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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a strategic net assessment of the Ukrainian Armed Forces and analyzes
its present capability and desire to fight for its newly proclaimed state. It evaluates the military
doctrine of Ukraine, the force structure and levels of its military, the various strategic and
operational factors affecting the force, and the effects of the "ethnic security map" created by the
former Soviet Union on the present-day Ukrainian military. Finally, it assesses four major
components of military capability - force structure, modernization, readiness, and sustainability.

The findings of this study are that the Ukrainian Armed Forces can sustain short-term
combat operations, but not a long war. Nevertheless, the potential is there for the Ukrainian
military to develop fighting capability to deter war. Even in its current force posture, Ukraine is
a serious regional military power. It can defend its western borders and for the near term,
provides a credible deterrence against a potential external military threat from Russia. This
capability will improve in time as military reforms progress and the other components of military

capability are brought up to projected levels.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The first post-Soviet Ukrainian government moved quickly to rationalize
and reform the military forces which it seized from the former Soviet Union.
This enthusiasm for réform was motivated by several considerations. First,
establishing an independent Ukrainian army was essential in order to create a
Ukrainian state. The creation of a military has allowed Ukraine to survive as
a new independent political actor. Secondly, Ukraine was faced with a great
danger posed by the gigantic arm of the Soviet army on its soil. By establishing
a Ukrainian army (initially 750,000 personnel), these personnel were effectively
intégrated into a stable military structure and their disruptive potential was
neutralized, when the link joining the Soviet Union to the military forces in
Ukraine was severed and when a Ukrainian military chain of command was
established. From 1990-1992 the Soviet military's hierarchy of obedience
disintegrated in Ukraine and a new Ukrainian one took its place.

The mi]itary doctrine of Ukraine emphasizes the fundamental law of
"reasonable defense sufficiency" in regulating the size and types of forces and
the quantity and quality of conventional weapons and systems. This doctrine
is defensive in nature, based on the principles of nonintervention, respect for
the integrity of national borders, and national independence of othel; states, and
rejects the idea of using the armed forces as an instrument of foreign policy.
Although the doctrine depicts the democratic values of Ukraine, it does not

reflect the existing realities of the developing world and the European situation.
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As a result, many Ukrainian policy makers and military leaders do not take the
doctrine seriously. Due to these problems, the doctrine does not allow policy
makers to determine the main directions of Ukrainian military policy. This in
turn makes it difficult for Ukraine to create stable and legal relations with other
countries.

Based on the CFE ceilings and Ukrainian defense'require'ments, since
independence, troop numbers have been reduced by at least 200,000.
Currently, manpower stands at an estimated 450,000, although the defense
doctrine sets a final target of 250,000, with an eventual aim to create a
professional armed services. This process will take some time.

To meet its political commitment to a non-nuclear status, the Ukrainian
Armed Forces (UAF) have been participating in an accelerated transfer of
Ukraine's nuclear arsenal. Progress has been immense in this area and as a
result, Ukraine has gained support from Western states which favor this
progress. Simultaneously, Ukraine has been attémpting to develop a strategic
defense concept against its most likely enemy - Russia. Although progress in
this area has been slow, defense concepts are presently being addressed by the
Parliament and Ministry of Defense. Another change which has been taking
place in the UAF, which will possibly be of greater significance in the long
term, is the restructuring and reform of the former Soviet military education
system. At this time all the former Soviet military schools have been reformed,
in many cases combining to form one institution; in some cases schools have

been abolished altogether. These schools have introduced a number of novel
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concepts designed to bring the military education in Ukraine into the twenty-
first century.

One of the more important problems affecting the UAF is the inherited
"ethnic security map" of the Soviet Armed Forces (SAF). It has affected the
present day Ukrainian military by creating an ethnic imbalance within the
armed forces, thereby posing an important question as to whether or not the
Ukrainian forces are loyal to their newly proclaimed state. Although the UAF
have inherited the "ethnic security map" of the former Soviet Union, they have
made some progress in reversing its effects. Ukraine has successfully waged
a re-education campaign to educate the officer corps and its troops through
various programs that would make them better "Ukrainian" soldiers. Although
additional work is still required to make the UAF more patriotic, the officers
and troops are generally loyal to the Ukrainian state and its people.

The findings of this research is that the UAF can sustain short-term
combat operations but not a long war. Nevertheless, the potential is there for
the Ukrainian army to develop fighting capability to deter war. Even in its
current force posture, Ukraine is a serious regional military power. It can
defend its western borders and, for the near term, provide a credible deterrence
against a potential external threat from Russia. This capability will improve in
time as military reforms prégress' and the other components of military
capability - force structure, readiness, and modernization - are brought to

- projected levels.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this thesis is to conduct a strategic net assessment of the
Ukrainian Armed Forces (UAF) and to analyze its present capability and desire
to fight for its newly proclaimed state. The key question addressed is: "Are the
Ukrainian Armed Forces (UAF) a credible deterrent to incursions of neighbors?"
Other questions that are used to aid in answering the key puzzle include:

» What is the state of the Ukrainian military and is it capable of

defending its own territory?

* Does the military force structure and levels support the Ukrainian
national security strategy ?

* How do strategic factors, such as nuclear assets, the defense strategic
concept, and the military education system influence the UAF ?

* Are sociological issues (crime, ethnic dilemmas...etc.) breaking down

the military's ability to defend Ukraine ?

With the break up of the Soviet Union in 1991, 15 new states rose as
independent entities, radically changing in structure and character the political
map of Eurasia. Ukraine's independence has marked the end of an empire in
the region, since it has blocked Russian imperialistic désires over the remainder
of Europe. Ukraine was the only state which seized a large, as well as the best,
part of the ‘Soviet Armed Forces (SAF). This assured independence for the first
four years. The current dilemma is that many Russians still believe that
Ukraine belongs to Russia. Russia sees the Commonwealth of Independent

States (CIS) as a road to integrating Ukraine into a Union, which it needs for




economic prosperity. If Ukraine survives, there will be no superpower in
Eurasia, however, if it falls, a new imperial Russian state may arise. To avoid
the rise of a potential super power, it is therefore crucial that Ukraine succeed.
Ukraine's military is essential to its survival, and subsequently requires careful
analysis.

Ukraine, a country of 52 million, approximately tﬁe size of France and
rich in natural resources, is bound to play a key role in the new geopolitical
structural arrangement in Eastern and Central Europe. "Ukraine is no longer
portrayed as a "buffer" between Eurasia and Europe but as a "bridge" linking
both halves of the European continent. Relations with the West have radically
improved as Ukraine has launched its first serious reform programme and
committed itself to denuclearization" [Ref. 1]. Since 1994-95, Ukraine's
approach to foreign policy has altered, becoming more mature and professional,
while relations have improved remarkably with the West and to a lesser extent
with Russia. The main stumbling blocks to Western support for Ukraine were
always the lack of reform under former President Leonid Kravchuk and the
denuclearization issue. With the introduction of radical political economic
reforms under Kuchma, Ukraine has received financial and technical support
from international financial institutions and Western governments. In the
realm of securify proposals there have also been major advances since 1994-95.
Ukraine has agreed to abandon its nuclear arsenal and in exchange received
security assurances from three nuclear powers, the United Kingdom, the United

States and Russia. These are not guarantees despite the fact that Ukrainian




leaders continue to describe them as "security assurances." The "security
assurances" support Ukraine's territorial integrity and independence, while
opposing external interference in its affairs including the exertion of economic
pressure. Western governments have also publicly reiterated in diplomatic
meetings, letters of exchange and during press conferences, support for
Ukrainian independence and opposition to any changes in its borders. "Since
1994-95 there has been a perceptible change in the United States', and to a
lesser extent Western European, understanding of Ukraine's strategic
significance. The Republican victory in the 1994 US Congress local elections
has reinforced the perception that Ukraine is a strategic ally, important for the
West." [Ref. 2]

Ukraine has contributed immensely to the transformation of the
geopolitical map of Eurasia. As the Soviet Union disintegrated politically and
militarily its armed forces were left virtually intact on the territory of the
previously conquered republics, facing the once largest enemy in the west -
NATO. Many of the assets that Russia was heir to, roughly 50 percent, were
outside the territorial borders of the Russian Republic. While Russia controlled
second-rate forces of the Central Strategic Reserve, Ukraine aggressively
gained control over first-rate force packages that were part of the second
echelon front. According to Russia's defense minister, Army General Pavel
Grachev, the forces of the Central Strategic Reserve inherited by Russia,

~compared to those gained by Ukraine were described as follows:




We received districts, divisions, units and subunits that were
strategically secondary or even in the districts, that should war
break out, would have been busy mobilizing and training
people...These were virtually all noncombat units..understaffed...

and lacking in appropriate equipment; all our best gear was on the

first strategic defense line, in the Western and Northern Groups

of Forces and those districts in.....Ukraine. [Ref. 3]

In light of the actual forces present in the Russian republic and their
reserve nature, and compared to the forces that Ukraine inherited, it would
seem that Ukraine is in a window of relative superiority. A senior officer of the
Moscow General Staff stated that the forces in Ukraine could "easily defeat the
whole of Russia in a matter of days" [Ref. 4]. Whether or not this is actually
possible is of little consequence as the perception would be enough to prevent
any conventional offensive military action against Ukraine.

