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       Abstract 
                                                   

After the Second World War, Korea, free from the Japanese, was divided into a northern 
part under the influence of the USSR and the southern pro-Western section. War broke 
out between the two divided countries on 25 June 1950. North Korea was supported by 
the Chinese volunteer forces, while South Korea was supported by United Nations forces, 
consisting mainly of the U.S. Army. In summer 1951, negotiations were initiated in 
Kaesong. They resulted in the armistice treaty signed in Panmunjom on 27 July 1953. Two 
international commissions were established to supervise provisions of the Panmunjom 
treaty: a disarmament and a supervisory commission. The Neutral Nations Supervisory 
Commission consisted of representatives of Czechoslovakia, Poland, Sweden, and 
Switzerland. It was the Polish debut in international peacekeeping missions. Poland was 
also a member of the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission. The Neutral Nations 
Supervisory Commission established 20 inspection teams, each consisting of at least four 
officers representing all member countries of the Commission. 

 
 

After the Second World War, Korea, free from the Japanese, was divided into a northern 
part under the influence of the Soviet Union and the southern pro-Western part. On 25 June 
1950, as the result of the aggression of the army of the Democratic People's Republic of 
Korea (North Korea) against the Republic of Korea (South Korea), the three-year long Korean 
War broke out. 

                            
On 23 June 1951, Jakub Malik, a Soviet delegate to the UN, declared that the issue of the war 
in Korea should be solved by negotiations between the parties of the conflict. The Soviet 
stand was met with interest and approval by U.S. President Harry Truman. Negotiations 
started on 10 J uly 1951 in Kaesong, situated in the North Korean territory. On 25 O ctober 
1951, they were transferred to Panmunjom, located on the dividing line of the Korean states. 
The two-year negotiations ended on 27 July 1953 with the signature of the Armistice 
Agreement closing this tragic stage in Korean history, but also the hot period of tense 
relations between the so-called Western and Eastern blocs. The principal aim of the Armistice 
Agreement was to end the armed conflict on the Korean Peninsula and establish an armistice, 
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as an intermediate step to achieving a final peace agreement. The most important items 
included in the armistice included the military demarcation line and demilitarized zone, 
ceasefire, armistice enforcement, and the issue of prisoners of war. 

                                        
In order to enforce the implementation of the adopted tasks the signatories of the Agreement 
set up t wo permanent entities, the Military Reconciliation Commission and the Neutral 
Nations Supervisory Commission. Temporary organizations were also established, including 
the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission, Mixed Red Cross Groups, the Committee for 
Repatriation of Prisoners of War, and the Committee for Aiding the Return of Resettled 
Civilians. 

                
The Armistice signatories agreed that military operations would cease on 27 July at 2200 
hours. In addition, a demarcation line was established along the front line, roughly following 
the 38th Parallel, and the combatants were to withdraw their forces to the distance of two 
kilometres from this line, creating the four-kilometer-wide buffer zone, known as the 
“Demilitarized Zone.”  

                           
The main body set up to perform tasks in the scope of supervision and control of 
implementation and fulfilment of the arrangements of the Armistice Agreement was the 
Military Reconciliation Commission, stationed permanently in Panmunjom. According to the 
Agreement, in the initial period it w as to be assisted by ten Mixed Observation Groups, 
consisting of four-six officers each. 

                           
The second body set up to enforce the arrangements of the Armistice Agreement was the 
Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission, headquartered in Panmunjom. It was to be an 
autonomous body, not subordinated to the Military Reconciliation Commission. The 
Supervisory Commission was to be composed of four neutral nations' representatives, two 
indicated by the Chief Commander of the Korean People's Army and the Commander of the 
People's Volunteer Army (Poland and Czechoslovakia were selected) and two by the 
Commander-in-Chief of the United Nations Troops (Switzerland and Sweden). Point 37 of the 
Armistice Agreement defined neutral states as the states whose armed forces had not been 
engaged in the military conflict in Korea. The Supervisory Commission, through 20 
subordinate Neutral Nations Inspection Groups, was to conduct supervision and inspections in 
the places where there was a s uspicion of the infringement of the Armistice Agreement 
arrangements. Five Inspection Groups were placed in ports of entry located on the territory 
under the military control of the Chief Commander of the Korean People's Army and the 
Commander of the People's Volunteer Army, and other five in ports of entry on the territory 
controlled by the Commander-in-Chief of the United Nations Troops.  

                      
Before the first rotation of the Polish mission in the Supervisory Commission was sent to 
Korea, Poland provided humanitarian aid to war victims. In May 1953, a field hospital of the 
Polish Red Cross was established. A group of 50 m ilitary and civilian health service 
employees was sent to Korea. The Polish Red Cross hospital functioned in Korea until the end 
of 1953, aiding soldiers and civilians. 

                              
In conjunction with the decision to send the Polish mission to Korea, a special military unit 
2000 was set up, w hose task was to prepare the members of the Polish mission for 
deployment. The unit organized three-month courses for soldiers deployed to the mission, 
representatives from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and other ministries, translators, and 
administrative personnel. At the end of June 1953, a 30-man reconnaissance group, led by 
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Brigadier-General Mieczysław Wągrowski  was sent to Korea. Most members of the Polish 
mission and their equipment were sent to Korea by three rail transports through the territory 
of the Soviet Union and China. The journey took a few weeks. The lead of the Polish mission 
reached the city of Andun, Korea, on 25 July. The first Polish contingent in the Supervisory 
Commission amounted to 301 people, including 42 from outside the Ministry of Defense. 

