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INTRODU CTION
The sig ning  of the Treaty on Conv entional Arm ed F orces in Eu rope, or CF E, in Paris on 19
Nov em ber 19 9 0, pu nctu ated a transform ation of Eu ropean secu rity w hose end state is em erg ing
only slo w ly and indistinctly.  The 3 4  nations conv ened there u nder the au spices of the Conference
on Secu rity and Cooperation in Eu rope, or CSCE, hav e g row n to 5 5 .  The 22 orig inal parties to
the CF E Treaty, sig natories of either the erstw hile Treaty of W arsaw  or the North Atlantic Treaty,
are now  3 0.   Despite sporadic am big u ities and u ncertainties of detail, the CF E Treaty has effected
an u nprecedented redu ction of conv entional arm am ents in the reg ion from  the Atlantic Ocean to
the U ral Mo u ntains.  The CSCE is now  the Org anization on Secu rity and Cooperation in Eu rope,
or OSCE, reflecting  its m atu ration as an international institu tion.  An Adaptation Ag reem ent,
am ending  the Treaty to take accou nt of the ev olv ing  Eu ropean secu rity env ironm ent, w as sig ned
at the OSCE su m m it m eeting  in Istanbu l on 19  Nov em ber 19 9 9 , and now  aw aits ratification by
the States Parties to perm it its entry into force.
The cu rrent CF E Treaty entails tw enty-three articles and associated protocols, w ith the fu ll Eng lish
tex t issu ed by the U S G o v ernm ent at sig natu re ru nning  to som e 110 pag es.  This o v erv iew
focu ses larg ely on the statistical featu res of the Treaty and associated docu m ents, com prising
equ ipm ent and m anpow er lim its, holding s, and m ilitary sites.  It reprises and u pdates a pam phlet
orig inally com posed and pu blished at the U S Arm y Concepts Analysis A g ency in Ju ne 19 9 1,
w hose tables and g raphs also appeared in S. Hr g . 102-28 8 , The CF E Treaty, pp. 3 01-3 14 ;
periodic u pdates hav e since been produ ced at the U S Arm s Control and D isarm am ent A g ency,
and now  the U S Departm ent of State.
This w ork presu m es, as it alw ays has, that a pictu re is still w orth a thou sand w ords.  The object is
to portray in a handfu l of g raphics and com m entary the key statistical featu res of the CF E reg im e,
prov iding  the reader a qu ick periodic su rv ey and reference.  The presentation draw s u pon key
reports rendered pu rsu ant to the Treaty's Protocol on Notification and Ex chang e of Inform ation:
üdata ex chang ed at Treaty sig natu re on 19  Nov em ber 19 9 0, and any corrections u p to 9 0

days after;
ü‘entry-into-force' data com piled as of 15  Ju ly 19 9 2 in connection w ith fu ll prov isional

application of the Treaty;
üaccou nts prov ided at the end of the Treaty's redu ction period, w ith lim its consequ ently in

fu ll effect, on 16  Nov em ber 19 9 5 ;
üthe m ost recent annu al inform ation ex chang e, w ith data as of 1 Janu ary 2000.

The com m entary aim s to take brief accou nt of m ajor Treaty-related policy dev elopm ents and
im plem entation issu es as w ell, to the ex tent pu blicly accessible.
Tw o su pplem ents to this pam phlet hav e been com piled separately.  One contains com plete
su m m ary statistics for all the Treaty inform ation ex chang es condu cted to date, som e of w hich are
om itted here in the interest of brev ity.  The other portrays the States Parties' detailed declarations
of g rou nd equ ipm ent entitlem ents by zone and lev els for perm anent storag e, w hich w ere issu ed
shortly before Treaty lim its took effect in Nov em ber 19 9 5 .
More friends and colleag u es hav e contribu ted to the cou rse of this w ork than can properly be
acknow ledg ed here.  Those fau lts rem aining , of cou rse, are entirely m y o w n.

Dorn Craw ford
Janu ary 2000



THE AREA OF  APPLICATION
"The term  ‘area of application' m eans the entire land territory of the States Parties in Eu rope from
the Atlantic Ocean to the U ral Mo u ntains, w hich inclu des all the island territories of the States
Parties...  In the case of the R u ssian F ederation and the Repu blic of K azakhstan, the area of
application inclu des all territory lying  w est of the U ral R iv er and the Caspian Sea.  In the case of the
Repu blic of Tu rkey, the area of application inclu des the territory of the Repu blic of Tu rkey north and
w est of a line ex tending  from  the point of intersection of the Tu rkish border w ith the 3 9 th parallel to
M u radiye, Patnos, K arayazi, Tekm an, K em aliye, F eke, Ceyhan, Do g ankent, G özne and thence to the
sea." [Article II, parag raph 1(B), as fu rther ‘u nderstood' in the F inal Docu m ent of the
Ex traordinary Conference of the States Parties to the Treaty on Conv entional Arm ed F orces in
Eu rope, Oslo, Norw ay, 5  Ju ne 19 9 2]

