov dies at 83, November 25, 2007.
(http://www.reuters.com/article/newsMaps/idUSL.2521028720071125)
” The Brookings Institution, The War in Georgia — Assessing the Aftermath, pp. 41-42.

(http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2008/0814 georgia/20080814 georgia.pdf)
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NATO airspace, beginning in 2007 and still going on, perhaps even showing capability to intrude
into “enemy’ airspace.

This Russian show of force has mostly been dismissed as nostalgic posturing. Without the massive
air support that Russia lacks at present, these bombers could not possibly operate in such a way in
wartime conditions. That may be true as far as the United States is concerned, but it is gravely
misleading in a European perspective. The operational range of Russia’s long-range strategic cruise
missiles like Kh-55/RKV-500 (AS-15 Kent) is sufficient to cover all of Europe even if these
weapons were launched safely from within Russia’s own territory.

What Russia demands is well known: respect for the Russian nation, its values and its history,
recognition of Russia’s legitimate sphere of interest in the post-Soviet space and of its right to
defend its citizens even outside Russia’s borders. "Our neighbours are close to us in many respects,
and are a traditional area of interest for the Russian nation," President Medvedev said in September
2008. "We are so close to each other, it would be impossible to tear us apart, to say Russia has to
embark on one path, and our neighbours on another."

Words like these are for obvious reasons not very well received in the former Soviet space. In an
open letter to U.S. President Barack Obama, a large number of prominent former Statesmen and
politicians from Central and Eastern Europe stated their opinion about Russia in July 2009 as
follows: '’

“Our hopes that relations with Russia would improve and that Moscow would finally fully accept
our complete sovereignty and independence after joining NATO and the EU have not been fulfilled.
Instead, Russia is back as a revisionist power pursuing a 19th-century agenda with 21st-century
tactics and methods. At a global level, Russia has become, on most issues, a status-quo power. But
at a regional level and vis-a-vis our nations, it increasingly acts as a revisionist one. It challenges
our claims to our own historical experiences. It asserts a privileged position in determining our
security choices. It uses overt and covert means of economic warfare, ranging from energy
blockades and politically motivated investments to bribery and media manipulation in order to
advance its interests and to challenge the transatlantic orientation of Central and Eastern Europe.”

“In Russia, history itself is much too important to be left to historians”, Owen Matthews wrote in
Newsweek Magazine in July 2009."" “The Kremlin is very deliberately staking out an official view
of history that is not far from the old Soviet myths. [...] Both Putin and Medvedev seek to create a
new, great Russia, and to that end, they believe it needs a great history, unsullied with mass murder
and secret alliances with Hitler”, he went on to write. Questioning the official interpretation of

¥ Aberdeen Press & Journal, Russian aircraft fly over Aberdeen as diplomatic row carries on, Aberdeen Press &
Journal, 21 July 2007. “Two Russian bombers flew over Aberdeen early yesterday morning ... . The pair of Tupolev
Tu-95 planes moved out of British airspace after being intercepted by Tornados scrambled from RAF Leeming in
Yorkshire in England. Later, two Tu-160 heavy bombers flew close to the fringes of British airspace. ... A spokesman
for the Ministry of Defence ... said: "Tornados from RAF Leeming were launched to intercept two Tu-95 Russian Bear
aircraft that entered our airspace about 2am. The Russian aircraft were positively identified by our aircraft. They then
turned north and left our airspace and our aircraft returned to base. I don't know where they turned around.”

? Slawomir Debski, The paradox of an unattractive Russia, International Herald Tribune, October 30, 2008.
(http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/10/30/opinion/eddebski.php)

10 valdas Adamkus, Martin Butora, Emil Constantinescu, Pavol Demes, Lubos Dobrovsky, Matyas Eorsi, Istvan
Gyarmati, Vaclav Havel, Rastislav Kacer, Sandra Kalniete, Karel Schwarzenberg, Michal Kovac, Ivan Krastev,
Alexander Kwasniewski, Mart Laar, Kadri Liik, Janos Martonyi. Janusz Onyszkiewicz, Adam Rotfeld, Vaira Vike-
Freiberga, Alexandr Vondra, Lech Walesa, An Open Letter to the Obama Administration from Central and Eastern
Europe, Gazeta Woborcza, 15 July 2009.