                           
The first meeting of the Supervisory Commission took place on 1  August 1953 i n 
Panmunjom. On the basis of paragraph 40 of the Armistice Agreement, the Commission set 
up Inspection Groups, consisting of at least four officers each, one from each of the 
Supervisory Commission member states. The number of Polish personnel in Inspection 
Groups depended on numerous factors, including the level of difficulty of implemented tasks, 
the size of the area, and the number of buildings under control.  

                 
Inspection Group personnel divided even, for their own internal purposes, into the easier, 
calmer groups and the groups that could be more threatened with conflict. Taking these 
elements into consideration, Polish personnel who started the service in Korea were directed 
to easier groups, and those with greater experience to more difficult ones. Parallel to the 
inspection activity of stationary groups placed in ports of entry, there were also mobile 
Inspection Groups. Their tasks were, in general, similar to the tasks of stationary groups.  

                
The operations of the Supervisory Commission and its Inspection Groups were from the very 
beginning connected with different problems, difficulties, and tensions. Friction appeared 
between both the representatives of the four Commission member nations as well as between 
the parties of the Korean conflict. The most serious impediments appeared on the part of the 
participants of the recently ended war. Constant elements of such behaviour included, for 
example:  

• delayed information of equipment and personnel exchange,  
• not making available transport means necessary to conduct control,  
• or using other measures limiting the control over arms and equipment. 

                                                
The most serious military provocations aimed against the Supervisory Commission took place 
at the end of July and at the beginning of August 1954. On 31 July, the seat of the Neutral 
Nations Inspection Group in Pusan was the object of a shooting attack, and the next day, three 
hand grenades were thrown into one of the buildings of the Inspection Group in Kunsan. 
During the same period, demonstrations against the Supervisory Commission bodies were 
held in many Korean towns. The demonstrators' particular aggression was directed at the 
representatives of Poland and Czechoslovakia who were considered the representatives of 
enemy states.  

                           
Inspection Groups functioned on t he territory of both Koreas until June 1956, when their 
activity was suspended, and practically cancelled, which was tantamount with the limitation 
of the role and possibilities of the Supervisory Commission. The very important and busy 
period of the Commission's activity ended. In the history of the participation of Polish 
representatives in the Korean mission, it was undoubtedly the period of the most intensive 
service. In the above three-year period of the Inspection Groups’ operations, they conducted 
about 6,000 inspections and controls. In the years 1953-1956, unfortunately, also a few tragic 
accidents took place, in which three Polish missionaries died, and a few more were injured.  

                        
From the beginning of its existence of the Supervisory Commission, Polish personnel were 
delegated to serve for a period of six months. Experience gained by Polish missionaries 
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during the first two years of its functioning, indicated the possibility of extending the length 
of particular rotations. At the beginning, the plan was to extend this period up to 12 months; 
however, after consultations with the chiefs of the Polish mission in 1955, the decision was 
made that due to concerns about members’ health and morale, Polish personnel of the 
Supervisory Commission should be assigned for not longer than nine months. 

                  
At about the same time, the size of the Polish mission also started to be reduced. The 
assignments of other Supervisory Commission member states were also reduced. As the first 
contingent of the Polish mission amounted to 301 members and the second to 300, the third at 
the end of 1955 a nd the beginning of 1956 numbered only 88 members, and the next two 
missions 35 m ember each.  D uring the following years, the Polish contingent strength was 
only between ten and twenty members, and after 1961 only 10 members. The reduced number 
of mission members in the Supervisory Commission resulted from the gradual limitation of 
the scope of its tasks. In total, from 1953 t o 1989, the Supervisory Commission service in 
Korea was performed by over 1,000 Polish officers and employees. 

                                         
A slightly secondary, however interesting issue, is the problem of mutual relations between 
the Polish mission members and the representatives of the socialist sister country, the 
Democratic People's Republic of Korea. The relations had two different sides. Officially they 
were correct or even friendly. In everyday life, however, they were not always of a sisterly 
character. Documents chronicling the Polish participation in the Korean mission also show the 
different nature of these relations.  

                           
The 15 May 1961 report of the Chief of the Polish Mission, Brigadier-General Tadeusz 
Kunicki, states, among other things: “Our relations with the Korean Staff are still correct, 
however, full invigilation of our Mission employees clearly increased. . . . We can sense the 
lack of trust towards us . . . . Tendencies to limit personal freedom take very sophisticated 
forms . . . . It should be also stressed that issues connected with material supplies of the 
Mission by the Korean side have a tendency to constantly deteriorate.” 

                             
By 1990, Poland did not have official diplomatic relations with South Korea. The Supervisory 
Commission constituted in this situation was one of Poland’s unofficial contacts with this 
nation. Poles serving in the Commission had multiple occasions to stay in South Korean 
territory and personally find out about the conditions existing there, the social and political 
relations, and the economic situation as well as culture and customs. The visits of Polish 
personnel to South Korea were not well seen by the North Korean authorities, as they 
believed that Poles maintained contacts with the enemy.  