The contex t of conv entional arm s control ex tending  ‘from  the Atlantic to the U rals' (ATTU )
predates the CF E talks by a considerable m arg in, bu t the definition cited abov e is in su bstance the
sam e as annou nced in the opening  m andate.  The area of application inclu des all the land
territory of the fou rteen Eu ropean m em bers of the North Atlantic Treaty Org anization and the
fou rteen CF E su ccessors to the orig inal W arsaw  Treaty sig natories; forces of the U nited States
and Canada stationed in this area are of cou rse su bject to CF E lim its as w ell.  Tw enty-fiv e m ore
Eu ropean states are not parties to the CF E treaty, bu t are m em bers of the Org anization on
Secu rity and Cooperation in Eu rope (OSCE) that m andated the talks.  The body of OSCE
participants has flu ctu ated considerably o v er the life of the CF E neg otiations and im plem entation,
reflecting  the reu nification of G erm any, the adm ission of Albania, and the em erg ence of new
states in the w ake of the dissolu tions of the Sov iet U nion, Yu g oslav ia, and Czechoslo v akia.  W ith
the ex ceptions of Serbia/Monteneg ro ‘Yu g oslav ia', w hose participation has been su spended,
present OSCE participants inclu de all Eu ropean states, plu s the U nited States, Canada, and the
Central Asian states of the form er Sov iet U nion.
The dissolu tion of the Sov iet U nion yielded som e incong ru ities in participation, w ith all 15  new
states, ev en those not g eo g raphically in Eu rope, seeking  association w ith  the OSCE.  In CF E, on
the other hand, the Baltic states, eschew ing  any accom m odation on forces w ith the other
su cceeding  repu blics, elected not to join, w hile K azakhstan, w ith only a sliv er of territory w est of
the U ral R iv er, in w hich it planned to station no forces, applied anyw ay.  Any nu m ber of
conceiv able v ariations in tim ing  and/or political clim ate m ig ht, of cou rse, hav e cau sed the ensu ing
cast to tu rn ou t differently.  In the ev ent, the Oslo F inal D ocu m ent cited abov e applied the
necessary ‘u nderstanding ' to the orig inal Treaty lang u ag e to com prise the final list of CF E
participants bou nding  the area of application.  Sev eral m onths later, a sim ilar docu m ent issu ed in
V ienna attended to the su ccession of the Czech and Slo v ak Repu blics w ithin it.
The delineation of Eu ropean Tu rkey, carried throu g h since the orig inal m andate w ith persistent
am big u ity, aim s to escape classifying  the port of Mersin, a m ajor stag ing  area for Tu rkey's 19 74
operations in Cypru s.  The conclu ding  "thence to the sea" trace defining  the area of application
can thu s be taken to inclu de (G reek position) or ex clu de (Tu rkish position) the port; the issu e has
rem ained beneath the su rface to date.



THE ATLANTIC-TO-THE-U RALS AREA
and the Org anization for Secu rity and Cooperation in Eu rope

·  the m ap lists the 5 5  OSCE participating  states, inclu ding  the 3 0 States Parties of the CF E Treaty

·  shaded territory depicts the area of application of the CF E Treaty

·  the Central Asian repu blics withou t territory in the ATTU  participate only in OSCE

·  the U nited States and Canada are both CF E parties and OSCE participants
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ZONES AND G ROU P LIMITATIONS
"The objectiv es of the neg otiation shall be to streng then stability and secu rity in Eu rope throu g h the
establishm ent of a stable and secu re balance of conv entional arm ed forces, w hich inclu de
conv entional arm am ents and equ ipm ent, at low er lev els; the elim ination of disparities preju dicial to
stability and secu rity; and the elim ination, as a m atter of priority, of the capability for lau nching
su rprise attack and for initiating  larg e-scale offensiv e action." (from  the CF E Mandate, 10 Janu ary
19 8 9 )