(http://wyborcza.pl/1,75477,6825987.An_Open Letter to the Obama Administration from Central.html)

""" Owen Matthews, HISTORY WARS - The Kremlin is trying to promote national myths—at the expense of the truth,
Newsweek Web Exclusive, July 6, 2009, (http://www.newsweek.com/id/205373) Matthews’ Russian grandfather
perished in Stalin’s purges in 1937.




modern history has now been made a criminal offense in Russia, and those who dare do that may
not go unpunished. The Professor of history Mikhail Suprun, at Pomor State University in
Arkhangelsk, is the latest victim.'> World War II in the Russian version is essentially the Great
Patriotic War which took place in 1941-1945, the years engraved in each war memorial from the
Soviet era.

Russian professional historians have, however, been able to publish more unbiased accounts of
World War II already in 1989. A new massive two-volume work, “History of Russia —
XX Century,” written by 45 historians under the leadership of Professor Andrei Zubov was
published in 2009 and is hailed as a landmark achievement inside and outside Russia."’

Russia’s security policy agenda

Russia’s misgivings concerning its role as recognised global player, and its perception of security
and military threats, has dealt with three issues: NATO enlargement, the U.S. plans to deploy
missile defence systems in Europe, and the problems regarding the CFE Treaty.

The broad official Finnish view, spelled out in the security and defence policy White Paper reads:
“Russia is seeking to restore its great-power status and considers it very important to alter the
decisions of the 1990s, which it deems as unfavourable to Russia.”'*

Russia aims for a comprehensive re-evaluation of treaties and organisational structures in Europe.
After the war in Georgia, Russia began lobbying for a new security order in Europe. Russian
Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov wanted Finland to be active in this regard. In an interview for the
leading Finnish daily, Helsingin Sanomat, he pointed out that a militarily non-aligned and “neutral”
nation could make useful contributions. "> Finnish Minister for Foreign Affairs Alexander Stubb
replied promptly that Finland is not a neutral country.'® Back in the early 1970’s, the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) was, however, a very important issue on the Finnish
security policy agenda and the Helsinki Final Act of 1975 eventually came out of this process.

On his official visit to Finland in April 2009, President Medvedev returned to the need for a new
security architecture for Europe, a “Helsinki Plus” type treaty. The interest in the West in this idea
has been lukewarm at best, but more often it has been regarded as a step back, essentially meaning
“Helsinki Minus”. One observer notes that “President Dmitry Medvedev’s proposal ... is largely

12 Barents Observer, Barents professor detained by FSB, 2 October 2009, (http://www.barentsobserver.com/barents-
professor-detained-by-fsb.4639135.html)

" Relating to accounts made twenty years ago, Professors Mikhail Semiryaga and Dmitri Volkogonov come to mind.
For an account of the new work, see Sophia Kishkovsky, A History of 20th-Century Russia, Warts and All, The New
York Times, November 25, 2009 (http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/25/arts/25iht-russia.html? r=1&ref=world)

' Prime Minister’s Office, Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2009 — Government Report, Prime Minister’s Office
Publications, 13/2009 (5 February 2009), pp. 40-41 (http://www.vnk.fi/julkaisukansio/2009/j11-turvallisuus-j12-
sakerhets-j13-finnish/pdf/en.pdf)

"> Susanna Niinivaara, Russia: Neutral Finland could promote new security treaty , Helsingin Sanomat, 9 November
2008 (http://www.hs.fi/english/article/Russia+Neutral+Finland+could+promote+new+security-+treaty/1135241003210)

Lavrov particularly raised the fact that Finland is not militarily aligned. “The answer is obvious: by serving as an expert,
making constructive proposals on the implementation of treaties. The help of a country like Finland, a respected
European and neutral country, in starting the international discussion could be important for the necessary and creative
work.”