                    
Political events and the consequent changes on the international arena initiated in 1989 
constituted a significant breakthrough in the functioning of the Supervisory Commission on 
the Korean Peninsula. On 1 January 1993, a consequence of the division of Czechoslovakia, 
two new states were established, the Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic. The Czech 
Republic, as a successor of Czechoslovakia, did not decide to continue its activity and 
withdrew from the Commission works. System changes in Poland after 1989 also led it to  
cool its relations with the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. In February 1995, under 
pressure from the North Koreans, Polish Mission personnel were forced to withdraw from the 
northern part of the Joint Security Area in Panmunjom and returned to Poland. This was the 
North Korean reaction to the improvement in relations between Poland and South Korea. 

                   
In the last period of their activity, Poles were treated with outright hostility by the North 
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Korean authorities; even some relatively hostile acts took place, such as cutting off electricity 
and the water supply and making food supply difficult. North Korean authorities recognized 
that Poland as a result of political changes after 1989 had lost its neutral status.  

                                     
The lengthy experience gained in the service of NNSC in Korea paid off in the following 
years with the participation of Polish representatives, in multiple observation and 
reconciliation missions, among others in Indo-China, the Middle East, and Africa. It 
constitutes a constant element in the military training and in the process of preparation to 
participate in this type of missions.  

                        
From the perspective of international law, the state of war between the two Korean states has 
not ended. This region of the world still remains the source of potential military conflict of 
unpredictable consequences. Hence, further functioning of the Supervisory Commission 
seems justified. The presence of neutral observers lowers the threat of military incidents or of 
resuming military activity. 

                           
The Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission constitutes an important forum of dialogue and 
contact for states interested in reaching the lasting peace and abolishing the dramatic division 
"with the mine belt" on the Korean Peninsula. Therefore, the presence of Polish 
representatives in the Commission seems not to raise any doubts. It is one of many elements 
of Polish state and Polish Armed Forces representatives' contribution to the maintenance of 
peace in the world. 

Janusz Zuziak, ret. Col., Ph.D. hab. (habilitatus) (Poland), is a military historian, 
professor at the University of National Defense in Warsaw (director of the Institute of 
the humanities). From 1990-2001, he served as assistant and senior lecturer in the 
Military Historical Institute, and from 2001-2007 was the main specialist in the Military 
Bureau for Historical Research and a professor at Jan Kochanowski University in 
Kielce (branch in Piotrków Trybunalski). In 2007-2008, he was chair of the Department 
of Military History, and since 2008 has served as director of the Institute of Humanities 
at University of National Defense. 
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The Danish Navy from 1990 to 2014: 

From the Baltic to the High Seas
by 

Søren Nørby

 
Abstract 

This paper examines the changes the Danish Navy has undergone since the end of 
the Cold War in 1989. With the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989, the clear 
and present danger against Denmark disappeared. This made it possible for the 
Danish government to change its foreign policy from a defensive one to one more 
active. One of the tools the government used in the new policy was the Danish 
military. In September 1990, the Danish corvette Olfert Fischer was dispatched to 
participate in the UN embargo against Iraq, and this successful mission was soon 
followed by other international missions, e.g. in the Adriatic against the Former 
Republic of Yugoslavia (1993-1996) and again in the Persian Gulf against Iraq in 
2003. Meanwhile, the increasing tasks meant that a number of ships built during 
the Cold War and tailored for the defense of the Danish waters against the Warsaw 
Pact, were obsolete and scrapped. The Danish Navy today no longer employs mine 
layers, torpedo boats, or submarines. A new class of Flexible Support Ships and 
multipurpose frigates are instead showing the Danish flag far from Denmark -- 
from the Arctic to the shore of Somalia and beyond. This paper will describe the 
changes in the Danish Navy and try to explain the political decisions that lay 
behind the changes. 
 
 

 

     Few events in the recent history of Denmark have had a greater impact on Danish 
defense policy and practice than the fall of the Berlin Wall on 9 November 1989. 
With the fall of the Wall and the subsequent collapse of the Warsaw Pact in 1991, the 
military threat against Denmark, which for 50 years had locked the Danish Navy in a 
defensive strategy centered on the defense of the western part of the Baltic Sea, 
disappeared. 
 
This paper is an examination of how this changed the Navy and its role in Danish 
foreign policy is. It is, in many respects, the story of a navy that has returned to its 
roots and gone back to the same tasks that it worked to solve when it was founded in 
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early 16th century. When the Berlin Wall fell, the Danish Navy was at the height of its 
combat power during the 20th century. It contained almost 50 ships, ranging from 
frigates1 to submarines. The Danish Navy was a multi-faceted fleet, capable of 
meeting almost any threat against Denmark and NATO interests in the Baltic area. 
The Cold War navy was, however, built with one objective in mind: the defense of the 
western part of the Baltic from an attack from a numerical superior enemy in the form 
of the Warsaw Pact, or more precisely the Soviet, Polish, and East German navies. In 
1989, the Danish Navy then had in its fleet a number of ships that were tailor-made 
for operations in the Baltic against an enemy that was no more.  
 
The changing political landscape did not, however make the Danish Navy redundant. 
On the contrary, the Danish Navy has today become an important tool in the 
government's foreign policy “toolbox.” This all began in August 1990 when the 
Danish Parliament decided to place the corvette Olfert Fischer at the disposal of the 
U.S.-led UN operation against Iraq after its occupation of Kuwait. It was the first time 
since 1864 that a Danish naval vessel was at war. 
 