The m andate needed a m otiv ating  form u la, or equ ation, so tw o of the three objectiv es cited hav e
to do  w ith equ ality: a "stable and secu re balance" and the "elim ination of disparities".  Most of
the nu m erical lim its initially im posed by the treaty thu s apply equ ally to tw o ‘g rou ps of States
Parties'.  The treaty lim its fiv e m ajor w eapons categ ories in the nested zones sho w n on the chart.
Battle tanks, artillery pieces, arm ored com bat v ehicles (ACV ), attack helicopters, and com bat
aircraft are lim ited in total holding s; g rou nd system s in activ e u nits are fu rther lim ited in each
zone, radiating  o u tw ard from  the center of the area.  ACV  su blim its are placed on the system s
deem ed m ost threatening : arm ored infantry fig hting  v ehicles (AIF V ), and heav y arm am ent
com bat v ehicles (HACV).  Treaty definitions and details accom pany the layou ts for each categ ory
depicted on later pag es.
W hile not form ally so desig nated in the Treaty, the fou r nested zones are com m only labeled ‘4 .1',
‘4 .2', ‘4 .3 ', and ‘4 .4 ', after the parag raphs of Article IV  in w hich they appear. The term  "nesting "
sig nifies that, beg inning  w ith the central Eu ropean cou ntries constitu ting  zone 4 .4 , each
su ccessiv e zone su bsu m es all the preceding  zone plu s adjacent states and m ilitary districts.
C u m u lativ e lim its are assig ned on holding s of Treaty-lim ited g rou nd equ ipm ent in each zone (the
analo g y of a R u ssian ‘m atru shka' doll, and the telescoping  portrayal u sed here, w ere su g g ested by
Phil K arber in Cong ressional testim ony [HASC 101-3 , 19 8 9 ]).  This constru ct has the effect of
perm itting  free m o v em ent of forces away from , bu t not toward, the central reg ion of Eu rope,
thu s inhibiting  su rprise attack potential in the m ost v u lnerable area.  This form u lation, how ev er,
g enerated som e concerns abou t potential force concentrations in the rim  area o u tside zone 4 .2.
Sev eral collateral arrang em ents resu lted on activ e and stored equ ipm ent there, and on holding s in
the adjoining  form er K iev  m ilitary district, as noted on the chart.  In particu lar, the ‘flanks' are
assig ned separate su blim its in Article V , and so are som etim es referred to as zone ‘5 .1'.
The ‘g rou ps of States Parties' constru ct and zone config u ration, despite the passing  of the bloc-to-
bloc contex t in w hich they orig inated, m u st still be recog nized as the essential catalyst yielding  the
Treaty stru ctu re in effect today.  F irst, as noted abov e, they established the principle of an
ou tcom e in som e sense equ al, w ithou t w hich the neg otiations w o u ld hav e lacked necessary
m otiv e force.  In the sam e connection, they prov ided a fram ew ork w ithin w hich su bsequ ent
neg otiations am ong st contem porary allies cou ld seek ag reed national lim its u nder a com m on
ceiling .  Zone su blim its fu rther shaped national ceiling s in their defined areas; these su blim its,
w orking  beyond their orig inal pu rpose, appear to hav e been particu larly u sefu l in ‘the flanks',
w hose so u thern com ponent tu rns o u t to affect m ost of the su ccessor States Parties of the form er
Sov iet U nion.  These resu lts are depicted and discu ssed on su cceeding  pag es.



CF E ZONES
and g eog raphical lim its on g rou ps of States Parties

Zone 4 .4 Zone 4 .4
Tanks Artillery ACV

Activ e 75 00 5 000 1125 0

Zone 4 .3 Zone 4 .3
Tanks Artillery ACV

Activ e 103 00 9 100 19 26 0

Zone 4 .2
Zone 4 .2

Tanks Artillery ACV
Total 15 3 00 14 000 24 100

Activ e 118 00 11000 214 00

Zone 4 .1 (the ATTU )

Zone 4 .1 (g rou p totals)
Tanks Artillery ACV

Total 20000 20000 3 0000
Activ e 16 5 00 17000 273 00

Helicopters A ircraft
Total 2000 6 8 00

Zone 5 .1 (̀the flankś )

Zone 5 .1 (̀the flankś )
Tanks Artillery ACV

Activ e 4 700 6 000 5 9 00
w ith lim itedex ceptions for
tem porarydeploym ents

ACV su blim its: 18 000 AIF V & HACV , of
w hich atm ost15 00 m aybeHACV

Iceland
Norway

Moldo v a

AzerbaijanArm enia
G eor g ia

R u ssia

U kraine
Rom ania
B u lg aria

Tu rkeyG reece

(form erOdessa M D )

(North
Cau casu s
Mil itary
District)

(Lening rad
Mil itary District)

Su blim its for activ eandstored
equ ipm entin theform er K iev MD :

225 0 tanks, 15 00 artillerypieces, and
25 00 ACV

U nitedK ing dom

F rance

Netherlands
Belg iu m
Lu x em bo u r g

G erm any Poland

D enm ark

C zechRepu blicSlo v akia
H u n g ary

Belaru s
U kraine

Italy

(form erCarpathianMD) (form er K i ev  M D )

K alining rad (R u ssia)(form er Baltic MD)