After Ukraine "nationalized" all former Soviet forces (with the exception
of strategic forces) stationed on their territory they claimed over 750,000 men
of ground, air and air defense forces (this number swelling up to one million
after troops from service in other republics returned). Impelled in part by a
newly acquired sense of national (or regional) patriotism and socio-economic
considerations, most troops agreed to remain in Ukraine. Subsequently, a great
majority of troops swore allegiance to the newly formed Ukrainian independent
state. [Ref. 5]

As a rule, military institutions of most rising states have a tendency to

resemble those of highly developed ones. Ukraine is no exception and has

inherited military traditions, institutions and organization from its former




imperial "mother country." Since Ukraine gained control from the former
Soviet Union a simultaneously large, diversified, but modern and well-equipped
force contingent, the process of building Ukraine's armed forces has been one
of reform rather than one of starting anew. [Ref. 6]

This thesis is divided into four major parts and employs a structural
approach, shown in Figure 1. Part One: The Seeds of fhe Ukrainian Armed
Forces, consists of two chapters. Chapter II, The Beginning and the Legal Basis
for National Security, discusses the seeds for the Ukrainian national armed
forces which were planted one year and a half before Ukraine proclaimed its
independence. It shows the idea of a Ukrainian national army together with the
goal of an independent state, which surfaced mainly as a grass-roots movement
(Rukh), and which was evident in the Union of Ukrainian officers (UOU). This
chapter also discusses how the new Ukrainian Parliament in 1990-1991
legislated in establishing an armed forces after August 1991, and the take over
of all conventional armed forces located on the territory of Ukraine.

Chapter III, Military Doctrine of Ukraine, describes the doctrinal
framework of the 14 October 1993 pronouncement of Ukrainian national
security interests and policy which defined the main tenets on preventing war,
building of the armed forces and preparation of the state and the armed forces
in repelling aggression in a military-political situation. Attention is given to the
key features of the doctrine, stressing its defensive nature, its principles of

nonintervention, respect for the integrity of national borders and national




independence of other states, and the rejection of the concept of using the
armed forces as an instrument of foreign policy.

Part Two, The Resources and Direction of the UA,F consists of two
chapters. Chapter IV, Force Structure and Levels, discusses the UAF
reorganization to meet the principle of "reasonable defense sufficiency” and the
ceilings established by the Treaty of Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE), in
1992. Such reorganization affected the restructuring of the military districts
and the three service branches (Army, Air Forces and Navy). In the face of
economic difficulty, the most recent debate of 1995 over further military force
structure cuts, which are likely to be lower than the initially established
ceilings, is also discussed.

Chapter V, Strategic/Operational Factors Influencing the Ukrainian
Armed Forces, assesses the nuclear assets on Ukrainian territory; lays out
Ukraine's three options for a defense strategy focusing on the potential threat
from the east; and describes the military education system, which will influence
and frame how Ukrainian officers act and think in the future.

Part Three, Organizational Interaction iﬁ the UAF, consists of two
chapters. Chapter VI, Ethnic Security Map, describes the complex ethnic
situation in Ukraine while it was under Soviet rule and shows how the
established "ethnic security map" has affected present day Ukraine and its
military, by creating ethnic imbalance within the armed forces. Content focuses
on the theoretical aspects of the ethnic issue, by using the works of N.F.

Dreiszinger, R.A. Preston, and Teresa Rakowska-Harmstone.




Chapter VII, Sociological Issues, covers a host of sociological issues that
plague the Ukrainian military leadership, affecting troop morale, discipline,
readiness and combat sustainability. The salient problems addressed include:
force conversion and quality of life, language in command, the re-education
program, military traditions and customs and civil-military relations.

Part Four, Military Capability of Ukrainian Forces, éoncludes the analysis
by applying four major components of military capability - force structure,
modernization, readiness and sustainability - to the UAF as a frame of
reference. By employing the data from Parts One, Two and Three, and
applying it to the four components of military capability, I conclude that
althoughthe UAF currently possess high force levels it is a rather weak and an
unsustainable force. Even though, this force is presently unsustainable, it does
have the stinging capability to slowly and methodically destroy any external

force that desires to interfere in Ukraine's sovereignty.
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II. THE BEGINNING AND THE LEGAL BASIS FOR NATIONAL
SECURITY

Ukraine's endeavors to gain command of the military forces located

within its boundaries may be traced to four prominent events:

1. Ukraine's declaration of sovereignty
2. The August 1991 coup attempt
3. The appointment of defense minister of Ukraine, and

4. The Ukrainian military oath campaign [Ref. 7]

In this chapter, Samuel Huntington's paradigm - the hierarchy of
obedience [Ref. 8] - demonstrates how command over and within a professional
army is affirmed. By employing this model to our analysis, we can infer that
in order to gain control over the military forces in Ukraine two tasks needed to

be accomplished:

1. Destabilization of the military hierarchy of obedience in Ukraine at
the crucial point of subordination. The link joining the Soviet Union
to the military forces in Ukraine had to be severed. Furthermore -
within the military's legal body structure - the bond tying the officers
located in Ukraine to the remainder of the Soviet officer corps
needed to be cut along with the one linking the organizational
bureaucracy of the military forces in Ukraine to the orgamzatlonal
bureaucracy of the Soviet military structure.

2. Establishment of a Ukrainian military hierarchy of obedience with
the Ukrainian state at the peak of this hierarchy, while promoting
the transition of the Soviet officer corps situated in Ukraine into a
Ukrainian officer corps. This, in turn, would create and maintain the
Ukrainian military's bureaucratic structure.




Therefore, Huntington's paradigm best depicts how the Soviet military's
hierarchy of obedience was disintegrated in Ukraine and how a new Ukrainian
one was constructed to take its place.

The seeds for the Ukrainian national armed forces were planted long
before Ukraine proclaimed its independence. As the power of Moscow declined
during 1989-1991, hopes for an independent state with the idea of a Ukrainian
national army, emerged at grass-roots. This occurred primarily out of the
Ukrainian Popular Front "Rukh" and was soon joined by the newly established
Association of Ukrainian Officers, a powerful advocacy group whose members
included active duty, reserve and retired officers. [Ref. 9]

Ukrainian leaders knew that the number one priority in making Ukraine
a viable independent state was to put as much distance between them and
Russia as quickly as possible. The historic attitudes toward Ukrainians and an
intimate knowledge of Russian imperialisrﬁ made the cause for defense against
Russian chauvinism an initial unifying principal in the drive for independence.
The establishment of an Armed Forces was a significant instrument for success
in this policy pursuit. The idea of a sovereign nation met wide popular support
and became a demand of every national front; many in Ukraine believed that
the formation of the Ukrainian national armed forces would aid in remodeling
"the sick maﬁ of Soviet society" - the Soviet army. Ukrainian separatists
became obsessed with creating their own army, as a requirement to
establishing a sovereign state. The historical memories of the disaster of 1918-

1920 were a constant reminder to many Ukrainian political and military leaders
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who remembered how, in 1917-1918, the idealistic and antimilitaristic socialists
controlled the Central Rada (parliament) and dissolved veteran formations loyal
to them. The future of the newborn Ukrainian state was left in the hands of
undermanned and poorly equipped volunteer units. In less than two years the
Ukrainian Republic, defeated by the Red Army, ceased to exist. The new
Ukrainian political leadership in 1990-1991 learned from fhis grave error of the
past and was determined not to repeat it. This sense of urgency was greatly
elevated during the putsch days of August 1991, when the Ukrainian
government realized it had no army to defend itself with and that it was entirely
subject to events in Moscow. [Ref. 10]

There was also a strong popular pressure for Ukrainians to create their
own army after revelations showed the abuse of soldiers in the Soviet army
which resulted in thousands of deaths and serious injuries yearly. Mother
began refusing to send their sons as enforcers of "order" in hot spots on the
peripheries of the Soviet Union, and Ukrainian parents began to demand not
only humane treatment of their sons but also that they serve within Ukraine
[Ref. 11]. Beginning with the formation of local committees in the fall of 1989,
concerned mothers, from many regions of Ukraine, formed a national advocacy
group, "The Organization of Soldiers' Mothers of Ukraine" (OSMU), on 30
September, 1990. Its key objectives were to bear down on the Soviet military
establishment in order to improve the treatment and well being of new recruits

in the Soviet army, to insist that all Ukrainian recruits serve only within the
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territory of the Ukrainian SSR and to push for the formation of a separate
national Ukrainian armed forces.

