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Warsof the Future: Implications for the Reform of the Russian Armed For ces

Debates in Russa on the reform of the Armed Forces have an important conceptud
component: identifying the nature and types of Russids future military operations. Views
on the “wars of the future’ differ consderably and depend on the ideologica preferences
of their proponents. By and large, they are intended to subdtantiste specific Sructurd
changes and/or modernizetion programs benefiting didinct interest groups within the
military-politica establishment.

Russas senior-most military officids have been active in this debate At the annud
conference of the Academy of Military Sciences dedicated to “contemporary problems of
troop command” held on January 24, 2004 in Moscow, Defense Minister Sergel [vanov
citicized the Generd Staff and research and scientific indtitutions of the Defense
Minigry for “looking a conflicts of the future exdusvely through the prism of the
counterterrorist operation in Chechnya® while at the same time “attributing unacceptably
low priority to the study of contemporay conflicts and wars, incduding Soviet and
American experiences in Afghanigan, NATO's operation in Yugodavia, and two wars in
Iraq”. The Defense Minider declared that “the Russan amed forces and military
command bodies should be ready to participate in any type of military conflict” and not
just local Chechentype insurgencies. He cdled for the reform of the command and
control system to make it “maximaly flexible and capable of reacting to any threats to
Russia s military security.”?

The mouthpiece of the Defense Ministry, Krasnaya Zvezda, supported Sergei Ivanov's
January 24 datement by publishing aticles lending credibility and substance to his
asstions. In a January 28, 2004 article entitled “Globdization Cdls for Force’, military
andysts Aleksal Podberezkin and Yurii Lebedev eaborated on Ivanov's idea about the
varsdile naiure of potentid chalenges to Russan security. In their view, a the root of
these chdlenges is “the expanson of the military presence of the U.S. and other dates in
the Bakans, Afghanistan and Iraq as well as Southern Caucasus and Centrd Asa that
leads to changes in the geopalitical Stuation and weskening of Russan influence...” The
Krasnaya Zvezda andysts concluded that Russia needs to “take a new look at the place
and role of military policy and military instruments in defending netiond interests’, eg.
military power should be used to promote not only security but also Russas economic
interests.

This evolving threat assessment sees the danger posed by the United States in new terms.
In a widdy hdd view expressed by Colond-Generd Makhmud Gareev, Presdent of the
Academy of Military Sciences:

Firg and foremost we see that a globa nuclear war and large-scde war in
generd ae becoming less and less likely. This is not only owing to the
catastrophic consequences of such a war or because someone repeded
such wars of his own will. It is smply tha other inddious and rather
effective forms of internationa conflict have been found, whereby it is
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possble, through unleashing locdized wars and conflicts, through the use
of economic and financid sanctions, politicd, diplomatic, informationd
and psychological pressure, and various types of subversve actions to
subjugate and bring rebdlious countries into a common world order
without resorting to amajor war.?

The officd Russan dite and important ssgments of the expet community reman
fundamentaly in doubt as to the irreversbility of the confrontationd modd of reations
with the United States. Admittedly, satements and modest steps in favor of reducing the
adversaria  component in these rdations and even promoting bilateral  partnership
continue to come out of Moscow on a regular basis. However, in a paralel development,
cdls for vigilance and expressons of concerns over the direction of bilatera relaions are
becoming increasingly frequent and urgent.

A typicd example may be found in a recent article by the First Deputy Commander of the
Generd Staff Colond-Generad Yurii Bauevskii festured in the March 2004 issue of the
PIR Center's Voprosy Bezopasnosti bulletin. On the one hand, Generd Bauevskii argues
that “today, we should sart talking about abandoning the nuclear deterrence concept in
RussanrU.S. rdations’. However, on the other hand, he immediatedly questions the
posshility of “redidicdly abandoning this [mutud nuclear deterrence] concept... since
the fear of nucler wegpons... may only be eiminated together with nuclear wespons
themsdves” The Firgd Deputy Commander of the Generd Staff ends his line of
reesoning with a cdl for mantaning the Russan nucler deterrence cgpability “since
today we witness the revivd of the nucler factor in globd poalitics... including U.S.
atempts... to legitimize different ways to use tacticd nucler wegpons... This dso
includes attempts by North Korea to blackmall the internationd community... with its
potentia ability to produce nuclear wegpons.”®