U nitedK ing dom

F rance

Portu g al Spain

Netherlands
Belg iu m
Lu x em bou r g

G erm any Poland

Denm ark

C zechRepu blicSlov akia
H u n g ary

K azakhstan

Ru ssia

Belaru s
U kraine

Italy

(form erCarpathianM D ) (form er K i ev  M D )

(Moscow
Military D istrict)

(Vo l g a-U ral
Mil itary
D i strict)K alining rad (Ru ssia)(form er Baltic M D )

Equ ipm entnotin activ eu nits m u stbestored
in Zone4 .2, ex cept, atm ost:

· sou thern partofLening radMD (below 6 0°15 "N):
6 00 tanks, 4 00 artillerypieces, and8 00 ACV
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NATIONAL LIMITS ON SPECIF IED EQ U IPMENT
"Each State Party shall prov ide at the sig natu re of this Treaty notification to all other States Parties of
the m ax im u m  lev els for its holding s of conv entional arm am ents and equ ipm ent lim ited by the
Treaty... States Parties belong ing  to the sam e g rou p of States Parties shall consu lt in order to ensu re
that the m ax im u m  lev el for holding s notified pu rsu ant to this Article, taken tog ether as appropriate,
do not ex ceed the lim itations set forth in Articles IV , V  and V I." (Article V II, 2, 7)

The Treaty introdu ces the idea of establishing  national lim its by first enacting  a ‘su fficiency ru le'
lim iting  the holding s of any sing le party in the area of application.  This prov ision has the
particu lar sig nificance of su rm o u nting  by its natu re any ‘bloc-to-bloc' parity contex t, and, thou g h
set at a lofty 3 0-4 0% of the theater totals, does prov ide som e conceptu al basis for form u lating
post-bloc lim itation reg im es.  These lev els w ere ju dg ed at the tim e to be the g reatest constraint
acceptable to the Sov iet U nion, and w o u ld in fact hav e im posed considerable redu ctions on their
ex tant forces. Su bsequ ent neg otiations am ong  its g rou p of States Parties yielded Sov iet national
lim its nearly, thou g h in som e categ ories not qu ite, reaching  these su fficiency lev els. The sing le-
party lim its established in Article V I of the Treaty are:

Tanks Artillery ACV Helicopters Aircraft
13 ,3 00 13 ,700 20,000 1,5 00 5 ,15 0

Of perhaps ev en m ore im portance is the g eneral standard that prefaces these lim its: "that no
sing le State Party possesses m ore than approx im ately one-third of the conv entional arm am ents
and equ ipm ent lim ited by the Treaty w ithin the area of application."  By this form u lation, all
parties accept in concrete form  the im portant principle that no sing le cou ntry shou ld ev er am ass
preponderant force on the Eu ropean continent.  In that contex t, the su cceeding  article, qu oted
abov e, enjoins the parties to consu lt w ithin their respectiv e g rou ps to arriv e at national ceiling s
conform ing  to the g rou p lim its already ag reed.  In the w eeks before the Nov em ber 19 9 0 Paris
su m m it m eeting  w here the Treaty w as sig ned, respectiv e m eeting s in Bru ssels and Bu dapest
yielded intra-g rou p accords on entitlem ents conform ing  to o v erall lim its.
The national entitlem ents depicted on the adjoining  chart represent the resu lts of the process
ou tlined abov e.  The national lim its initially established at Treaty sig natu re w ere su bsequ ently
m odified in Tashkent, and then ag ain in Prag u e, to deriv e lim its for the states su cceeding  the
Sov iet U nion and Czechoslo v akia, respectiv ely.  In the latter case, the Czechs and Slo v aks ag reed
to the sim ple tw o-to-one split the nu m bers reflect; the accord yielding  the post-Sov iet accou nt is
fu rther detailed on the pag es that follo w .
Som e m inor fu rther adju stm ents hav e taken place in the ensu ing  years, w here parties cou ld reach
accom m odation to transfer entitlem ents to m eet particu lar needs, thu s yielding  the present array.
A few  m ore are still projected at this w riting , anticipating  final accou nts u nder the adapted Treaty.
Both the cu rrent and adapted Treaty prov ide for continu ing  m odest adju stm ents to these lim its
w here parties can ag ree to fu rther transfers.