These grass-roots movements, to a large extent, attained their objectives
on 16 July 1990, when the Ukrainian parliament (Supreme Rada or Council)
proclaimed national sovereignty for Ukraine and declared that "the Ukrainian
SSR has the right to its own armed forces" [Ref. 12]. This provided a rallying
banner for national army advocates and spurred a mandate for national defense

legislation the following year.

A. CRITICAL EVENTS: FORMATION OF AN ARMED FORCES

By mid-February 1992, Defense Minister Konstantin Morozov stated that
approximately 80 percent of the military forces located in Ukraine had vowed
allegiance to the citizens of the country. At the time, Ukraine's newly chosen
president was in command of the second largest army in Europe and
accountable for the world's third largest reserve of nuclear arms. The
possibility of a military coup as occurred in Moscow in August 1991, had
virtually been eliminated.

To have a total understanding of the UAF, it is first important to analyze
its formation process. This process is described through an analysis of four

prominent events.
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1. The Declaration of Sovereignty

Although the Declaration of Sovereignty of 16 July 1990, recognized
Ukraine's authority to have its own armed forces, the legal origin of the
Ukrainian armed forces dates from 24 August 1991, when Ukraine declared its
complete independence from the former Soviet Union, two days after the
collapse of the putsch in Moscow. Paragraph IX of Ukraine's Declaration of
State Sovereignty (Appendix A - Abstract from Ukraine's Declaration of

Sovereignty) included the following conditions pertaining to the military:

A. The Ukrainian SSR possesses the right to build it own armed forces;

B. The Ukrainian SSR decides the requirements of military service for
citizens of the republic;

C. Citizens of the Ukrainian SSR complete their military service
obligations on the territory of the republic and will not be deployed,
in a military capacity, outside of its borders without the consent of
the Supreme Soviet of the Ukrainian SSR; and

D. The Ukrainian SSR emphatically states its determination to become,
in the future, a permanently neutral state which does not participate
in military alliances and one which will adhere to the three non-
nuclear principles - not to accept, manufacture or acquire nuclear
weapons. [Ref. 13]

It is crucial to note that the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet made no major
endeavors to acquire command of their forces until after the August 1991
putsch. Between July 1990 and August 1991 only, the popular front 'Rukh'’
agitated its desire to create an armed forces. In February, 1991, it hosted a

conference for the Revival of Ukraine's Armed Forces and devised an outline

to establish a professional, all-volunteer force. In July 1991, Rukh sponsored
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a military congress in which over 300 Soviet officers participated. The
Ukrainian Officer's Association was established at this congress and plans to
form a Ukrainian army were adbpted [Ref. 14]. These activities laid the
groundwork for the organization of an independent Ukrainian military which

officially began to form after the August coup.

2. The August Coup

The unsuccessful coup of August 1991 launched a sequence of events
that ultimately led to the ruin of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(CPSU), the demise of the Union itself, and the disintegration of the Soviet
Armed Forces (SAF). On the eve of the August coup, the military's corporate
structure was already breaking down. Within the military's professional and
organizational hierarchies, three fissures began to develop:

1. The senior military had become politicized by internal opposition to
a centrally-controlled Union and military;

2. The junior officers had become politicized by the fragmenting state
of their already inferior living and working conditions and by the
senior military leadership's lack of attention to their predicament;
and

3. Draftees began to be affected by the political movement for
autonomy and independence.

This fractionalization affected the military in three ways:

1. Anumber of politicizing forces severed the military ranks, separating
the officer corps along generational lines;
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2. Troops were deprived of a sense of institutional attachment with the
armed forces or the Soviet state they were supposedly defending;
and

3. Military professionalism, formed over decades, was being dissolved.
[Ref. 15]

Defense Minister Marshal D. N. Yazov's command, which activated the
~armed forces in support of the putsch, further atomized the army by
challenging the officer corps' professionalism. Additionally, the putsch
fractured the corporateness of the Soviet armed forces into cross-cutting groups
of those who strongly backed the coup, those who actively countered it, and the
diverse opinions and postures in between. After the failed putsch, the Soviet
military became particularly vulnerable to Ukrainian nationalization goals. As
a result, the first solid steps in establishing the basis for the UAF were taken
following the abortive coup attempt of August 19-21, 1991. On 24 August 1991,
the day that Ukraine declared independence, the parliamentary opposition
stressed Ukraine's powerless situation during the coup, and suggested that a
special session of parliament examine the issue of the creation of a national
army and the nationalization of all military enterprises in Ukraine. The
chairman of the Ukrainian parliament, Leonid Kravchuk, on 24 August 1991
determined:

A. To subordinate all military structures deployed on the republic's

territory to the USSR Supreme Soviet;

B. To create a Ukrainian defense ministry; and
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C. To form a Ukrainian armed forces, a republican guard, and a
subdetachment in order to protect the Ukrainian Supreme Soviet,
Cabinet of Ministers, and National Bank. [Ref. 16]

3. The Appointment of a Defense Minister of Ukraine and the
Structuring of Forces

Following the coup, Ukraine's relations with Russia quickly declined due
to statements made by Yeltsin, on Russia's claim to reconsider its boundaﬁes
with neighboring republics which had proclaimed their independence. As a
result, Kravchuk, reacting to outside tensions as well as rising domestic
demands to sustain Ukraine's independence, stated that Ukraine would shortly
create a republican defense minister. Also, a special commission was created
in order to intentionally point out to the USSR Defense Ministry the
subordination of troops of the three military districts on Ukrainian soil to
Ukraine. On August 29, the presidium of the Ukrainian parliament ratified
decrees, which transferred to the jurisdiction of Ukraine, the border troops,
interior troops, and military commissariats located on Ukrainian territory.
Lastly, on 3 September 1991, after an extended session, the Ukrainian
parliament designated Konstantin Morozov, a Soviet Major General of Aviation,
as the Defense Minister.

After Morozov's appointment, the Presidium of the Ukrainian parliament
prohibited the redeployment of all military bodies and educational

establishments on the republic's territory or over its borders. Additionally, it
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prohibited the sending of military hardware from Ukraine without prior
saﬁctioning from the Ukrainian Cabinet of Ministers. |

In six weeks, Morozov finished a draft proposal for the establishment of
the Ukrainian military, calling for the formation of a Ukrainian army via a
mediated tfansfer of Soviet troops and provisions to Ukraine [Ref. 17]. On 8
October 1991, the Cabinet of Ministers decreed to institute a Ukrainian National
Army in the course of two years, with a temporary force of 450,000 troops.
This figure was composed by taking an assumed European average of 0.8
percent of the population for the size of a sufficient armed forces [Ref. 18].

Such acts were harshly criticized by the Soviet Armed Forces (SAF)
leadership. In October 1991, the Ukrainian parliament endorsed a packet of
draft laws on national defense which ordered the establishment of the armed
forces and national guard of Ukraine.

This initiated a swift series of laws applied within the next coming
months that laid the legal groundwork for the beginning of the Ukrainian
national security structure and the formation and organization of the national
armed forces of Ukraine. On 11 October 1991, the "Concept for the Defense
and the Formation of Armed Forces of Ukraine," put into action by open
declaration, implefnented the rationale for the organization of the armed forces;
to include ground, air and naval powers. |

Under the declaration, those strategic forces associated to the operation
and defense of nuclear weapons and systems situated on the territory of

Ukraine were to continue their operational subordination to central command

17




in Moscow until the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Ukraine was
achieved.

This idea permitted for the establishment of paramilitary organizations
such as the national guard, border and civil defense troops. On 4 November,
a National Guard was established and its commander named as Colonel V.
Kukharets [Ref. 19]. The first units were 6,000-strong and drawn from MVD
troops already stationed in Ukraine. A force of 30,000 was envisioned by April
1992, to be armed with requisiﬁoned MVD equipment [Ref. 20].

After the Supreme Soviet took confrol of all border guards stationed in
Ukraine on 23 October 1991, the Law on State Frontiers on 4 November gave
them something to police. The guards, under command of V. Hubenko, were
to patrol Ukraine's lénd, sea, air, river, and economic frontiers, together with
12 miles of territorial waters. [Ref. 21]

Overall, the "Concept for the Defense and the Formation of Armed Forces
of Ukraine," designated the president, as the supreme commander of the armed
forces, delegating to him a wide range of powers, including the right to declare
a state of emergency or war, to call for a partial or full mobilization of the
military establishment and to appoint and supervise its key leaders.