For the Navy the deployment of the Olfert Fischer was a huge challenge. Like most of 
the other Danish naval vessels at that time, the corvette was built for a short and 
violent war in the Baltic, but was now to be part of a multinational operation 
thousands of miles from home waters and the domestic support structure. But thanks 
to a great effort from all parts of the Danish fleet as well as the Norwegian Navy, 
which made the (frigate) Coast Guard vessel Andenes available as a support ship for 
Olfert Fischer, the corvette managed to carry out its duties. The 368 day deployment 
was so successful that it paved the way for the Navy's new role in Danish foreign and 
security policy. 
 
During the following years the three Danish corvettes participated both in the yearly 
deployments with the NATO Standing Naval Force Atlantic (STANAVFORLANT), 
including the embargo against the warring parties in the civil war in the former 
Republic of Yugoslavia, where the three corvettes were deployed almost continuously 
from 1993 until 1996.  
 
A Tool in the Toolbox 

The local and global security environment after the fall of the Berlin Wall provided 
the Danish government and the Danish Armed Forces possibilities that they had not 
experienced since the early 1700s. 
 
The elimination of the threat against Denmark did, however, change the basic 
conditions of Danish defense. During the Cold War, the defense policy had ensured 
Denmark's survival as a state. But after the end of the Cold War the armed forces 
increasingly became just another tool in the foreign and security “toolbox” of the 
Danish governments.  
 
After the Cold War, Denmark had to reconsider how to restructure and employ its 
armed forces. All this was in a political framework where there, on the one hand, were 
seen new opportunities and demands set by new conflicts around the world, coupled 

                                                           
1 Mothballed in 1988 and decommissioned in 1990.  
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with an increasing political appetite to employ an activist foreign and security policy -
- and on the other hand, where there also was a call to use the end of the Cold War as 
a peace dividend, and where the defense now had to compete for budget resources in 
line with the health sector, the country's schools, etc. 
 
The defense policy thus became a political tool, a development which is highlighted 
by the fact that Denmark since 1990 has had three defense commissions, tasked with 
looking into how the Danish defense was to be organized to optimally suit the Danish 
politicians’ use of it. The basic idea behind the activist foreign policy is that Denmark 
is affected by the globalized world around it, and if the Danish government wanted to 
maintain peace and stability in Europe, then it would be necessary to intervene in 
conflicts far from what during the Cold War was called Denmark's neighboring area. 
In terms of the Navy, there is also the aspect that about 10 percent of the world’s 
merchant shipping tonnage is carried by Danish-flagged or Danish-owned ships and 
potential security problems such as piracy have a direct impact on the Danish 
economy, despite the fact that it takes place thousands of miles away. 
 
A New and Much Smaller Navy 

In 1995, the Danish Parliament allocated almost 11 billion Danish kroner to the 
annual defense budget. A significant part of it was earmarked to purchase new 
equipment, and it was the largest Danish military equipment investment since 1960. 
The Danish Army received the bulk of the money, but there was also money for new 
equipment for the navy and air force.  
 
The Defense Agreement of 1995 marked the first major step away from Cold War 
defense and towards a more internationally-oriented Danish defense. In 1998, the first 
Defense Commission set up after the fall of the Berlin Wall concluded that "[t]he 
Commission believes that Denmark enjoys a geostrategic position with an almost 
unprecedented security. The Commission also believes that during the next 10 years 
no direct conventional military threat to Denmark's security will emerge." 
 
This finding paved the way for the Defense Agreement for 2000-2004 (in Denmark 
almost all Defense Agreements are made for four-year periods). The Defense 
Agreement contained both funding for a number of new ships -- large units designed 
for global deployment -- and at the same time a large number of older units, not 
suitable for the new tasks, were scrapped. Since 2000, the Navy has decommissioned 
three corvettes, one ocean patrol vessel, ten fast attack craft, five submarines, two 
small oilers, six minelayers, 13 “FLEX” multi-purpose units, and ten cutters. 
Meanwhile, its personnel strength decreased from about 5,600 personnel in 1986 to 
approximately 4,000 today. 
 
Central to the transformation of the Danish Navy is the so-called FLEX concept that 
was developed by the Danish Navy in the 1980es. At the end of the eighties, the Navy 
was to phase out 22 units, and it was clear that they could not get the funding for an 
equivalent number of new units. Faced with this situation, the Navy had to think 
“outside the box,” and enterprising people got the idea that one could use a standard 
hull and superstructure, but with modular weapon systems that could quickly be 
replaced. Thereby, the units could quickly change roles -- for example, a unit of the 
Standard Flex-class could change from missile unit to mine hunter. By using this new 
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and innovative FLEX-system, just 14 new units could replace 22 units and the Navy -
- at least on paper -- maintained the same combat potential as before. 
 
At the end of the 1990s, the Danish Navy was in the middle of a slow but fundamental 
change from a small defensive-oriented force, which after having had its eyes fixed on 
the Baltic for almost 50 years, now found itself employed in operations on the high 
seas far from home. But the Navy’s inventory still did not include larger units tailored 
for the new role. 
 
Fighting Alongside the United States

The slow pace with which the changes were implemented accelerated after the 11 
September 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States. The Danish government 
immediately chose to actively support the U.S. fight against terrorism, and among 
other items made Danish naval vessels available to the NATO operation Active 
Endeavour in the Mediterranean. Once again it was one of the three corvettes that was 
dispatched, but it was soon to be followed by first, one of the small Danish coastal 
submarines (which had to be equipped with an improved air-conditioning before it 
could operate in the warm waters of the Mediterranean), and soon afterwards by two 
units of the Standard Flex-type.  
 