POST-SOVIET ENTITLEMENTS:
The ‘Tashkent Ag reem ent'

"The Repu blic of Azerbaijan, the Repu blic of Arm enia, the Repu blic of Belaru s, the Repu blic of
K azakhstan, the Repu blic of Moldov a, the R u ssian F ederation,  U kraine, and the Repu blic of
G eorg ia, as states su ccessors of the U SSR in reg ard to the Treaty on Conv entional Arm ed F orces in
Eu rope and its associated docu m ents, and hereinafter referred to as the Contracting  Parties;
Affirm ing  their adherence to ... the Conference on Secu rity and Cooperation in Eu rope;
Considering  the Treaty on Conv entional Arm ed F orces in Eu rope of Nov em ber 19 , 19 9 0, ... as one
of the basic elem ents of the fou ndation of the new  system  of secu rity in Eu rope; ...
Hav e ag reed the follow ing  ..." (from  the A g reem ent on the Principles and Procedu res for
Im plem enting  the Treaty on Conv entional Arm ed F orces in Eu rope, 15  May 19 9 2)

The dissolu tion of the Sov iet U nion pu t the im plem entation of the CF E Treaty at considerable
risk, w ith prospects for accord am ong  a contentio u s g rou p of new ly independent states rem aining
in dou bt for sev eral m onths.  Ov er the cou rse of a series of su m m it m eeting s and ‘ex perts'
w orkshops, the su ccessors stru g g led to disentang le ju dg m ents abou t objectiv e needs from  the
debate o v er ow nership of assets on hand.  Looking  past the latter to concentrate on the form er
w as the critical task to define m inim al requ irem ents for defense in a stable, post-CF E env ironm ent.
The Com m onw ealth of Independent States su m m it m eeting  of 15  May 19 9 2 finally produ ced the
Tashkent A g reem ent (w ith w hich G eorg ia, at the tim e not a m em ber, also associated itself),
div iding  the Treaty equ ipm ent entitlem ents of the form er Sov iet U nion am ong  the eig ht new
states w ith territory in the orig inal area of application.  The chart depicts the lev els ag reed in each
of the fiv e m ajor equ ipm ent categ ories, inclu ding  the zero lev els accepted by K azakhstan for the
sm all portion of its territory lying  w est of the U ral R iv er.  Pointedly, the A g reem ent did not
annou nce a distribu tion of contem porary holding s, som e of w hich rem ain to be resolv ed ev en
today, bu t only assu m ed collectiv e responsibility for the Sov iet U nion's holding s at sig natu re.  The
Ru ssian F ederation did assu m e responsibility for forces stationed at the tim e o u tside the su ccessor
states' collectiv e territory, i.e. in the Baltics, Poland, and G erm any.  On 5  Ju ne 19 9 2, an
Ex traordinary Conference of the CF E States Parties, held in Oslo in conju nction w ith a m inisterial
m eeting  of the North Atlantic Cooperation Cou ncil, accepted the A g reem ent as "contain[ing ]
necessary confirm ations and inform ation" to perm it the Treaty's entry into force.  The Oslo F inal
Docu m ent did, ho wev er, g o on to stipu late that collectiv e responsibility for holding s w o u ld confer
like responsibility for the im plied redu ction oblig ations.  Som e of these oblig ations still rem ain to
be com pletely fu lfilled.  The tw o m ost prom inent cases arise from  the Black Sea F leet, w hose
assets w ere finally div ided betw een Ru ssia and U kraine only in the late fall of 19 9 7, and the so-
called “u ncontrolled and u naccou nted-for TLE,” or U TLE.  The latter term  describes a pecu liar
class of equ ipm ent, m ostly in the Cau casu s, acqu ired by v ariou s separatist g rou ps not parties to
the Treaty.  Reg aining  accou ntability of this equ ipm ent w as deem ed im portant enou g h to m erit
specific lang u ag e in the adapted Treaty.



POST-SOVIET ENTITLEMENTS:
‘The F lanks'

The zone schem e of the orig inal Treaty w as conceiv ed as a nested or concentric config u ration of
lim its accu m u lated from  the inside o u t, so that a g iv en force or ag g reg ation of equ ipm ent cou ld
m o v e away from , bu t not toward, the center w ithou t breaching  su ccessiv e lim its.  F inally, thou g h,
to assu ag e concerns of parties in the o u term ost areas know n colloqu ially as ‘the flanks', an
ex clu siv e set of lim its w as established there.   The ‘flank' lim its sho w n on the chart represent the
g rou p lim its established in Article V , less the national entitlem ents ag reed for Bu lg aria and
Rom ania, the non-form er-Sov iet states of the sam e g rou p located in this zone.
These su b-lim its had the fortu ito u s effect of circu m scribing  the ru n-u p to Tashkent, in that the
area affects alm ost all the su ccessor states: Arm enia, Azerbaijan, G eorg ia and Moldov a are located
entirely, and R u ssia and U kraine partially, in the so u thern flank; the form er Sov iet northern flank
is entirely R u ssian.  The chart sho w s the distribu tion of entitlem ents ag reed there, from  w hich the
fig u res for all bu t R u ssia and U kraine cou ld be sim ply carried o v er as national totals.
As tensions arose w ithin and am ong  states in this area, concerns w ere ex pressed o v er the
continu ed v iability of these lim its.  Arg u m ents offered, by R u ssia and initially by U kraine, inclu ded:

⋅ Zone lim its g enerally are Cold W ar artifacts w ithou t fu rther u tility in cu rrent conditions.
⋅ Lim its that dictate the stationing  of forces w ithin the cou ntry are an inappropriate

infring em ent on national so v ereig nty.
⋅ Instability in the Cau casu s represents a potential secu rity threat to R u ssia, w hich she m u st

be free to redress w ithin fu ll national capacity.
⋅ Massiv e post-Cold-W ar troop redeploym ents u nder sev ere econom ic constraints dem and

flex ibility in restationing  forces w herev er facilities are or can be m ade av ailable.
Bu t a com fortable R u ssian plu rality (ev en m aking  allo wances for the northern ‘flank'), cou pled w ith
broad ex isting  Treaty flex ibility for internal secu rity org anizations, tem porary deploym ents, and
rem o v als of equ ipm ent from  storag e, m ade this a to u g h case.  Challeng es to the continu ed u tility
of zone lim its rang  a bit hollo w  in a Eu ropean secu rity dialo g u e w hose m ost prom ising
contem porary elem ents are those focu sing  on reg ional m easu res, of w hich the ‘flank' lim itations
are the m ost prom inent ex isting  ex am ple.  Sov ereig nty arg u m ents, likew ise, seem ed no different
from  those already conceded in CF E, serv ing  instead as a pow erfu l rem inder of elem ents in play
w ho  w o u ld w alk back the m ilestones achiev ed there.  And lo g istically, scant ev idence w as offered
of stationing  constraints com pelling  enou g h to o u tw eig h the other factors noted.
The ev ident seriou sness and persistence of the R u ssians in this m atter nonetheless prom pted
ev ery effort at an accom m odation w ithin the Treaty's prov isions.  In Nov em ber 19 9 5 , w hen the
Treaty's lim its w ere to hav e g one fu lly into effect, all the States Parties form ally com m itted
them selv es to pu rsu ing  m easu res to resolv e the problem .  The effort w o u ld focu s on realig ning
som e of the adm inistrativ e districts com prising  the ‘flanks', so that less territory w o u ld rem ain
u nder the ex isting  lim its, and on offsetting  constraints, transparency m easu res, and a redu ction
schedu le to conform  to the rev ised schem e.  The resu lting  ag reem ent, finally conclu ded at the
CF E Treaty Rev iew Conference condu cted in V ienna in May 19 9 6 , is discu ssed on the nex t pag e.



ARTILLERY
"The term  ‘artillery' m eans larg e calibre system s capable of eng ag ing  g rou nd targ ets by
deliv ering  prim arily indirect fire.  Su ch artillery system s prov ide the essential indirect fire
su pport to com bined arm s form ations.

"Larg e calibre artillery system s are g u ns, howitzers, artillery pieces com bining  the
characteristics of g u ns and howitzers, m ortars and m u ltiple lau nch rocket system s with a
calibre of 100 m illim etres and abov e.  In addition, any fu tu re larg e calibre direct fire system
w hich has a secondary effectiv e indirect fire capability shall be cou nted ag ainst the artillery
ceiling s." [Article II, 1(F )]

ARMORED  VEHICLE LAU NCHED BRIDG ES
(not depicted g raphically)

"The term  ‘arm o u red v ehicle lau nched bridg e' m eans a self-propelled arm o u red transporter-lau ncher v ehicle
capable of carrying  and, throu g h bu ilt-in m echanism s, of em placing  and retriev ing  a bridg e stru ctu re.  Su ch a
v ehicle w ith a bridg e stru ctu re operates as an integ rated system ." [Article II, 1(I)]

Thou g h neither redu cing  nor lim iting  their total nu m bers, the treaty recog nizes the central role of
self-propelled bridg ing  assets in the offensiv e m obility of arm ored and m echanized form ations.
The nu m ber of arm ored v ehicle lau nched bridg es held by each g rou p in activ e u nits is according ly
capped at 74 0, w ith the ex cess consig ned to desig nated storag e sites, w ith associated operational
and reporting  constraints applied.  Notifications of indiv idu al national lim its are not m andated by
the Treaty, bu t hav e still appeared in each of the Bu dapest, Tashkent, and Czech and Slo v ak
accords, thu s establishing  a fix ed distribu tion w ithin that G rou p of States Parties as follo w s:

Arm enia Azerbaijan Belaru s Bu lg aria Czech Rep G eorg ia H u ng ary K azakhstan Moldo v a Poland Rom ania Ru ssia Slo v akia U kraine

8 8 6 4 79 3 3 8 29 0 7 6 0 6 0 223 17 14 4



ARMORED COMBAT VEHICLES
"The term  ‘arm ou red com bat v ehicle' m eans a self-propelled v ehicle with arm ou red protection
and cross-cou ntry capability.  Arm ou red com bat v ehicles inclu de arm ou red personnel carriers,
arm ou red infantry fig hting  v ehicles and heav y arm am ent com bat v ehicles.