At first, the Soviet General Staff scorned this attempt to create a
UKrainian military. However, by éarly November, the Soviet and Ukrainian
defense ministries were forced to acknowledge it, and met at the bargaining
table to discuss the division of the Soviet Army [Ref. 22]. Shortly afterward, a

concept was developed by Morozov which led to the creation of a national
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security structure: a Ministry of Defense and Defense Council was organized
on 14 November 1991, and the Main Staff of the Armed Forces was composed
in spring 1992. It also proposed the progressive diminishment of the forces
found in Ukraine and the promise of social protection for military personnel
released from active service [Ref. 23]. |

By agreeing to meet Morozov, the Soviet mﬂitary acknowledged
Ukraine's right to establish an army. Once the Soviet Army acknowledged the
Ukrainian Defense Minister, the conflict broadened significantly. The dispute
moved beyond the question of whether Ukraine could have an independent
army, to the question of how large and what units would be excluded in its
force structure. As time moved on, it was apparent that the Soviet military was
losing control of its corporate structure in Ukraine. In a matter of time, most

of the UAF fell under Ukraine's control.

4. The Oath of Allegiance

In order to destroy the unity of the SAF in Ukraine and to replace the
Ukrainian state as the new sovereign of these forces, General Morozov
implemented a military oath of allegiance to the citizens of Ukraine [Ref. 24].
The oath of allegiance, like Ukrainian state-building efforts in other spheres,
was "ethnic-blind." There were no ethnic or linguistic criteria associated with
swearing allegiance to Ukraine; the only criterion was the willingness to serve
the people of Ukraine. Before commencing with the oath, the government

launched an informational campaign aimed in deterring the 700,000 Soviet
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troops based in Ukraine from taking part in yet another coup. The massive
informational campaign was conducted via the mass media and visits of high
ranking officials to military bases [Ref. 25]. This was achieved by convincing
the troops that the creation of the UAF would be completed via a slow
transformation process that would assure the social rights of all Soviet military
personnel and their dependents.

On 14 November 1991, the Supreme Council established an oath of
allegiance, along with a procedure for enforcement, in order to guarantee the
loyalty of the nationalized forces. Among the first to swear allegiance to the
people of Ukraine was Defense Minister Morozov (Appendix B - Ukraine's
Military Oath of Allegiance) to the people of Ukraine [Ref. 26]. Along with
encouraging all military troops based in Ukraine to follow his lead, he also
revealed a 16-point presidential order which described the procedures for
implementing the Ukrainian oath of allegiance [Ref. 27]. The oath itself was
voluntary; nevertheless, an officer declining to take it would be given a choice
between serving his military duty outside of Ukraine or retiring. Enlisted
personnel were presented with the same options plus the added option of
carrying out the remainder of their duty in Ukraine before being sent back to
their home republic. It was President Kravchuk's goal that the oath be
administered to the entire force by 20 January 1992 [Ref. 28].

Although General Morozov was unable to meet Kravchuk's ultimate
target date of 20 January 1992, by mid-February nearly 80 percent of the

military personnel stationed in Ukraine had pledged allegiance to the people of

20




Ukraine [Ref. 29]. Since the oath subordinated those who took it to the
Ukrainian command authority, the likelihood of another Moscow implemented
military coup became improbable. The oath of allegiance to Ukraine completed
the process of separation and helped create a new military corporate body
linking it to a new patron - the Ukrainian state. The Ukrainian military oath
was civic and territorial rather than ethno-national. This all-embracing ritual
joined those who swore it to each other and to the state, even though some
swore allegiance for socio-economic and opportunistic reasons, thereby
transforming the Soviet forces stationed in Ukraine into a Ukrainian military
power [Ref. 30].

In the same period, since Russia was reluctant to institute a new oath,
Soviet troops in other republics continued to serve under the old oath to the
Soviet Union. By late 1992, Russian troops were serving under three separate

oaths to the Soviet Union, the CIS and Russia.

B. INSTITUTIONALIZATION

Ukraine continued to institutionalize its forces and on 6 December 1991,
an all-inclﬁsive law "On the Defense of Ukraine" was established which
summarized the éontents of the Ukrainian defense policy, specified the
responsibilities and duties of government branches and officials in the realm
of national defense and provided for alternative service. Most importantly

perhaps, it also defined presidential decision making with regard to declaration
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of national emergency, war and mobilization dependent on confirmation by the
Supreme Council. [Ref. 31]

By maintaining control over the military budget and appointment of
prominent defense officials, the Supreme Council maintained a civilian control
over the military establishment. Although, at that time, the appointed minister
of defense and deputies were all military officers rather than civilian 6fficials,
this has since changed and, in 1994, Valerij Shmarov became the first civilian
defense minister. Subsequently, Kravchuk appointed himself as commander-
and-chief of Ukrainian forces in one of his first decrees on 12 December 1991,
This announced the organization of the Ukrainian armed forces based on the
troops of the three Soviet military regions spanning Ukrainian territory (Kiev,
Odessa, Transcarpathian), as well as the Black Sea Fleet and "other military
formations" deployed on Ukrainian territory, excluding the strategic forces at
the time belonging to the CIS. By the end of December 1991, Morozov would
claim that the legal ground for the UAF had been fully developed.

On March 25, 1992, the "Law on General Military Obligation and Military
Service" established an 18-month service program; 12 months for university
graduates, 3 years for those serving voluntarily as well as for female enlistees,
and five years for warrant officers and midshipmen. Other than the rank of
"marshal" which was eliminated and the rank of "general of the army of
Ukraine" which was introduced, the past structure of the former Soviet armed
forces was retained. Additionally, other legal acts arranged for the organization

of a military intelligence service, military justice, defense conversion program,
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system for social defense of service members, program for optional
(nonmilitary) service, field service regulations, mobilization and other defense-
related arenas [Ref. 32]. The technical, organizational, and personnel bases of
the armed forces were to be established in 1992, and the entire procedure of
structuring the UAF was to be completed by 1994-1995 [Ref. 33].

Ukraine continually sought the control of the forcés on its territory on
the basis of rightful "inheritance," although this inevitably led to difficulties with
Russia. Ukraine's "right" to develop an armed force was disputed by Russians
who set a broad definition on the idea of CIS regulation of "strategic forces,"
and who believed that Russia alone should acquire the USSR armed forces, and
who purely disapproved of the idea of Ukraine being a well-armed state.

The one major exception to Ukraine's ambition in building a military
strong state was nuclear armies. The 1986 Chernobyl catastrophe led
Ukrainian public opinion to be deeply anti-nuclear. This feeling was cast in the
1990 Declaration of Sovereignty, which guaranteed Ukraine "not to accept, not
to produce and not to acquire nuclear weapons." This was further reasserted
by a declaration of Ukraine's non-nuclear status on 24 October 1991.
Ultimately, Ukraine vowed to remove all tactical nuclear weapons for
destruction by the summer of 1992, and all strategic weapons by year end,
1994. [Ref. 34] In reality, the timeline has shifted, and it is now anticipated
that Ukraine will be "nuclear free" later than originally thought. Although,
Ukraine has recognized that it surrendered a very potent bargaining chip when

it gave up its nuclear capability, by the same act, it has picked up a sizable
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amount of credibility from Western countries for striving to become a more
democratic state. The non-nuclear status that Ukraine vowed to support is
reciprocated by the funding that Ukraine is receiving from the West.
Ukraine's Defense Ministry is currently in the midst of planning the total
reform of the former Soviet military forces they have 'inherited.’ Among the
many issues that must be resolved are: a 50 percent réduction—in—forces, a
realignment of the military education system, the development of a concrete
strategic defense plan, the military's adoption of the Ukrainian language, the
restructuring of the "ethnic security map," and a‘tranéition to a professional all-
volunteer military. Clearly, the Ukrainian military reform is far from being

totally "completé."
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III. THE MILITARY DOCTRINE OF UKRAINE

Following the overwhelming endorsement received in the referendum of
December 1991 (about 90 percent of the 84 percent that voted), Ukraine
formally became independent on 1 December 1991. The first priority of the
former communist, turned nationalist, gofzernment was to énsure that this move
would be irreversible. Naturally, in the process of state building, the creation
of Ukrainian national Armed Forces became crucial in Kiev's plans. The
Ministry of defense produced a draft military doctrine for the newly
independent state early in 1992. This draft was however, rejected by the
Parliament in October 1992 and again in April 1993. The sticking point,
apparently, was the declared policy on nuclear weapons. It was not until 19
October that a revised draft was enacted into law.

Section A of this chapter, describes the overall setting in which Ukraine
is presently situated. Section B summarizes the ratified version of the military

doctrine, while Section C provides comments and analysis of this document.