Continued U.S. military activities in regions adjacent to Russa, and NATO's eastward
expanson add to Russian unease. In effect, On March 31, 2004, on the eve of the formal
induson of saverd new members into NATO including the three Bdtic countries, the
Russan State Duma adopted a proposa “to reconsder the expediency of Russas
participation in internationa tresties on conventiond wegpons and expand its nuclear
potentia if NATO fails to take into account our concern.”*

Uncertainties about relations with the U.S. and NATO ae reflected in Russan
discussons of the roles to be played by Russas nuclear capabilities An illugrative clash
of opinions has recently been presented by the leading military weekly Nezavisimoe
Voennoe Obozrenie. Two aticles, one by former deputy head of the State Duma Defense
Committee, currently head of the Center of Internationd Security of the Academy of
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Sciences Inditute of World Economy and Internationd Reaions Aleksai Arbatov, and
the other by independent military anadyst Sergel Kremlev discuss these persectives
While Dr. Arbatov argues that nuclear deterrence and WMD proliferation are closdy
linked together, and that the U.S. and Russa should act jointly in response to
proliferation dangers’, Mr. Kremlev refuses to “look a Russian problems through the
prism of problems others have” In his view, WMD proliferation concerns primarily the
US.: “The acquigtion by certan ‘threshold countries of the nucler datus would
undermine U.S. globa ambitions. For Russa, such a development could be even
indirectly beneficia (e.g. nuclear weaponsin Latin America).” ©

Sergel Kremlev categoricdly rejects Aleksal Arbatov’'s claim that Russa and the U.S. are
“partners and not enemies’, and asserted that Russia needs a survivable nuclear deterrent
specificdly to provide assured retdiation in the event of a U.S. fird drike. In effect, the
preservation of this second-drike capability is the optima Russan “deterrence answer”
according to Mr. Kremlev.”

More genedly, the ambiguity of potentia thrests to Russan security complicates
elaboration of consgent drategy. As noted in the report “Military Condruction and
Modernization of the Armed Forces of Russa’ of the presigious Council for Foreign and
Defense Policy, “The spectrum of chdlenges to Russan military security is growing and
the uncertainty is increesng. This is primaily linked to: ingability in the Caucasus,
Centrd Asa and the Middle East; proliferation of WMD; and the growth of religious and
politicd extremism induding extremist terrorism.”® Many experts note that “the main
peculiarity of future wars is that the enemy is not evident. This is paticulaly clear with
respect to international terrorism.”®

In addition to uncertainty about the quarters from which threats to Russa may arise, there
is increesng Russan discusson about how such conflicts may be waged. Many experts
qudify wars where the enemy is disant as “wars without contact”. According to a
leading proponent of the “wars-without-contact” theory Professor VIadimir Sipchenko,

It is now clear tha... the mgority of [future wars] will be waged by non+
contact means, the evidence for which is in the last six wars waged by the
United States with the participation of other countries... This new
generdtion of wars differs sharply in that they are waged without the
ground military operations on which Russas Armed Forces have placed
their basc sakes. Already now and in the future a ground enemy with
numerous front-line and army infantry groupings will not come to us
Non-contact wars are waged in a new way by bascdly inflicting precison
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grikes from afar through air and space, which in fact become the theater
of military operaions. Such a war is reduced to ddivering massve drikes
on the economy of the country being subjected to aggresson. And it is this
that is the most important potential danger for Russia®

Lagging behind in the fidding of advanced weapon systems necessary for “non-contact”
warfare is regarded as a progressvely mounting danger for Russian security under any
scenario:

Independent analysts predict many technologicd advances in the military-
technical sector. The matter will go beyond the rivalry between missle
and anti-missle technologies... Geophyscd, eectromagnetic, and
radiologicd wegpons and devdopment of lasr and high-precison
wegpons can change the whole drategy of security and erase the
differentiation between the front and the rear, civilian populaion and the
armed forces!*

Looking further ahead, some experts visudize gpplication of totaly new exotic means of
warfare. According to biologica warfare expert Y urii Bobylev:

The internationa community enters a new dage of sharpening economic and
particularly ecologicd contradictions... In the next few decades, the
developing superpowers will be confronted with expiraion of naturd
resources. Ahead lie many covet and ovet military actions on the
redigtribution of available naturad resources... and a ®ries of preventive large-
scade military actions involving the use of mass destruction wegpons. The new
drategic peculiarity is the necessty of waging “genocidd wars’ geared not to
the dedtruction of military forces and wegpons but excessive populations of
the potentid enemy...” New biologicd wegpons that obliterate specific
populations usng genetic maerids... “Cleen MDW’... Possble targets of
“genetic bombing” are the Arabs and the Chinese.*?

Recommendations for overcoming exiding deficiencies in Russa's capabilities to wage
such wars aound. Some of them, following the well-known Soviet tradition, emphasize
dructural changes in the Armed Forces including a the top command levels, in the belief
that more effective command will assure success on any batlefidd. In effect, proposas
for such changes are often being driven primarily by persond rivdries and ingtitutiond
competitiveness within the ruling hierarchy.

For example, it has been rumored in Moscow that Sergel Ivanov's criticism of the
Generd Staff for its inability “to keep up with the changing character of contemporary
wafae’ is in effect intended to undermine the ambitions of Commander of the Generd
Saff Anadlii Kvashnin. Some experts believe that in the sweeping adminidrative reform
coinciding with the beginning of the second term in office for Mr. Putin, Defense Minger
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Sergel Ivanov acquired uncontested authority on military matters.  Such authority would
dlow him to findly implement his plan of sgpaaing the functions of the Defense
Minisgry and the Generd Staff. Some argue that the expected reduction of financid,
adminigrative and supply functions of the Generd Staff may eventudly result in the

“ disappearance” of that body.

Intense debates continue on adapting the structure of the Armed Forces to new chalenges
and types of wafae. Russan “modernists’, particularly those keen on emulating U.S.
and NATO experience, cdl for mgor overhaul of the “datic’ sysem of military districts
in favor of a flexible sysem of specid commands appropriate for highly mobile
operations with the use of advanced wegponry. A characteristic recommendation is
presented in the report of the Council for Foreign and Defense Policy:

The archaic dructure of the Armed Forces remans in place and the
Gengd Staff intends to oversee the entire planning and commanding
processes while refusing to ddegate its functions and responshilities to
other dructures. This is why we practicdly do not have generas and
senior officers that can command joint groupings in conflicts of the Irag
war type... In this connection there is no reason for further delays with the
creation of the joint rapid deployment force command.*

The “traditiondists’ essentidly regect such innovations cdling them “blind copycatting”
of foreign experience which is ingpplicable to prevalling Russan conditions.

It is not possble to have a militay command and control system that is
abdract and auitable for dl gdtudions in life.. In recent times certain
politicians and journdids, not grasping the essence of the matter, have
sounded the darm with regard to the fact that the Americans are creating
integrated theater-leved commands, and we ae 4ill holding on to the
digricts and are lagging behind with regard to this innovation. But the
whole matter boils down to the substantive differences between the ways
in which the American Armed Services and the Russan Armed Forces
have to accomplish their drategic missons.. The primay misson of the
Russan Armed Forces is associated with defending the territory of our
country, and we... do not intend to deploy groupings of troops to the ends
of the Eath. And our operational and Strategic commands are structured in
such a way tha they will be able to consolidate into their own hands the
forces and resources of the various branches of the Armed Forces and al
of the other depatments intended for operations in their corresponding
drategic sectors. In any event, as things sand in Russia there is no need
to create commander-in-chief’s directorates in the various sectors as an
intermediate echdon between the Supreme High Command Headquarters
and the fronts.™