"The term  ‘arm ou red personnel carrier' m eans an arm ou red com bat v ehicle which is
desig ned and equ ipped to transport a com bat infantry squ ad and which, as a ru le, is arm ed
with an integ ral or org anic weapon of less than 20 m illim etres calibre.

"The term  ‘arm ou red infantry fig hting  v ehicle' m eans an arm ou red com bat v ehicle which is
desig ned and equ ipped prim arily to transport a com bat infantry squ ad, which norm ally
prov ides the capability for the troops to deliv er fire from  inside the v ehicle u nder arm ou red
protection, and which is arm ed with an integ ral or org anic cannon of at least 20
m illim etres calibre and som etim es an antitank m issile lau ncher.  Arm ou red infantry
fig hting  v ehicles serv e as the principal weapon system  of arm ou red infantry or m echanised
infantry or m otorised infantry form ations and u nits of g rou nd forces.

"The term  ‘heav y arm am ent com bat v ehicle' m eans an arm ou red com bat v ehicle  w ith an
integ ral or org anic direct fire g u n of at least 75  m illim etres calibre, weig hing  at least 6.0
m etric tonnes u nladen weig ht, which does not fall w ithin the definitions of an arm ou red
personnel carrier, or an arm ou red infantry fig hting  v ehicle or a battle tank." (Article II, 1(D)

"The term s ‘arm ou red personnel carrier look-alike' and 'arm ou red infantry fig hting  v ehicle look-
alike' m ean an arm ou red v ehicle based on the sam e chassis as, and ex ternally sim ilar to, an
arm ou red personnel carrier or arm ou red infantry fig hting  v ehicle, respectiv ely, w hich does not
hav e a cannon or g u n of 20 m illim etres calibre or g reater and w hich has been constru cted or
m odified in su ch a w ay as not to perm it the transportation of a com bat infantry squ ad.
...arm ou red personnel carrier am bu lances shall not be deem ed arm ou red com bat v ehicles or
arm ou red personnel carrier look-alikes." [Article II, 1(S)]

As the core defining  elem ent of m echanized forces, and w ith applications cov ering  the fu ll rang e
of tactical m obility, arm ored com bat v ehicles readily qu alify as the g reatest accou nting  challeng e
(as w ell as the g reatest qu antities) addressed by the Treaty.  The concept of ‘look-alikes', and
lim ited prov isions for conv erting  equ ipm ent from  lim ited to non-lim ited categ ories, represent
attem pts to deal w ith these com plex ities.  Still, som e types of arm ored v ehicles chronically
g enerate debate o v er their proper categ orization and reporting  in inform ation ex chang es.



THE VERIF ICATION CONSTRU CT
The Protocol on Inspection is the larg est sing le com ponent of the CF E Treaty, detailing
definitions and practices "ensu ring  v erification of com pliance" w ith its prov isions.  Inspections are
condu cted according  to assig ned national qu otas throu g ho u t the life of the Treaty, div ided into
im plem enting  periods delineated as
� ‘baseline v alidation': the first 120 days follo w ing  entry into force, conclu ded in

Nov em ber 19 9 2.
� ‘redu ction': com pleted Nov em ber 19 9 5  (three years follo w ing  baseline v alidation),

thou g h activ ities u nder ex isting  procedu res are ex pected to continu e u ntil the last
rem aining  redu ction oblig ations are fu lfilled.

� ‘residu al lev el v alidation': u nder w ay, condu cted for 120 days follo w ing  the end of the
redu ction period, or to  March 19 9 6 .

� ‘residu al': rem aining  life of the Treaty (w hich is u nlim ited).
Inspections are oriented on ‘objects of v erification'— u su ally u nits or org anizations holding  treaty-
lim ited equ ipm ent— bu t are condu cted at ‘declared sites'— m ilitary installations or facilities.  Since
installations often hou se m ore than one org anization, it w as im portant that the v erification
constru ct disting u ish betw een these tw o elem ents.  Procedu res perm it v isiting  team s, for ex am ple,
to  wait u ntil they arriv e at a site to annou nce the object of their inspection, to forestall any
prospect of ev ading  v erification by shu ttling  equ ipm ent betw een u nits w ithin a facility.
Objects and sites are listed at each inform ation ex chang e.  Present accou nts sho w n on the chart
are notable in hav ing  objects of v erification in m ost cases ex ceeding  declared sites by considerable
m arg ins— im plying  at least som e cases of m u ltiple-object sites.  After som e conceptu al difficu lties
du ring  the baseline v alidation period, this is a cru de bu t encou rag ing  indicator of consensu s on this
essential basic constru ct.
Also noted on the chart are residu al cases of R u ssian stationed forces, w hich after the Sov iet
U nion's dissolu tion w ere initially ex pected to redeploy in their entirety.  The Treaty proscribes the
stationing  of su ch forces w ithou t the consent of the host state.  In the Cau casu s states and
Moldov a, as w ell as som e of the central Asian states, stationing  ag reem ents are reportedly being
so u g ht or already conclu ded to perm it continu ed R u ssian presence there.  Bu t one of the sig nal
achiev em ents of the Treaty adaptation process w as ag reem ent by the R u ssians to a stag ed
w ithdraw al of forces from  G eorg ia and Moldov a.