When U.S. President George W. Bush in 2003 decided to go to war with Iraq's 
dictator Saddam Hussein, the Danish government under Prime Minister Anders Fogh 
Rasmussen again chose to join the “Coalition of the Willing.” The Danish 
government wanted to demonstrate support for the war, and an easy way of doing it 
was to deploy the corvette Olfert Fischer and the submarine Sælen. Both units could, 
among other characteristics, by virtue of their ability to operate in shallow waters, 
offer the U.S.-led coalition a capacity that it did not otherwise have.  
 
Most of what the two units did during the war is still classified, but leading U.S. 
politicians and military officials have expressed great satisfaction with the two Danish 
vessels and the tasks they executed during the war. The success was, however, not 
enough to dissuade the Danish government from disbanding the entire Danish 
submarine arm in 2004.  
 
The Arctic is Melting

Since the early years of the 16th century, one of the tasks of the Danish Navy has been 
fisheries protection and showing the Danish flag in the areas around Greenland, the 
Faroe Islands, and until 1944, Iceland. The Navy currently has seven ocean patrol 
ships capable of operating around Greenland and the Faroe Islands. The Arctic area 
will be growing in importance in the coming years due to the melting of the ice from 
the man-made global warming. The Arctic is to become an increasingly important 
shipping route and along with the growth in tourism, it is obvious that the four large 
and three smaller ocean patrol vessels are too few for an area of such a vast size. 
However, so far only one new ship has been planned for Arctic operations.  

A Force of Volunteers
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Along with the decrease in the number of naval vessels, the Danish Naval Home 
Guard, a force of volunteers founded in 1951, has seen its role increase. The Naval 
Home Guard currently operates 30 modern vessels in Danish waters, and with the 
Navy's transition to international engagement, the Naval Home Guard has taken over 
a large part of the daily maritime surveillance, rescue service, and environmental 
monitoring in the Danish waters. The Naval Home Guard is mainly staffed by 
volunteer personnel who all approach the task with the professionalism that is needed 
to operate safely at sea. 
 
A Return to the Old Days and Old Ways 

In the 17th and 18th centuries, before the British seized the Danish fleet in 1807, the 
Danish Navy was a navy with a global reach. It operated not only in home waters, but 
showed the Danish flag in foreign places including the Caribbean, Greenland, Iceland, 
the Cape of Good Hope, the Mediterranean and -- albeit not that often -- the Far East.  
 
Fighting pirates is therefore not a new task for the Danish Navy. During the 14th and 
15th centuries, the Danish Navy successfully defeated a number of pirates operating in 
the Baltic, and in the 17th century the fleet was once again fighting pirates, this time in 
the Mediterranean Sea. Fighting pirates in the Gulf of Aden and in the Indian Ocean is 
more a return to and old and tested work than something new for the Danish Navy.  
 
The Danish Navy of today is small but operates some of the most potent and long-
range vessels ever seen in the Danish Navy. The international focus has, however, 
meant that the Navy does not have the ships -- mainly submarines -- to keep tab on 
current activities in the Baltic, and that might pose a problem in the future. The new 
Danish frigates can sail from Denmark to Singapore without refueling but with a total 
of only 14 combat units, Denmark will lack the units to maintain a constant presence 
in the Baltic, should that area again become an important area for Denmark -- which it 
might, given what has happened just the last few months. 
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11.
From Anti-Nazi Resistance Movement 
to Resistance against Communist Rule

 
by

Prokop Tomek

 
Abstract 

 
Czechoslovak soldiers served on many battlefields during World War II. After the war 
ended, veterans of anti-Nazi resistance returned back to their homes, hoping for a better 
future in a democratic country. However, the international situation and events on the 
political scene inside Czechoslovakia did not allow them to enjoy the freedom they had 
been fighting for. Many Czechoslovak soldiers and officers had to leave their homeland 
soon thereafter and were forced by the newly-established Communist regime to flee from 
the country again. These people were very often willing to fight for liberation of their 
country again and thus found themselves actors of the Cold War -- inside a cruel and 
sophisticated struggle with an enemy as lethal and dangerous as the previous one. 
 
 

 

 Anti-Nazi resistance during World War II represents a value that is unquestioned 
nowadays. On one hand, resistance against Communist totalitarianism has been subject to 
continuous criticism. In Czechoslovakia, Nazism was perceived not only as an inhumane 
ideology but also as an external threat, whereas the Communist ideology progressively grew 
through the majority of the country’s inhabitants. The conflict between democracy and the 
Communist totalitarianism became an undeclared civil war that had its peaks as well as 
calmer periods. One handicap is the time that has passed since the beginnings of the 
Communist totalitarianism in Czechoslovakia. For instance, confronting today’s perceptions 
of the eyewitnesses, one is not sure whether they do not idealize the circumstances they had 
during the events half a century ago. The proof of a similarity between the two 
totalitarianisms can be found in authentic attitudes of those who were directly involved. How 
did they respond to the contemporary threats at that time?                         
 
In Czechoslovakia, the military was traditionally apolitical by definition. With some rare 
exceptions, soldiers did not engage in political activity. That changed after World War II. 
Faced with the Communist ideology, soldiers got into an uneasy position as the defenders of 
the state and homeland. They had to resolve the issue of legitimacy of resistance against 
Communism. They were under an oath of allegiance. They were forced to orient themselves 
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in politics. Almost three years passed from the end of the war in which they had risked their 
lives in the fight for freedom of the Republic.   