A. UKRAINE'S FOREIGN POLICY AND SETTING

During the Kravchuk era, Ukraine rejoined an international community
of nations that did not always seem eager to accept the disintegration of the
former USSR into fifteen newly independent states. The election of Leonid
Kuchma as president in summer 1994 brought few radical geoStrategic changes

in Ukraine's foreign and security policies and certainly no major alternations
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inits geopolitical orientation. Nevertheless, there have been noticeable changes
in style and substance between Kravchuk and Kuchma. Ukraine is no longer
portrayed as a "buffer" between Eurasia and Europe but as a "bridge" linking
both halves of the European continent. [Ref. 35]

Initially Ukrainian fofeign policy was based on the assumption that
Ukraine, unlike Russia, was a typical "European” (rather than "Eurasian") state.
This meant that the new state's geopolitical orientation would automatically be
to the West rather than eastward to Russia. The first and most obvious
implication of this policy was that Ukraine should develop friendly relations
with its immediate western neighbors in central and southeastern Europe,
Ukraine's "doorway to the West." In the development of bilateral (instead of
multilateral) relations with its immediate western neighbors Ukraine was
largely successful. Although the east-central and south-eastern Europeans were
themselves looking primarily westward, they nevertheless appreciated the
importance of securing their eastern borders and were therefore keen to
reinforce Ukrainian independence and to cement good relations with the new
state.

Where the policy of "returning to Europe" broke down was in its
implications for the relationship with Russia and the states of the traditional
West. Here, the policy backfired badly, for it reinforced Ukraine's alienation
from Russia and thus increased tensions. Under the presidency of Leonid
Kuchma, Ukraine has drastically altered foreign policy. Kiev's foreign policy

is no longer seen as a "zero sum game" (i.e., either integration with the West
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~ and sovereign independence or reabsorption by Russia and loss of sovereignty).
Instead, slightly closer relations with Russia are being balanced by improved
relations with the West. The policy of balancing Russia and the West is
hazardous and not entirely under Ukraine's control, however, given present
constraints, it is difficult to identify constructive alternatives. [Ref. 36]
President Kuchma has changed Ukraine's foreign policy in a number of
key directions. Ukraine no longer looks upon economic cooperation with
Russia and the CIS as an unfortunate necessity, but as an urgent requirement
in the light of the close economic ties inherited from the former USSR and its
economic crisis. Political and military integration within the CIS continues to
be ruled out by Ukraine, although bilateral cooperation, for example between
the military-industrial complexes of Russia and Ukraine, is regarded as
beneficial. Ukraine is, however, interested in raising its profile in the CIS by
helping to mediate in local conflicts such as Moldova and Georgia. [Ref. 37]
The underlying structure of this section deals with the fear of Russia.
Because of this fear, Ukraine puts forwards no territorial claims on other states
and "does not acknowledge territorial claims on itself." It proposes that present
borders must remain safe from violation and emphasizes that there must be
"mutual respect"” and "non-interference in the internal affairs" of other countries.
Ukraine also stresses the principles of the UN, CSCE and the Helsinki Final
Act. Many people in Russia, especially in the military, do not regard Ukrainé
with respect and do not treat it as an equal. Even those willing to tolerate an

independent Ukraine see no reason why certain areas heavily inhabited by
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Russians should be part of the new state. Other largely Russia-supporting areas
(the four eastern oblasts and, to an extent, Odessa), upheld the independence
referendum in 1991 because Ukraine looked like a better option than Russia.
However, the present state of Ukraine's economy, might possibly lead them to
reconsider their support if given another opportunity to voice their preference.
This situation is of grave concern to Kiev, as Russians account for up to 21
percent of the country's population, mostly éoncentrated in areas adjoining
Russia.

The origin of insecurity and potential causes of military conflict clearly
relate to the Russian threat. Economic and/or political blackmail are feared.
Indeed, many Ukrainian nationalists regard Russia's insistence since January
1994, on charging world prices for oil, as an example of such blackmail. A
worsening situation may soon follow. Moscow is accused of being the culprit
in stirring up "ethno-national” discontent within Ukraine in order to destabilize
the country, providing an excuse for intervention leading to a restoration of
greater Russia, or, at minimum, seizing the areas displaying Russian support.
[Ref. 38]

Presently, the biggest concern for the Ukrainian Parliament is that Russia
may be attempting to resurrect a Union which would absorb Ukraine into a
similar setting found prior to its independence. Furthermore, since portions of
Ukraine are constructed from parts of Poland, Hungary, Belarus, Russia and
Romania, the issue of territoriality is becoming more disputed. This may best

be depicted in the case Romania and Russia, who continue to voice doubts on
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the territorial integrity of Ukraine. At the same time, the inability of Russia and
Ukraine to sign a treaty because of territorial issues further complicates

matters.

B. CONTENT OF UKRAINE'S MILITARY DOCTRINE

The Military Doctrine of Ukraine has three ‘sections and eight

subsections. In the first section "Military and Political Aspects" the following

subsections are included:
» military and political goals and priorities of Ukraine in ensuring
national security;
* causes of military insecurity and Ukraine's attitude to war;
* attitude of Ukraine to nuclear arms and other kinds of weapons of

mass destruction.

In the second section "Military and Technical Aspects" the following

subsections are included:

* basic ways to ensure military security;
 tasks of Armed Forces and principles of their construction;

* training Armed Forces for defense against aggression.

In the third section "Military and Economic Aspects" the following

subsection are included:

* the purpose and principles of military economic policy;
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* preparation of the state and the population to the defense.

Ukraine's strategic defense task is to protect the country's sovereignty
and politicai independence and to preserve its territorial integrity. Having
established that this is the fundamental task, the doctrine goes on to point out
that the military doctrine is part of a national security. concept which also
includes political, foreign policy and economic elements, that Ukraine does not
constitute a potential enemy for any state, and its military doctrine is therefore
defensive, and that "Ukraine can and should become an influential power
capable of performing an important role in preserving political, economic and
military stability in Europe and throughout the world."

Ukraine's military-political goals and priorities in national security [Ref.

39] are laid down as follows:

A. The main aim is to ensure military security from external threats and
prevent war.

B. Relations with other states will be based on principles of equality,
mutual respect, non-interference in the internal affairs of other states
and the principles espoused by the UN, the Helsinki Final Act and
the CSCE.

C. In implementing its foreign and military policies, Ukraine does not
advance territorial claims on other states and acknowledges none
against itself. It adheres to the principle of the inviolability of
existing borders and respects the sovereignty and political
independence of other states. It favors regional and global balanced
force reductions to levels of defense sufficiency, but rejects unilateral
disarmament and insists on solving all inter-state disputes by
political means. Furthermore, it prohibits the use of the Armed
Forces in dealing with internal political problems and argues against
the stationing of foreign troops on its territory or on that of other
states without their agreement.
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D.

Ukraine will maintain a "non-bloc status", but favors the creation of
and participation in "inclusive" European and global security systems.
It favors a general European security structure on bilateral, regional
and global levels with the aim of improving mutual understanding,
trust, partnership and transparency in military-political affairs.

The causes of military insecurity and Ukraine's attitudes to war are

summed up as follows:

A.

The main causes of military conflict and war are economic, political,
territorial and ethno-national disputes.

Ukraine will regard as potential enemy any state whose policy
consistently threatens its military security, interferes in its internal
affairs, or aspires to control its territory or infringes its national
interests.

Ukraine condemns war or its threat as an instrument of policy and
aspires to the resolution of disputes and conflicts by exclusively
political means.

The country will not interfere in the internal affairs of other states.

Its Armed Forces will be used only in case of armed aggression or in
accordance with international obligations. In the event of war, they
will repel the aggressor so that a political solution can be found as
quickly as possible. [Ref. 40]

Given the global catastrophic consequence of nuclear war, the use of

nuclear weapons is unacceptable. Circumstances have made Ukraine a nuclear

power, but the country will never threaten or use nuclear weapons. It intends

to become a non-nuclear power in the future and is against the proliferation of

nuclear, biological and chemical (NBC) weapons and related technology. [Ref.

41]
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For the military-technical aspects of the Doctrine, the key tasks in

ensuring military security are as follows:

A. In peacetime: forecasting the aim and character of possible war,
averting it if possible; creating a military machine sufficient to deter
aggression, check provocations or infringements of sovereignty and
repulse possible aggression "by any state (or coalition of states);
"force levels must be "within the context of international obligations
which Ukraine has accepted.”

B. In wartime: mobilizing all material and human resources to repel
aggression; defeating the aggressor, depriving him of the ability to
prolong hostilities and bringing the war to a favorable conclusion.

Measures that are listed in the doctrine, in order to attain military

security, include:

A. Political-diplomatic efforts to reduce levels of confrontation.
The creation of zones free of weapons of mass destruction.

C. The creation of regional security systems and collective action to
resolve emerging conflicts.

D. The maintenance of combat readiness and force levels and
deployments sufficient to repulse aggression from "all-directions",
together with a mass mobilization capability.