LIMITS ON PERSONNEL STRENG TH
Article XV III of the CF E Treaty enjoins the States Parties to seek additional m easu res that w ill,
inter alia, "lim it the personnel streng th of their conv entional forces w ithin the area of
application".  The produ ct of the ‘CF E 1A' neg otiation, form ally titled the Conclu ding  Act of the
Neg otiation on Personnel Streng th of Conv entional Arm ed F orces in Eu rope, accom plishes
this end in the form  of a politically binding  accord, sig ned in Helsinki on 10 Ju ly 19 9 2.   This
form  carefu lly av o ids any leg al infring em ent on the CF E Treaty, w hich w as at the tim e u nderg o ing
a v ery delicate and u ncertain ratification process that no one w ished to rev isit.  The other
im portant equ ity preserv ed in this distinction is the principle that m anpow er lim its are
fu ndam entally u nv erifiable, and therefore not properly su bjected to leg al treaty form .
The lim its declared by each participating  State conform  to no ov erall ceiling , and in m ost cases
requ ire few  if any redu ctions; still, the principle of m anpow er lim its is established, and a detailed
inform ation ex chang e prov ides considerable transparency.  ‘Ev alu ation' of personnel lev els is
prov ided for in conju nction w ith the ex isting  C F E inspection reg im e, and stabilizing  m easu res
requ ire notification of sig nificant increases in streng th, call-u p of reserv es, or resu bordination of
u nits.
W ith du e reg ard to the fu ng ibility of m anpow er, and the resu lting  lack of v erifiability, chang es in
streng th since these lim its w ere ag reed are still w orth noting .  In the cu rrent ex chang e alone,
sev eral parties declared fiv e-fig u re troop redu ctions, as they did last year.  Since m any of the
parties u se ‘peacetim e au thorized personnel streng th’ to approx im ate their actu al assig ned
streng th, redu ctions like these are an interesting  reflection of prog ressiv e chang es in m ilitary
stru ctu re.



PERSPECTIVES
The pace and scope of chang e attending  the env ironm ent that yielded u p the Treaty on
Conv entional Arm ed F orces in Eu rope often threaten to nu m b the senses— particu larly that of depth
perception.  It's often tem pting  u nder these circu m stances to redu ce u ncertainty by settling  into a
tig htly focu sed, stepw ise m ode of cog nition that interprets each dev elopm ent in ju st the contex t of its
im m ediate precedent. Su ch a narrow  ou tlook, thou g h, risks m issing  both the larg er sw eep of ev ents
and the inherent instabilities of a g iv en stag e, thu s offering  considerable v u lnerability to arg u m ents of
‘endism ' and ‘irrev ersibility'.  Persistent g rinding s in the g ears of political and econom ic reform  in
Eu rope— both east and w est— shou ld su ffice to dism iss su ch casu al determ inism .

So g oes one of the conclu ding  parag raphs of the first edition of this com m entary, pu blished in
Ju ne 19 9 1 in preparation for U S Treaty ratification.  To ward the end of the CF E 1A neg otiation
a year later, Am bassador Hansen asked m e to dev ise a g raphic that w o u ld conv ey som e real sense
of the m ag nitu de of w hat had happened in Eu rope.  It occu rred to m e that a short tim e before the
noted Decem ber 19 8 8  G orbachev  U N speech annou ncing  his u nilateral force redu ctions, the
W arsaw  Pact had released force data pu rporting  to m ake a fu ll accou nting  of its m assiv e
conv entional holding s in Eu rope, w hich had driv en NATO planning  for a g eneration.  And w hile
the com parison adm ittedly su ffers from  u nev en definitions and categ ories, the side-by-side sho w n
here still seem s to speak v o lu m es.  At the rig ht are the Sov iet U nion's holding s as reported at the
end of 19 8 8 ; at the left are com pared the cu rrent holding s of its su ccessor states, g raphed at the
sam e scale.  This is, qu ite literally, order-of-m ag nitu de chang e, perhaps difficu lt to conceiv e
w ithou t som e su ch v isu al aid.  Thanks, boss.