                       
After the War, soldiers were then granted an active and passive voting right. On paper, 
political activity was a private matter for the military personnel and was meant only to take 
place outside the barracks. The Communists, however, did not bother their heads with that. 
They made use of the military education apparatus they were developing for the sake of 
political and ideological indoctrination. The 1945 Kosice Government program stipulated that 
the organization, armaments, and training of the new Czechoslovak Army would be done 
completely along the Red Army model. The existing military resistance components and 
particularly the 1st Czechoslovak Corps in the USSR were to become the compulsory model 
for building the new Czechoslovak military might.1 

                                    
The new armed forces contained of additional elements. Those included pre-war officers and 
non-commissioned officers, who had either survived the war passively at home or, in some 
cases, had been imprisoned by Nazis. Together with officers active in the home resistance, 
they made up approximately 70 percent of the new officers’ corps. Those soldiers did not 
have distinctive political attitudes.  

                   
Another part of the armed forces contained those involved in the ”eastern” foreign resistance, 
i.e., soldiers who had been trained and fought in the Soviet Union. They were, however, a 
rather heterogeneous group. That cohort included ”pre-war” soldiers, young soldiers newly 
commissioned during the war, and members of Czech minorities who had lived in the Soviet 
Union earlier. The Communist propaganda sought to proclaim for many years that the soldiers 
of the 1st Czechoslovak Army Corps in the Soviet Union were predominantly Communists, 
which was not true. It is nevertheless correct to say that the majority of them progressively 
conformed themselves to the new political requirements and became Communists, at least 
formally. 

                
The western resistance had gone through the battlefields of France, the Middle East, and also 
represented a variegated group of people, comprising pre-war officers and newly-promoted 
young soldiers, especially among airmen. Soldiers with leftist attitudes were also present. 
Another group in the new armed forces consisted of the home resistance fighters, the 
partisans. They were Communists in many cases. 

                          
The armed forces also enlisted the soldiers of the Government Troops, which was a force of 
several thousand personnel permitted by the Nazis during the war to specifically perform 
support and sentry duties. Many members of the Government Troops actively joined the 
armed resistance at the end of the war. Members of the Slovak Army who had fought against 
the USSR during the war, and then in the Slovak National Uprising, also joined the new 
military. Finally, there were also novices in the armed forces, young military academics, for 
whom the foreign resistance fighters often became the model.2  

                           
All military personnel had to go through a complicated mandatory vetting process, yet the 
post-war armed forces represented a highly heterogeneous organism in both political and 

                                                 
1 Program nové československé vlády Národní fronty Čechů a Slováků [Program of the New Czechoslovak 
Government of the National Front of Czechs and Slovaks], fund Office of the Presidium of Slovak National 
Council, 1946, box 110, Slovak National Archives, Bratislava, Slovakia. 
2 Jiří Bílek, Jaroslav Láník, and Jan Šach, Československá armáda v prvním poválečném desetiletí (Praha: MO 
ČR, 2006), 26-33.  

105



 

specialist terms. Uniting people with different life and combat experiences and the ensuing 
political opinions was undoubtedly a long-term endeavour. Faced with the changes on t he 
internal political scene, what reactions could such a complex organism be expected to 
generate? 

                
The pressure exerted by Communists was another factor. There are records documenting 
negative attitudes towards veterans from the West from as early as 1946. The notorious Main 
Directorate of Defense Intelligence, renamed the 5th Branch of the General Staff in May 
1946, viewed them critically. The head of that military intelligence service, which had been 
established already at the Czechoslovak military unit in the Soviet Union, was Communist 
Bedřich Reicin.3  

                   
It has been already clarified sufficiently that covert persecution of some members of the 
armed forces had started long before February 1948. Minister of Defense of the Czechoslovak 
Government-in-exile in London, General Sergej Ingr, and Chief of Intelligence General 
František Moravec, were scandalized right after the liberation. They were investigated for 
alleged failures during the war and barred from appointment to important positions. Under 
Communist control, the Defense Intelligence consistently engaged in monitoring officers who 
had fought in the West during the war, especially if they were married to foreign nationals and 
in contact with friends from foreign armed forces. On the other hand, home resistance and 
eastern foreign resistance fighters were probably favored both in career progress and in 
enrollment at the Military Academy.4 

                              
Already after the war, Communists foresaw a potential military conflict with the West. 
Therefore, they regarded soldiers with links to the West as a risk and threat. It was only a 
question of time and opportunity before they would get rid of them. In such an atmosphere, 
dozens of demobilized soldiers and airmen again left the country before the Communists took 
power. Only a flat denial by the Defense Intelligence in August 1946 thwarted the proposal 
for a legal departure of more than a hundred active-duty military professionals to Great 
Britain. The post-war limited democracy in the shadow of Soviet influence indicated that the 
end of the war did not bring about a true peace, but that there was a conflict still smouldering 
under the surface. It was a conflict not only between the blocs, but also within the country.  

                          
The Communist coup d’état in February 1948 came as a shock. The armed forces high 
command stood aside cautiously, expressing support to President Beneš and to a 
constitutional solution to the crisis. The post-war Minister of National Defense, Ludvík 
Svoboda, was still reluctant to openly engage in the interest of Communists. And only in 
February 1948 did officers face the question of what to do next in their life and career. 