E. The willingness to assign troopé to the UN to halt aggression and
support peace "in different regions."

The military-technical aspects section of the doctrine stresses that the

Armed Forces be prepared and be able to resist aggression. It asserts that

priority will go to the development of precision weaponry, reconnaissance

capabilities, air-space defense, electronic warfare (EW) capabilities, missile
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forces and aviation, air-mobile units and "future oriented ocean-going ships and
submarines.” This section also mentions that the UAF be given a unified
system of automated command and control, intelligence gathering and fire
control. It states that training will be for both defensive and offensive
operations to ensure that the initiative can be seized and retained. Finally, it
stated that during war, the Border and Interior Troops, the National Guard, the
Security Service and Civil Defense "will Wbrk with the Armed Forces." [Ref. 42]
The military-economic section of the Doctrine mentions that the objective
of military-ecohomic policy is the creation of a reliable defense capability in the
context of reasonable defense expenditure. The principles of military economic
policy are as follows:
A. The guarantee of maximum effectiveness in military production
given financial and material constraints. This demands a competitive

approach to development and production.

B. The acquisition of high-technology systems with as much
standardization as possible.

C. The "rational" conversion of defense industries is mentioned.

The military-economic section of the Doctrine further states, that
scientific-technical priority must go to developing technologies with both
military and civilian applications -and to those in which Ukraine has, or can
achieve, a global standard. The aim is to raise the fire power and mobility and
produce equipment competitive on the world market. Although high-

technology is paramount to Ukraine's defense system, it claims that the first call
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on financial resources should go to ensuring the material and social well-being

of servicemen. [Ref. 43]

C. ANALYSIS AND COMMENT OF UKRAINE'S MILITARY DOCTRINE

Ukraine, like Russia, has been sluggish in developing and accepting a
national defense policy, which has been called a "military doctrine." It was not
until 19 October 1993, that a very terse and direct revised draft was made into
law, formally declaring Ukrainian national security interests and policy. This
new doctrine, resulting from the Declaration of Sovereignty of 1990 and the
Declaration of Independence of 1991, clearly outlined the main tenets on
preventing war, building the armed forces and preparation of the state and the
armed forces in repelling aggression in any military-political situation. Its
major characteristic was the defensive nature of Ukraine's security policy,
based on the principles of nonintervention, respect for the integrity of national
borders and national independence of other states, and rejection of the idea of
using the armed forces as an instrument of foreign policy. This strongly differs
from the newly adopted Russian military doctrine, which foresees Russian
military intervention across Russia's borders under certain conditions, such és
interference in peripheral conflicts and protection and defense of the rights of
Russian minoﬁties in neighboring states (and first strike against any state allied

to a nuclear state). This was seen by many analysts especially aimed at

Ukraine. [Ref. 44]
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The military doctrine "is based on an analysis of the global geopolitical
situation and a long-term, scientifically-based prognosis of its development. Its
tenets are binding for the organs and organizations of the state, the
administration and the citizens of Ukraine. The plan for the building.....of the -
Armed Forces ... is worked out on the basis of the military doctrine.” [Ref. 45]
Due to political sensitivity, Ukraine's new doctrine refrains from identifying
precisely what the pdtential threats from neighboring states may actually be.
Instead, it only defines the possible opponent of Ukraine as a "state whose
consistent policy presents a military threat to Ukraine, leads to interference in
the internal affairs of Ukraine or encroaches on its territorial integrity and its
national interests." This description leaves little to the imagination as to where
the threat could possibly originate.‘

In order to strengthen the Ukrainian government's previous statutory and
political commitment to a non-nuclear status, the doctrine states that "Ukraine
intends to become non-nuclear in the future." However, it also positively
asserts Ukraine's ownership of nuclear weapons inherited on its territory. The
military doctrine emphasizes the fundamental law of "reasonable defense
sufficiency” in regulating the size and types of forces and the quantity and
quality of convéntional weapons and systems. It focuses on developing a
modern, well-trained, well-armed and highly mobile force, with a special
emphasis on precision weapons, intelligence and electronic warfare capability,

air and space defense and sufficient air and sea power. To attain all this, it

35




calls for the development and maintenance of a modern and economically
rational national defense industrial base. [Ref. 46]

The basis for the Military Doctrine was the "Basic Directions of Foreign
Policy of Ukraine," adopted by the Parliament on 2 July 1993. It is stressed by
many analysts that the Military Doctrine (Appendix C - The Military Doctrine
of Ukraine) as a 'second level' document should be moré detailed than it is at
present. To fully comprehend the Ukrainian military, it is crucial to analyze
three aspects of this doctrine: the military and political, the military and

technical, and the military and economical.

1. Military Political Aspects of Doctrine

Presently, one of the key dilemmas in the political-military sphere is that
Ukraine itself still has not determined its political priorities. Based on the
present political realities, Ukraine has three courses of action it can select to
make the Military Doctrine a guide for other countries to build their relations
with Ukraine on stable legal basis:

* Non-aligned status of Ukraine (according to the Military Doctrine of

Ukraine)
* Joining European structures, and

 Rapprochement with CIS countries and joining the CIS Military
Union.

Unfortunately, the statements of Ukrainian politicians force analysts to

make a conclusion that they have no common foreign policy concept, although
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a document such as the "Basic Directions of Foreign Policy of Ukraine" already
exists (Appendix D - Attitude of Ukrainian Leaders towards the Doctrine). This
was evident when the President of Ukraine, Leonid Kuchma, said he did not
understand non-block statutes of Ukraine, and when the Ukrainian Foreign
Minister considered that effective European security could not exist in a divided
Europe. In other speeches, Deputy Foreign Minister B. Tarasiuk held the same
~ view, but also estimated that the role of Ukraine in peaceful settlement of
international conflicts would be only on the territory of the CSCE. This lack of
coordination and synchronization between the political leaders negatively
affects the implementation of Ukraine's military doctrine. [Ref. 47]

Although some talks have been conducted between Ukraine and Russia
(Appendix E - Ukraine and Russia), Russia continues to delay signing a general
politicél treaty in which it would confirm the territorial integrity and state
borders of both countries. In addition, the problem is compounded if one takes
into account the unpredictability of the present Government of Russia, as well
as its possible successor. This reality clearly depicts how objectionable, and
even dangerous, a military union can be with Russia or the CIS if Russia's role
would be dominant (Appendix F - Ukraine and the CIS). |

The urgency of Ukraine's "non-bloc" status was presumably initially
intended to mollify Russian concerns. Reality is that, Ukraine has joined
Partnership for Peace (PFP) two years before Russia, and during President
Clintoﬁ's recent visit to Ukraine, Kuchma has voiced his desire in the extension

NATO. Although this is a positive move for Ukraine, it is contrary to what was

37




initially intended when the military doctrine was written. It seems that the
doctrine has been superseded by additional agreements since the creation of
the document. While many aspects have changed since 1993, others still
remain relevant.

Ukraine will continue to integrate with the European and international
community by seeking to join international organizatiéns and diversify its
foreign trade. Organizations which Ukraine seeks to join include the Council
of Europe, GATT, EU and the Central European Initiative. Ukraine will also
strive to deepen its participation in structures where it is-an existing member,

such as NACC and NATO's Partnership for Peace.

2. Military-Technical Aspects of Doctrine

The only sort of conflict currently envisioned for the armed forces seems
to be of the large-scale conventional type. The doctrine emphasizes the need
to supply world-class weaponry (particularly precision strike, air, air defense
and missile systems, electronic warfare, air-mobile units and an ocean-going
navy). Ample redeployments are depicted in order to "organize an effective
defense in all directions." Presently, for historical purposes, the sites of military
bases and formations are directed to the execution of theater strategic offensive
operations against NATO, while the Russian border is substantially bare. The
doctrine calls for the possession of mass mobilization capability, emphasizing
restraint or aversion to an invasion to affirm national independence in the sight

of a perceived hostile Russia.
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Security is not sought simply through the fielding of substantial armed
forces. The doctrine emphasizes that political-diplomatic endeavors will be
made to defuse potentially volatile situations and decrease confrontation.
Indeed, the doctrine demands resolving all interstate disagreements by political
means: all states, it implores, should strive to repudiate the use of force and
respect others' national interests. This, of course, assumes that a potential
enemy will honor the same rules and believe that it requires "two to negotiate."
There is an implied misgiving in the doctrine, however, that Russia, will not.
Some work will also go into establishing regional security systems. Though not
explicitly, but through suggestion, these will have anti-Russianism as their
uniting theme.

The readiness to appoint servicemen to the UN to "halt aggression...and
support peace and security in different regions" may be attributed to a variety
of reasons. Such acts will boost Ukraine's status in the global arena, and the
country should, after all, strive to be an "influential power." They will also
suggest to others that Ukraine is a reliable member of the European society of
nations, to which a certain obligation is owned. Finally, they may incorporate
some troops from a presently oversized army that cannot be readily decreased
due to a fear of producing dissatisfaction from the public.