6 Stubb to  Lavrov:  Finland is not neutral, Helsingin Sanomat, 10 October 2008
(http://www.hs.fi/english/article/Stubb+to+Lavrov+%E2%80%9CFinland+is+not+neutral%E2%80%9D/113524096493
5) Neutrality was the declared Finnish policy, supported by Western states in the post-war period when Finland was
solidly in the Soviet sphere of influence. The Soviet Union, however, did not acknowledge Finnish neutrality but for a
brief period when Nikita Khrushchev was Secretary General in the Soviet Union, and once again in 1989 during
Mikhail Gorbachev’s rule. As a member state in the European Union, Finland of course is not longer neutral.
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devoid of substance, and reiterates principles already enshrined in the Helsinki Final Act and the
UN Charter. Moscow strongly opposes a Euro-Atlantic security environment dominated by NATO
and the US. But it has done little thinking about what might emerge in its place. [...] It is important
that Europe resists attempts to minimise NATO and undermine the OSCE.” "’

It is NATO’s political, not military dimension that is the main obstacle for Russia to pursue and
achieve her political aspirations in Europe. "That is your half [of Europe] and this is ours. And the
problem is that yours is getting bigger", a Russian deputy foreign minister told U.S. Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State Ronald Asmus already in 1999."

Russia would rather see NATO gone altogether, but for Europe that would have grave
repercussions. One leading Swedish security policy analyst, Dr. Robert Dalsj0 wrote already in
2003: “If NATO was now to whither away, Europe could become a much more dangerous and
insecure place than most people could imagine. Safeguards against a re-nationalisation of the
security pattern would be removed. Old rivalry of power could return in a new form. This would be
nothing less than an earthquake in European security policy.”" “We find ways to work around the
new member-states and deal with the big countries directly”, boasted one of Medvedev’s advisors
in London in late 2008. *° Russia’s big European partners should, however, understand that they
bear the responsibility for the security risks involved.

Russia’s military threat assessment

Figure 1. Russia’s military threat perception

The Russian military threat perception, formulated mainly by the military intelligence GRU?', is
that the Russian homeland is encircled by adversaries. This general strategic threat assessment is

7 Bobo Lo, Medvedev and the new European security charter, Centre for European Reform Policy Brief, July 2009,
(http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/pbrief medvedev_july09.pdf)

' Ronald D. Asmus, Russia’s ‘sphere’ in Europe, The Washington Post, December 26, 2009
(http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/12/25/AR2009122501286.html)

' Robert Dalsjé och Stefan Forss, En sikerhetspolitisk jordbdvning, The Royal Swedish Academy of War Sciences
Journal, 6/2003 (http://www.kkrva.se/Artiklar/036/kkrvaht 6_2003_11.pdf). The article was published as op-ed articles
in Helsingin Sanomat and Hufvudstadsbladet on 6 December 2003, Finland’s Day of Independence.

*® Tomas Valasek, NATO, Russia and European security, Centre for European Reform Working Paper, November
2009, pp. 10-11 (http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/wp 929 nato _nov09.pdf)

*! This was distinctly pointed out by researchers of the Swedish Defence Research Establisment FOI during informal
discussions in Spring 2004.




rather traditional. The mighty Soviet Union could match the single other superpower, the USA,
militarily but in the chaos after the demise of the Soviet Union the correlation of forces tilted
heavily to Russia’s disadvantage. One assessment made in 2006, which included references to the
possibility of a new attack on Russia, similar to the German attack in 1941, was the following:

“Before 2004, when new countries were admitted into NATO, the Alliance had 41 divisions and 86
brigades in permanent combat readiness in the Western direction. Russia had only 4 divisions and 5
brigades there. In the Far East, the United States and Japan have a total of 15 divisions against zero
Russian divisions. In the Trans-Baikal Military District, we have one division facing 109 Chinese

ones.” *> NATO enlargement evidently has made the Russian situation even worse.