                        
Immediately after 29 February 1948, the Communists were calling -- by the means of the 
Central Action Committee of the National Front -- for the departure of particular officers and 
generals for their negative attitude to the people’s democratic system and opposition to the 
Slavic orientation of the state. Additional purges followed. In 1945, those who had served in 
the West during World War II comprised 10 percent of commissioned officers, but they only 
represented 0.5 percent in 1953.5                                        

                                                 
3 František Hanzlík andVáclav Vondrášek, Armáda v zápase o politickou moc v letech 1945-1948 (Praha: MO 
ČR, 2006), 67-77.  
4 František Hanzlík, Vojenské obranné zpravodajství v zápasu o politickou moc (Praha: ÚDV, 2003), 155-171 
5 Main Headquarters, No. 219 taj., f. Ministry of National Defense 1948, Central Military Archives – Military 
Historical Archives, Prague, Czech Republic.  
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It is not fair or accurate to conclude in general that officers would intend to actively stand up 
to the Communist power for ideological reasons only. Some officers actively identified 
themselves with the new regime. Besides convinced Communists, there were also 
opportunists. Some of them were also foreign resistance fighters who joined or sought to join 
the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia (KSC) after February 1948.  

                             
A relatively small number of soldiers joined active home resistance against Communists. 
Somewhat out of proportion to the overall picture are the numbers of officers, who the new 
regime had progressively thrown out of the armed forces, persecuted through the civil system, 
and interned or even imprisoned and executed. About fifty military professionals were 
executed in the six years after February 1948, and the State Court convicted at least 1,200 
members of the military in four years’ time. The majority of those individuals had not even 
actively opposed the regime, yet they were eliminated by the regime nonsensically. What was 
the meaning of executing General Heliodor Píka or the provocations leading to twelve years’ 
imprisonment of the highest representative of Czechoslovak airmen in the Great Britain in 
World War II, Division General Karel Janoušek?       
                            
Similarly, only a small number of active-duty members of the armed forces went into exile 
after February 1948. The numbers produced by research show 191 military professionals, 
including 13 generals and 8 colonels, left the country from February to August 1948. 
According to a d ifferent source, 148 officers, including 7 generals, had gone into exile by 
March 1949. Out of those, 11 officers (including three general officers), allegedly worked for 
foreign intelligence services, and 11 officers probably served in foreign armed forces. Reserve 
officers went into exile, too.6  

             
Employment of Czechoslovak airmen, especially those who were former Royal Air Force 
personnel, was a special issue. Only dozens of them eventually reenlisted in the RAF after the 
war. The list contained roughly 200 military professionals, and it was compiled for the 
purpose of formal enlistment in RAF, probably only served as a means for releasing them 
from refugee camps in Germany and transfer in the Great Britain. Reasons for departure into 
exile included fears of future development, fear of imminent imprisonment because of their 
allegiance with that endangered group, and some because of their concrete actions against 
Communists.   

                                       
In the first years after February 1948, the majority of refugees stayed in camps, mainly in the 
Western occupation zones of Austria and Germany. They waited for relocation into third 
countries, especially the U.S., Canada, Great Britain, and Australia. The formation of a 
foreign army for liberating Czechoslovakia from Communist rule did not take place. During 
their stay in camps and later in the occupation zones of Western powers, some former 
Czechoslovak soldiers and airmen were involved in intelligence efforts. Some officers were 
eventually employed as organizers, controllers, instructors, drivers and assistants, and 
couriers. They worked for U.S., British, and French intelligence services from 1948 to, at the 
latest, the mid-1950s. The most extensive intelligence use of Czechoslovak officers was with 
the Americans and lasted until mid-1950s.  

                           
As concerns the British intelligence service, the picture is quite clear. At the beginning of 
1949, a d edicated Czechoslovak section was established in the British intelligence service, 
which employed a high number of former officers, particularly airmen. Activities of former 
                                                 
6 3. meeting, 7 March 1949, f. Ministry of National Defense 1949, Central Advisory Committee, Box 1, Central 
Military Archives – Military Historical Archives, Prague, Czech Republic. 
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Czechoslovak soldiers in the French intelligence service were rather modest, but by the mid-
1950s, basically all transferred to civilian jobs. In the following decades, they only associated 
themselves in ex-patriot veteran organisations.7  

                                      
An overwhelming majority of military professionals who went into exile after the rise of the 
new totalitarianism were pre-war officers, graduates from the Military Academy and active 
foreign resistance fighters in the West during World War II. While hundreds of officers fled 
the country, only dozens of them joined Western intelligence structures. The motivation for 
their departure and engagement included a feeling of threat, dissatisfaction with the change of 
ruling power, and the experience of being outside their homeland during the war. Rather 
exceptional were those involved in home anti-Nazi resistance and resistance on the Eastern 
Front. The onset of Communist totalitarianism caught soldiers off guard. They believed their 
mission was to defend their homeland against external, and not internal, threats.  

 
Prokop Tomek graduated in History at the Faculty of Philosphy, Charles University in 
Prague. From 1996 to 2007, he was employed with the Communism Crime 
Documentation and Investigation Bureau. Tomek is currently employed with the 
Institute of Military History, Prague. He is the author of works dedicated to various 
Communist totalitarian era events, and has recently dealt with the Second and Third 
Resistance issues.
 