13 Vladimir Mukhin, “Sergei Ivanov Goes Against Fradkov,” Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, 9 April
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Serious discussions have aso begun on the nature of aerospace missons in warfare. U.S.
and NATO experience again serves as a prime-mover in these discussons. In the rgpidly
growing expert opinion:
The role of the Air Force in dl [futurg] conflicts will remain domineting...
NATO's ar and space operation in Yugodavia determined the result of
the conflict in the late 20 Century. The operation in Afghanistan showed
that domination in the ar is a decisve factor of success on the ground.
Domination in the air and space has become the main condition of success
in the war of the 21% century. This concerns both globd and locd
corflicts. It is the Air Force that has paved the path for the task force and
peacekeepersin Irag, the Balkans, and Nhechnya'®

The mogt radicad champions of building up the Russds offensve and defengve
aerospace cgpabilities suggest diminating the Ground Troops dtogether, eg. by merging
them with the Internd and Border Troops to perform purely interna police/security
functions and patrol the country’ s borders. Explains VIadimir Slipchenko:

The mog important priority of our dae's militay reform must be the
relidble ar defense of our economic potentiad and economic infrastructure,
which mugt be trandormed into an dl-state drategic aerospace (anti-
missle, atti-space, and anti-cruisemissle gmultaneoudy) precison
defense. The confrontation of drike and defensve sysems is moving from
medium and high dtitudes where manned aviation operates to aerogpace
far beyond the limits of the dtate borders. It is necessary to destroy the
aggressor's ar and nava ddivery systems before the point a which they
launch their precison cruise missiles. It is essentid to confront the enemy
in near-earth space, where space and aerospace drike systems, precison
bdligic missles and heavy bombers with conventiond explosves will
operate, and a maximadly low dtitudes, where air-launched and sea-based
precison cruise missles which have dready broken through will be
working. The country’s ar defenses (PVYO) must incdude simultaneoudy
anti-aircraft, anti-space, anti-missle, and anti-cruise-missle defenses...
The new military dangers of the future cause the need in the course of
date military reform to create a space grouping composed of severd
hundred satellites for various purposes by no later than 2015; without this
Russa will asmply be left in the past generation of wars with dl the
ensuing consequences. The non-contact wars of the future will require
increesng the abilites of gpace missle-attack (cruise-missle) warning
gysdems, space monitoring  sysems, relidble  communications,  the
uninterrupted  acquistion of various types of intdligence information
(radio, televison, optica, infrared, photographic, etc), meteorologicd and
geodesic information, etc.*’

The push towards cregating a robust Air- and Space-Defense System [Vozdushno-
Kosmicheskaya Oborona— VKQO] is mounting as may be seen in the proceedings of the
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roundtable discusson of the Extra-Departmenta Expert Council for the Problems of
VKO held in Moscow on 18 February 2004.® Paticipants in the event cdled for
“stepped-up work on advanced technologies, including in the areas of hypersonic and
Stedth technologies, the modular principle in design, and the utilization of the latest
achievements of on-board eectronics’ [from the report Development Trends in the
Offensive Air and Space Forces and Assets of Foreign Countries, and the Forms and
Methods of Their Combat Application by Doctor of Engineering Sciences Professor
Anaoliy Sumin]. They dso andyzed “ways of achieving paity in VKO systems as the
foundation for ensuring the country’s defensve cgpability in the long run through the
year 2030... and ensuring rdiable protection of bdligic missle launches againg high-
precison wegponry... [dl of which would help] preserve the potentid for guaranteed
retribution.”°

In line with cdls for modernization of the Armed Forces overdl, defense gppropriations
are expected to grow in 2004 by 16%; appropriations for military-technica supplies of
troops by 15%; and the purchase of wespons and repairs, and military R&D by 17%.%°

Continued debates on the evolving nature of contemporary warfare may be expected to
lead to further changes not only in the ways additiona military appropriations are being
digributed among individud branches and services, but dso in Russas military drategy
and doctrine.
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