When creating personnel policy, the doctrine strives for an all-
professional armed forces. Theoretically, these would be of a greater
dependability during a crisis with Russia. In the meantime, however, cost

considerations as well as the prejudices of a traditionally inclined, former
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‘Soviet military leadership, prevent a departure from conscription. This Soviet
mindframe is evident in the call for "military-patriotic education for
preconscription and conscripted youth and all personnel." The will to resurrect
a Soviet styled educational system and to incorporate military personnel in
school and university curriculum, is most likely implied both here and in the
remark that the armed forces educational framework is a significant sector of
the state educational system. Not surprisingly, due to the dismaying conditions
endured by many servicemen, the resolution of "questions relating to social
protection” is deemed worthy in including as a principle. If the army is to be
dependable, this surely merits the "first call on financial resources" that is in the
military-economic sector. The elimination of political party influence in the
armed forces may be reasonable but unpopular with many officers, particularly
with those in the Union of Ukrainian Officers who became accustomed to
exercising - political authority. It must therefore be questioned whether a
government decree could possibly cushion the army from possible political
conflicts. [Ref. 48]

According to the Military Doctrine, the Treaty on Ordinary Armed Forces
in Europe (Appendix G - Treaty on Ordinary Armed Forces in Europe) and the
statement on numerical staff of Ukrainian Army approved by the Parliament
Ukraine is required to reduce its army in all directions. One of the most critfcal
considerations that requires full acknowledgement by the Parliament, is that a
reduction of the army without determined tasks and coordinated activity of all

its structures (with top priority given to staff and military equipment structures)
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may lead to the loss of its fighting capability. Presently, President Kuchma
considers that the essence of military reforms should be changed. However,
reformirig requires that a certain concept of reforms exist; a concept which
Ukraine does not possess to this point (neither legally, nor in fact). Kuchma's
comments to Holos Ukrdainy on 13 October 1994, are closer to reality, when he
stated that although reforms are possible, it is very likelg} that Ukraine would
not be able to manage its own industrial and military potential. The problem
of carrying out well-grounded military reform is complicated by the fact that |
armaments are scheduled to be reduced by November 1995 (according to the
Treaty on Ordinary Armed Forces in Europe). The present pace of armament

reductions shows that Ukraine may not be able to implement the Treaty. [Ref.

49]

3. Military-Economic Aspects of Doctrine

The doctrine realizes the limits which (currently disastrous) economic
situations impose on defense spending. It therefore demands a greater
competency in the use of resources assigned to defense, for example, a
requirement for competitive approach to acquisition. It seems that the military
and defense industries, collectively a prevailing political force, have been losing
power, and are now more under control of the Minister of Defense and the
Parliament. Although, the undertone of the military-technical and military-
economic sections of the Ukrainian doctrine repeat that of the Russians: aterse

admission that finances are strained, succeeded by a shopping list redolent of
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the Soviet-era spending sprees, reality is showing that under Kuchma's
leadership, Ukraine is attempting to balance overall national economic needs
with those of its military. This shows that the content of the military doctrine
is not reflecting the reality of Ukraine's actions. Recently some changes have
been instituted as a result of Kuchma's and Shmarov's incentives. The concept
of saving money by means of applying competitive principles and contracts is
becoming more prevalent not only with the defense suppliers but also in the
civilian sector. [Ref. 50]

According to, Economy of Ukraine (No. 5, 1994) Ukraine produced 17
percent of the USSR's Gross Product and supplied approximately 23 percent of
military products of the former Soviet Union, during the 1980's. Comparison
of military equipment of the troops dislocated on Ukrainian territory and the
share of this territory in the USSR leads to two conclusions: (1) the potential
of the Ukrainian Mi]itary Industrial Complex exceeded its possible
consumption; and (2) among former USSR republics, Ukraine was the most
militarized.

According to the first variant of the State Budget expenses, the Defense
Ministry constituted 21,976,000 million karbovantsi (krb); later, according to the
alterations made in the budget on 19 November 1994, these expenses were
reduced to 1,000,000 million krb. However, it is important to mention that the
Defense Ministry expenses on the purchase of armaments are overstated, since
most military products of most MIC (military industrial complex) enterprises

are not unprofitable, since production is financed by the State Budget according
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to expenditures. The primary reasons for the cost of production growth

include:

* proscription to entering commodity markets

* serial production drop

* 'naturalization’ of production

* increase in investments needed

* absence of 'normal' organization of production

* rise of prices for parts and details

Despite of the sharp drop in production, unsold products constituted 11.5
trillion krb. [Ref. 51]

At first glance, the Ukrainian defense industrial complex is a massive
entity that should have no problem becoming self-sufficient [Ref. 52]. The
Ukrainian defense industrial complex comprises some 700 plants employing
over 1 million workers. In addition about 17 percent of former Soviet defense
production enterprises and about 11 percent of former Soviet defense scientific-
research institutes are located in Ukraine [Ref. 53].

Although impressive, these figures are somewhat misleading. Russia
clearly dominated the defense industrial sector of the former Soviet Union,
accounting for 82 percent of the defense industrial complex [Ref. 54]. All of the

top ten defense industrial cities in the former Soviet Union are in Russia [Ref.

55].
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More important, the Ukrainian defense industrial sector at this point is
not viable on its own. The Soviet planning system was highly interdependent,
with all industrial organizations linked to the center. As a result, 70 percent of
the Ukrainian economy is tied to Russia [Ref. 56]. Ukrainian President Kuchma
has stated, 70-80 percent of Ukrainian industry works for Russia [Ref. 57]. A
Kharkiv factory links with nearly 170 enterprises in Russia [Ref. 58]. Although
Ukraine has a sizeable defense industrial complex, there are multiple gaps in
its production. For example, Ukraine does not produce machine guns, semi-
automatic rifles or pistols [Ref. 59]. It produces tanks but not tank guns [Ref.
60]. Finally, regardless of what they historically produced, Ukrainian defense
industrialists are faced with a dramatic decline in demand. In 1993, defense
production dropped by 65 percent compared to 1991. Defense industries are
reportedly working at 20 percent capacity, often working only 2-3 days a week
[Ref. 61].

The dilemma for the Ukrainians is whether they should maintain a
defense industrial base integrated with Russia, a potential enemy, or try to
create autoﬁomous defense capabilities. Given their lack of capital and their
interdependence with Russian defense enterprises, a quick drive for autocracy
seems implausible, whatever Ukraine's long-term security concerns. [Ref. 62]

The last requirement assumes the Ukraine would enter the armaments
markets which are occupied by Western countries, primarily the United States.
Here Ukraine may use the experience of Israel, which modifies Soviet military

equipment making it compatible with Western standards. Ukraine has a
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powerful remount potential which could help it to adopt Israel's experience in
this field. Unfortunately, the military industrial complex (MIC) of Russia, on
which many Ukrainian enterprises still depend, are not only unstable but have
reduced chaotically. This has negatively effected the Ukrainian MIC progress.
Even worse is the fact that Ukraine still haé no program of military equipment
sales. In 1994 it planned to sell military equipment for 23,510 million krb. and
accbrding to alterations to the Budget on 19 November 1994 this sum was

reduced nearly 35 times. [Ref. 63]

4. Present and Future Implications of the Military Doctrine

All the three aspects, especially the first one, have no temporal
characteristic (i.e., it is unclear whether today's realities or tasks for the future
are meant). For example, one of the Doctrine's statements says: "Ukraine is
against the presence of foreign troops on its territory..." yet Ukraine not only
has foreign troops on its territory, but does not yet know when it will be able
to get rid of them. Also, a spatial characteristic is absent in the Doctrine (i.e.,
priorities and forms of military co-operation with other countries are not
determined). Another paradox of the Doctrine is the absence of general
concept of military reforms. Following the territorial division of the former
Soviet Army, Ukraine needs to introduce changes concerning such important
aspects as tasks, organizational and management principles, and structure. The
concept of military reforms should reflect the tasks of Ukrainian Armed Forces

creation in which military operations are directed at: local, regional, small
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armed conflicts. Only after taking these factors into account can the Parliament
and the Ministry of Defense decide what kind of army Ukraine needs. If and
when these determinations are made they should become the heart of military
reform. |

With all the problems that exist with the Doctrine, it is possible to state
that it is not a document which allows policy makers to determine the main
directions of Ukrainian military policy. Weak points of the Doctrine may be
illustrated by the attitude of both politicians and servicemen towards it. In spite
of the fact that radical changes in any field of activity (including the military
one) is still quite possible in Ukraine and very often depends on the changes
in the government, the true reason for ignoring the Doctrine is the absence of
determination of existing realities, temporal and spatial characteristics and
concept of military reform in it.