Assessments like the one above disregard the fact that the prime task of NATO’s European forces is
no longer territorial defence, but rather crisis management operations. NATO’s standing forces have
been reduced by one third to approximately two million men and the trained reserve has withered
from seven to one million men.”

If sheer manpower is no longer a threat to Russia, western military technological developments are
perceived to be. Lieutenant General Sergey Skokov, Chief-of-Staff of the Ground Forces recently
stated that the USA, including NATO, strive for supremacy “through strategic nuclear forces, the
development of high-precision, informational, and other technological means for the conducting of
armed conflict, and the development of strategic missiles equipped with non-nuclear warheads, as
well as through formation, unilaterally, of a global missile defence system and the militarization of

24
near-earth space”.

The additional two main threats that General Skokov mentions are “the Wahhabites of the North
Caucasus, and the People's Liberation Army of China. The most direct threat is that of "guerilla
warfare" and the threat from China is the most remote.” Officially, relations between Russia and
China are better than ever, but in the long-term perspective Russia may have cause for concern.

The People’s Liberation Army held a large-scale military exercise, Stride-2009 in August 2009,
including altogether four divisions with 50 000 troops from four different commands. This was the
“largest ever tactical exercise” and its aim was to test the PLA’s long-distance mobility.”

General Skokov’s assessment was “that those were not tactical exercises, which are necessary for
the maintenance of a state of everyday combat-readiness. They were maneuvers on a strategic scale.
[...] Thus, operations that were practiced in the Stride-2009 training exercises were not defensive
operations but offensive operations.” After ruling out all other possibilities than Russia as the real
motive for the exercise, General Skokov formulated the rhetorical question: “But against whom?” ¢

2 Podvedoved, Security — if a war comes, Defense & Security, No. 27, March 15, 2006

(http://dlib.eastview.com/browse/doc/9167510) “Before 2004, when new countries were admitted into NATO, the
Alliance had 41 division and 86 brigades of permanent combat readiness in the Western direction. Russia had only 4
divisions and 5 brigades there. In the Far East, the United States and Japan have a total of 15 divisions against zero
Russian divisions. In the Trans-Baikal Military District, we have one division facing 109 Chinese ones.”

» The figures can be calculated from the data reported in the 1991/1992 and 2009 editions of IISS - The Military
Balance, respectively.

** Nikolay Khorunziy, Interview with Lieutenant General Sergey Skokov on three main threats to Russia, Stoletiye.ru,
November 5, 2009.

2 China.org.cn, Stride-2009 military exercise, CCTV, August 14, 2009 (http://www.china.org.cn/video/2009-
08/14/content 18337543 .htm); B. Raman, Stride--2009- China's Largest Ever Long-Range Military Exercise, South
Asia Analysis Group, Paper 3354, 13 August 2009.

(http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers34%5 Cpaper3354.html)

*® Nikolay Khorunziy, Interview with Lieutenant General Sergey Skokov on three main threats to Russia, Stoletiye.ru,
November 5, 2009.




How is Russia to cope with China, which has a population ten times as big as Russia’s, a booming
economy and Armed Forces that are being aggressively modernised while Russia’s economy
falters? The standard answer offered by Russian military experts is reliance on nuclear weapons,
especially tactical nuclear weapons.”” New wordings related to the nuclear doctrine are expected in
the Russia’s forthcoming military doctrine. “Possession of nuclear weapons allows Russia to
restructure its armed forces”, Colonel Viktor Baranets, the military commentator of
Komsomolskaya Pravda, noted in November 2009.%*

NATO enlargement and CFE

The mindset of NATO as a hostile and overwhelmingly powerful military bloc, ready for invasion
has been nurtured for long in Russia. "The appearance of a powerful military bloc along our borders
would be taken in Russia as a direct threat to the security of my country," Russia’s Prime Minister
Vladimir Putin told a press conference after the NATO Summit in Bucharest in April 2008, four
months before the war in Georgia. "I heard them saying today [4 April 2008] that the expansion is
not directed against Russia. But it's the potential, not intentions that matters," Putin said.”’