According to many researchers, the Military Doctrine should be
completely reworked on the basis of the developed military concept and should
be approved by the VR. Unfortunately, according to, Intelnews, Ukraine's
leading English-language news agency, Ukraine's Defense Minister, Valeriy
Shmarov, stated in 1994 that he would not spur any major changes in Ukraine's
defense policy. "Currently there is no need to introduce any corrections to
Ukraine's military doctrine," Shmarov said on 28 August 1994. "The West need
not worry about these changes. Ukraine's policies will not alter," said

Volodymyr Mukhin, Parliament Defense and National Security Commission
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chairman. "Appointment of a civilian as a defense minister shows that we are
moving to a European standard." [Ref. 64]

At the same time, there are certain doubts that new doctrine could pass
the Permanent Committee of the Verkhovna Rada on the questions of defense
and state security. First, because of the low professional level of its members,
and second, because of political sympathies of the maj oﬁty of members of the
Committee where the 'pro-Russia wing' has ten members (not counting so called
non-party members). Overall, the Military Doctrine of Ukraine, in spite of its
validity, does not reflect existing realities of the developing world and European
situation. In connection with this fact, Ukrainian leaders either ignore the
Doctrine or do not agree with its statements. This in its turn does not allow
Ukraine to create stable and legal relations with other countries.

Although the Military Doctrine of Ukraine needs to be reworked, the
requirements that Kiev perceives for the UAF have become clear within the
comparatively brief space of three years. Ukraine must be able to protect its
northern and eastern borders in order to deter aggression from what many in
Kiev still see as the possibility of a resurgent imperialist government to the
north, since it cannot guarantee for itself the continuation of the peaceful,
democratic process throughout the former Soviet Union. Ukraine must be able
to protect its shipping and ports in the Black Sea area, and must be able to
maintain internal control during the deepening economic crisis. In addition, it
must also be able to respond, as it has done in the former Yugoslavia for the

last two years, to the need for peacekeeping in the region, and it must be able
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to integrate with its allies and partners in both the CIS and NATO to that end
[Ref. 65]. To insure that all these requirements are met, it is crucial that a

potent and credible force structure and levels exist within the UAF.
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IV. FORCE STRUCTURE AND LEVELS

Although initial estimates of the size of armed forces located on the
territory of Ukraine following the demise of the Soviet Union varied, it was not
until January 1992 that a more realistic accounting was obtained, namely
726,000. It was generally agreed that a force of this size had to be reduced:
Ukraine needed a smaller force for its defense and one that it could afford.
[Ref. 66]

On 19 October 1993, the Ukrainian Supreme Council finally approved the
end strength for the Ukrainian armed forces at 450,000 personnel. The main
components of the military reform concept call for reorganizing military
administration and command, redeploying the forces to adapt them to the new
military and geographieal reality and reducing the force structure manpower
and equipment to meet two primary criteria - the principle of "reasonable
defense sufficiency" and the ceilings established by the Treaty on Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE) in 1992. [Ref. 67]

The original "Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe" (CFE) was signed
by the member states of NATO and the Warsaw Pact .on 19 November 1990,
almost one year prior to the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Subsequently, the
12 republics (less the three Baltic states) issued a joint declaration in Tashkent
15 May 1992) in which they, as successor states to the Soviet Union, agreed

to apportion among themselves the Treaty of Limited Equipment, originally
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allotted to the former Soviet Union. On 10 July 1992, a Concluding Act on the
limitation of personnel strengths was signed in Helsinki (based on a previous
Vienna agreement) by NATO members, former members of the Warsaw Pact
and seven republics of the former Soviet Union having forces located in the
Atlantic to the Urals region. The CFE ceilings for Ukraine, to be implemented
by the end of 1995, are as follows (figures in parentheses show current declared

strengths):

‘o Armed Forces: 450,000 (726,000)

o Tanks: 4,080 (6,300)

. Armbred Combat Vehicles: 5,050 (6,170)
o Artillery: 4,040 (3,080)

« Aircraft: 1,090 (1,380)

* Combat Helicopters: 330 (240)

The actual progress for meeting these figures, is however proceeding
slowly and therefore will continue into 1996 and thereafter. [Ref. 68]

In the summer of 1992, three former Soviet military districts -
Transcarpathian, Odessa and Kiev - were formally abolished and replaced with
the Western and Southern Operational commands and Central Command
centeredin Kiev. As the restructuring proceeded, the ground operational forces
were being gradually reassigned to the two operational commands, while other

operational (large combat support and service support units) and

50




non-operational elements (such as military school systems and training bases)
are being subordinated to the central command.

This restructuring created two Strategic Groupings: a Western region
(former Carpathian Military District), and a Southern region (former Odessa
Military District). The Kiev Military District was abolished and its assets were
used to create "a central administration." Presumably, .again for reasons of
political sensitivity, no operational command was established in eastern
Ukraine, facing Russia, although near the end of 1993 and beginning of 1994,
some restructured operational forces were deployed to eastern regions. [Ref.
69]

It could be argued that the problems of the Ukrainian Armed Forces in
the first three years of existence stemmed from two main sources: the failure
to estimate correctly the effort and cost involved in reforming the armed forces;
and a disagreement regarding what "reasonable defense sufficiency" meant in
terms of technology and strength of the armed forces. To best understand the
force levels and structure of the UAF it is crucial to review the specifics as they

apply to the Main General Staff of the UAF and each of the three service

branches.
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A. THE MAIN (GENERAL) STAFF OF THE UKRAINIAN ARMED
FORCES

As was the case in the former Soviet Armed Forces, the evolution of the
UAF and the degree of excellence and combat effectiveness to which they
aspire, will depend on the experience, intellectual capacity, and administrative
ability of the Chief of the Main Staff and his senior assistants. Since January
1992 there have been a number of changes at the top, reflecting a mood of
uncertainty within the Ukrainian High Command stemming in part from
political pressure.

While the Ukrainians initially eschewed the designation "General," the
Main Staff of the Ukrainian Armed Forces is modeled for the most part on its
Soviet/Russian counterpart (Appendix H - Supreme Command). The nucleus
comprises a Main Operations Directorate, a Main Organization-Mobilization
Directorate, a Communication Directorate, a Military Intelligence Directorate,
and a Directorate of Personnel. The Ukrainian Main Staff, however, also
contains the following Directorates: Missile Troops and Artillery; Air Force and
Air Defense; Armaments; Engineering Troops; Education and Training Branch,
Chemical Defense, and the Inspectorate of Training.

Aside from the minor structural changes in the Main General Staff, the
ethnic composition of this staff is still unequally distributed. The majority of
senior officers now serving in the Main Staff and other branches of the Defense
Ministry are graduates of the Moscow General Staff Academy of the 1980s and

early 1990s. While Ukraine is seeking alternative outlets, it is likely that the
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General Staff Academy will continue to receive Ukrainian promising officers
based on a bilateral agreement between the two countries. At the time of the
declaration of Ukrainian independence there were about 20 Ukrainian officers
either at the Academy, or scheduled to be enrolled. As of 1995, the majority of
officers in the General Staff, still continue to be of Russian dissent. More
specifics on the ethnic imbalance in the General Staff is éddressed in Chapter

VI (Ethno-security Map). [Ref. 70]

B. THE UKRAINIAN ARMY

In terms of force structure, Ukraine inherited from the Soviet Union the
following ground forces: five armies, one army corps, 18 divisions (twelve
motorized, four tank and two airborne), three airborne brigades, three artillery
divisions and a host of combat support and combat service support units. The
reform concept calls for abandoning the army structure and reconfiguring these
forces by 1995 into three army corps, seven motorized rifle divisions, two tank
divisions, seven motorized rifle divisions, two tank divisions, five motorized rifle
brigades, two tank brigades and two airmobile brigades (restructured from
former airborne divisions), nine artillery brigades, four antiaircraft brigades,
three combat engineer brigades, three chemical protection brigades and three
surface-to-air missile (SAM) brigades. The motorized rifle divisions and
brigades will be converted into mechanized units. The ground army is in the
process of being reduced from its 1992 strength of 245,000 to 180,000 by 1995.

This three-year reform will result in an Interim Force - "the army of 1995." This
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reform program is slated to be streamlined further by 1999, with the objective
of developing a base force - "the army of 2000" - a ground army of 95,000
consisting of the following operational maneuver units: five mechanized
infantry divisions, one tank division, seven mechanized infantry brigades, three
tank brigades, two airmobile brigades and an appropriate mix of combat
support and combat service support elements. [Ref. 71] ‘

In April/May 1994 the first phase of restructuring the present
army/division order of battle to a corps/brigade level of operations was initiated.
This transformation is expected to occur by the end of 1995, although the more
realistic end product will most likely result in 1996. In addition to the
restructuring process, numerous formations will be disbanded in the course of
the projected reduction of force levels in Ukraine. The elite 24th Motor Rifle
Division (Lvov) will probably be retained, while the bulk of the 9