The new Russian security strategy published in May 2009 notes that “the existing global and
regional architecture” and “the North Atlantic Treaty Organization are increasingly ... a threat to
international security. [...] the determining factor in relations with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization will be unacceptable for Russia, [if] plans [for] moving Alliance military
infrastructure to its borders and [if] attempts to make [Alliance] responsibilities global, inconsistent
with international law”, are being realized. >

Russia does not fear its European neighbours, most of which are small in comparison with Russia
herself, but this is not the point. The same mindset as in the Finnish case in 1939 seems still to
prevail. The Soviet Union was then especially concerned for the security of Leningrad. The
construction work in the 1930’s on the Finnish defensive line, later called the Mannerheim line,
across the Karelian Isthmus was interpreted as offensive. The Russian threat perception was that the
small Finnish army would take and hold its positions there in a crisis, until big Western powers
deploy en masse and use this as an attack route against Leningrad and the Soviet Union.

The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE)*', originally negotiated between the
member states of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, entered into force in July 1992. By
then, the USSR and the Warsaw Pact had been dissolved, which changed the whole context
dramatically. Amendments to the treaty made in 1996 relaxed the so-called flank rules, and thus
benefited Russia and Ukraine.

An adapted version of the CFE treaty was signed during the Istanbul summit in November 1999 and
took into account the different geopolitical situation of the post-Cold War era by setting national
instead of bloc-based limits on conventional armed forces.

*7 Cf. the RIA Novosti interview with former Deputy Minister of Defence, GRU colonel (retd.)Vitaly Shlykov, head of
the Security Policy Commission of the Defense Ministry’s Public Council.
(http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20090914/156124823 .html)

8 RIA Novosti, Col. Baranets: Russia has right to use nuclear weapons as it deems necessary, RIA Novosti, Opinion &
Analysis, November 24, 2009 (http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20091124/156973187.html)

¥ Putin says NATO enlargement is “direct threat” to Russia, China View (Xinhua), 4 April, 2008
(http:/news.xinhuanet.com/english/2008-04/04/content 7920815.htm)

30Strategia natsyonalnoy bezopasnosti Rossiyskoi federatsii do 2020 goda, The Security Council of the Russian
federation, May 12, 2009. (http://www.scrf.gov.ru/documents/99.html)

! Wikipedia, Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/CFE_treaty , last
modified 28 October 2009)




NATO members were unwilling to ratify the treaty as long as Russia refused to completely
withdraw its troops from Moldovan and Georgian soil. Russia has demanded compensation for
NATOQ'’s enlargement, such as removal of the flank rule ceilings affecting the North Caucasian and
Leningrad Military Districts.

President Putin explained the Russian position on CFE in June 2007: “We have not just stated that
we are ready to comply with the treaty, like certain others have done. We really are implementing
it: we have removed all of our heavy weapons from the European part of Russia and put them
behind the Urals.” (emphasis added).”> Moving excess equipment outside the area of treaty
implementation may not be a direct violation of the letter of the treaty, but it hardly complies with
its spirit.

When NATO didn’t yield to the Russian demands, President Putin issued a decree on 14 July 2007
on Russia’s intention to suspend the observation of the Treaty obligations, taking effect 150 days
later, i.e. on 12 December 2007. In the absence of inspections and notifications of troop movements
Russia was able to perform a major force build-up to the North Caucasian Military District in the
early summer of 2008, in violation of the flank rules, and eventually go to war against Georgia. The
establishment of several military bases in South Ossetia and Abkhazia also is a violation of the EU-
Russia accords agreed upon after the war.

The future of the CFE Treaty is therefore in question. Russia may be right that the whole framework
of the CFE needs to be revaluated. NATO member states for their part would have good reason to
broaden the agenda also to include non-strategic nuclear weapons.” Russia enjoys an
overwhelming superiority in this category, which seems to be increasing as the corresponding U.S.
weapons may be pulled out of Europe.

Ballistic missile defence

Ballistic Missile Defence (BMD) has been a very high-profile political issue in the relations
between Russia and the United States for decades. Unfortunately, BMD perceptions have lived an
imaginary life of their own and the issue eventually became highly distorted. Too little attention has
been attached to scientific-technical, military-operational and economical perspectives of the issue.
These are, however, necessary prerequisites for understanding and evaluating the possible merits,
shortcomings and implications of BMD.

Missile defence became a natural part of the strategic arms limitation process when the United
States and the Soviet Union signed the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty) in 1972, which
limited the number of strategic defensive missiles to 100 missiles and to one site each, in an
amendment of the treaty in 1974. The sites were Moscow for the USSR and Grand Forks Air Force
Base in North Dakota.

The main rationale for the ABM treaty was the need to limit the strategic arms race. An
unrestrained development of strategic defensive systems was seen as only accelerating the
development and introduction of more powerful strategic offensive arms.

2 President of Russia, Interview with Newspaper Journalists from G8 Member Countries, June 4, 2007

(http://www .kremlin.ru/eng/text/speeches/2007/06/04/2149 type82916_132772.shtml)

* Miles A. Pomper, William Potter, and Nikolai Sokov, Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear
Weapons in Europe, The James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies,
December 2009




To understand the real military role and capability of ballistic missile defence one can use an
analogy between offensive airpower and air-defence. From the Great War onwards, air-defence has
played a second, and in fact, reactive role and has never succeeded to keep up with developments in
aircraft technology. There are very few examples in history when air-defence alone has succeeded
to thwart massive airstrikes.>

The efficiency of ballistic missile defence systems has, in fact, been very limited and continues to
be so if offensive and defensive systems of the same technological sophistication are compared with
each other.

The Russian and American ballistic missile defence missiles of the 1970’s were using powerful
nuclear warheads to compensate for deficient accuracy. It was not known when these systems were
developed, that the explosion of even one such powerful nuclear charge in the upper atmosphere
ionized the air molecules and created plasma that effectively blinded the fire control radar. The
radar waves simply could not penetrate the plasma and give further information on attacking
missiles. The capability of this nuclear ballistic missile defence system was effectively reduced to a
useless single shot system. Only the first incoming ballistic missile could be engaged. The USA
soon abandoned its own system, but the Soviet Union kept its own, which still is operational around
Moscow.

The practical value of the ABM Treaty can be questioned from technical and military operational
perspectives, but its political value remained strong especially in Soviet and later Russian arms-
control policy. The protests heard from Moscow in 1983 were very strong, after the U.S. President
launched his famous Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). The scientific-technical community all over
the world, including the Soviet Union, recognised immediately that SDI was a utopian project, not
anchored in the real world. SDI soon got the nickname Star Wars, referring to the well-known
fantasy movies.

SDI, however, set the stage for ambitious R&D in the field of non-nuclear ballistic missile
technology. The general perception was that President Reagan was willing to throw unlimited
amounts of money into this project. Soviet leaders understood that there was no way for them to
match this American effort, and they became extremely suspicious and apprehensive. The U.S.
spending on BMD was not actually that big, just one percent of the U.S. defence budget. When
spending on such a scale continues for decades, results are to be expected even if the level of
ambition is significantly lowered.

The Soviet response to SDI was to immediately launch countermeasure projects, aiming at
nullifying the efficiency of any future U.S. missile defence. The cost is estimated to be but a small
fraction of the cost of BMD systems themselves. The improvements could include hardening of
missiles against laser radiation, development of more sophisticated warhead decoy systems and
introduction of a new ICBM, Topol-M (a.k.a. SS-27 Stalin), which has higher acceleration in the
vulnerable ascent phase and may also fly in depressed trajectories.”” The missile has been tested
with a maneuverable warhead.”® The unpredictable flight trajectory makes defence against it

** Aake Pesonen, Tuli-iskuja taivaalle, Kirjayhtyma, Helsinki 1983, p. 162 (in finnish). The massive Soviet air raids
against Helsinki on three nights in February 1944 are one such exception. Because of the intense Finnish anti-aircraft
barrage fired accurately and closely in front of the attacking Soviet strategic bomber formations, those were forced to
change their attack direction and eventually dropped 95 percent of their bomb loads into the sea. The Finnish capitol
suffered only moderate damage, much to the surprise of the Russians who thought that the city had been essentially
wiped out.

 Wikipedia, RT-2UTTH Topol-M (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/RT-2UTTH_Topol M#cite note-27)

3% pavel Podvig, Putin’s miracle weapon revisited, February 7, 2005.
(http://russianforces.org/blog/2005/02/putins_miracle weapon_revisite.shtml). There is reason for caution concerning
maneuverable re-entry vehicles. The stress and thermal load on re-entry is extreme and the test made on February 18,
2004 is reported to have ended in failure. The re-entry vehicle burned up.
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extremely difficult. Altogether, Topol-M is a very potent strategic missile although its performance
characteristics may have been somewhat inflated. More than two decades after Reagan’s initiative
Russian military and political leaders were able to state proudly that this missile and other new and
upgraded land and sea-launched missiles have the capability to penetrate any missile defence
system in the world.”’

It is important to note that ballistic missile defence has for long enjoyed bipartisan support in the
United States and that development work has gone forward regardless of who has resided in the
White House. The difference in opinion between Republicans and Democrats is not that big.
Democrats tend to favour deployment of only technically mature systems, while President George
W. Bush’s administration gave more emphasis to the political will and determination to actually
claim an initial operational capability, in fact on a rather dubious technical basis. Present U.S.
missile defence system programs are, however, not aimed at defeating state-of-the-art Russian
ballistic missiles, but rather unsophisticated missiles, comparable to U.S. and Soviet missile
technology of the late 1950°s and 1960’s. Such missiles are found in North Korea and Iran.

President George W. Bush announced in December 2001 that the USA intends to withdraw from
the ABM Treaty. The decision came into effect six months later. Russia, for its part, announced
immediately that she was no longer bound by the provisions of the unratified START II Treaty,
which particularly prohibited multiple warheads on land-based ICBM’s.

The first new generation of U.S. ground-based interceptor missiles were deployed at the Ft. Greely
Army Base in Alaska, beginning in July 2004, and at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California late
the same year. Discussions with Poland and other potential European partners regarding a possible
third site in Europe began in 2002. This plan to counter a future threat from Iranian ballistic missiles
met with very strong opposition in Russia and set the political stage for many years to come.

Russia was from the very beginning convinced that a ballistic missile defence site in Poland, with
its tracking radar to be located in the Czech Republic, were not aimed at Iran but at Russia herself.
From the Russian side it was pointed out that a mere look at the map is proof enough. And indeed, a
look at a flat map would suggest that the straight path from Iran to the USA passes over southern
Italy and Spain, and over the Atlantic to the U.S. east coast.”®

This impression is false, however. The earth is not flat, but a globe. A ballistic missile cannot fly
such a route without violating basic physical laws (Newton’s laws). If one, on the other hand, pulls
a string on a globe from Iran towards the USA one immediately finds out that Poland and the Czech
Republic are in the right place, below the potential missile trajectory.

37 For a recent statement, see Nikolay Khorunziy, Interview with Lieutenant General Sergey Skokov on three main
threats to Russia, Stoletiye.ru, November 5, 2009. General Skokov: “For example, there has been a lot of discussion
about the fact that Russia will have new RS-24 missiles, with individually targetable reentry vehicles, by the end of
2009 and that our new submarines will be equipped with Bulava missiles in 2010. The number of such missiles and
when they will be deployed is not so important. It is most important that there be