 

                                                 
7 Ivo Pejčoch and Prokop Tomek, Agenti-chodci na popravišti (Cheb: Svět křídel, 2010), 15-26.   
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12.
Lessons Learned from Military

Conflicts in Slovenian War, 1991: 
Armed Conflict near Trzin and

Medvedjek
 

      by

Blaž Torkar and Zvezdan Marković

Abstract 
 

Lessons learned from military conflicts in Slovenian military history have been 
successfully integrated in military education and training programs for the 
Slovenian Armed Forces' units. The Slovenian Armed Forces can well utilize past 
experiences in international operations and missions, where they often deal with 
contingencies. The paper presents the case studies "Trzin" and "Medvedjek" from 
the 1991 Slovenian Independence War. Both of them are specifically relevant to 
the Slovenian Armed Forces’ participation in KFOR in Kosovo. The main element of 
effective conflict resolution from the time of Slovenian Independence War in 1991 
was successful cooperation among the then-Slovenian political authorities, 
Territorial Defence Forces (TD), and the Militia and civilian population against the 
Yugoslav People's Army (YPA) of the time. Participants of military education and 
training courses have the opportunity to play the roles of TD and YPA members 
and the warring factions, and to analyze the decisions reached by commanders at 
various tactical levels. Even today, examples of good practice from the past can 
serve as a basis for successful involvement of the Slovenian Armed Forces in 
missions, since the armed forces are required to build good relationships with local 
authorities, organizations, the local population, and members of other armed 
forces of the NATO Alliance. 
 

Introduction

 The democratization that started in the 1980s in the Socialist Republic of 
Slovenia (RS) was mostly opposed by the leadership of the armed forces of the 
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Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY). The armed forces were composed 
of the Federal Army, referred to as the Yugoslav Peoples Army (YPA), and the 
territorial defence forces (TD) of the individual republics. The latter was a part of 
national defense, responsible for protecting the rear of the main front lines and 
operating on temporarily-occupied territory.1 Since its establishment in 1968, the 
Slovenian TD developed differently from the other federal republics. Many among 
Slovenian TD professional servicemembers and, particularly, members of its majority 
reserve component considered TD as a resuscitation of the idea of Slovenian armed 
forces. These members did not include the leadership of the RS TD Headquarters (RS 
TD HQ).  
                
On 15 May 1990, the RS TD HQ issued an order on the disarmament of the TD, and 
the transferring of weapons, ammunition, and explosive ordnance held by the TD to 
YPA storage facilities. The new Slovenian political leadership immediately sent a 
telegram to the municipal defense authorities prohibiting them from surrender 
weapons to YPA facilities. The disagreement between the new RS political leadership 
and the RS TD HQ, respectively, the Federal Secretariat of National Defence (ZSLO), 
as well as the confiscation of the Slovenian TD weapons led to the creation of an 
organization called “Manevrska struktura narodne zaščite (MSNZ).” Its purpose was 
to protect the measures taken by the Slovenian state in the process of gaining 
independence. As there were no f urther reasons for the MSNZ project to be 
continued, it was dissolved and the majority of its members were integrated into the 
new TD structure. 
                      
Upon the successful completion of the plebiscite of 23 December 1990, 88.5 percent 
of all voters and 95 percent of the participating citizens of the Socialist Republic of 
Slovenia voted for a sovereign and independent Slovenia. One of the key issues that 
provoked differences in opinion, advocated by the federation, the YPA and the 
Republic of Slovenia, was related to the location of Slovenian conscripts doing their 
obligatory military service. Slovenia decided to create its own organization of 
conscript training outside the YPA. On 15 May 1991, the first conscripts entered the 
front gates of Slovenian TD training centers (510th Ig TC in Ljubljana and the 710th 
Pekre TC, Maribor). Intensive preparations for defending Slovenia were conducted 
parallel to the process of creating an active army component.  
                                     
On 25 June, the Basic Constitutional Charter on the Sovereignty and Independence of 
the Republic of Slovenia, the Constitutional Act and the Declaration of Independence 
were adopted in Slovenia. The following day, Slovenia declared its sovereignty and 
independence. The YPA launched its attack on Slovenia, which was opposed by the 
Slovenian defense forces, TD, and the Militia. The attack on Slovenia was launched 
by YPA units and commands on 26 and 27 June 1991 from the corps districts under 
command of the 5th Military Region in Zagreb: 13th Corps, HQ Rijeka; 14th Corps, 
HQ Ljubljana; 31st Corps, HQ Maribor; 32nd Corps, HQ Varaždin; 10th Corps, HQ 
Zagreb; and the 5th Air Force and Air Defense Corps, HQ Zagreb. In this way, the 
YPA forces stationed in Slovenia included between 20,000 a nd 25,000 soldiers, 
approximately 250 tanks of the active structure, 100 tanks that came from Croatia, 

                                                 
1 Strategija oboroženega boja (Strategy of Armed Combat) (Beograd: Federal Secretariat of National 
Defense, 1985), 102-103. 
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and 300 armored vehicles of various purposes.2  In this paper, the lessons learned 
from two engagements, near Medvedjek and Trzin, during the Slovenian War 1991 
are examined. 
 
Medvedjek
                                               
The YPA column that crossed the national border in Metlika in southeastern Slovenia 
and headed for the Brnik Airport consisted of 12 self-propelled air defense guns BOV, 
6 trucks TAM, 3 all-terrain vehicles, and 80-85 YPA soldiers. Its mission was to 
implement federal regulation on the crossing national borders in the territory of the 
Republic of Slovenia and to assist federal militia and customs authorities in taking 
control of border crossings. The YPA column carried minimal supplies of food and 
water, soldier morale was low, radio communications were established with nearby 
military posts, and it could rely on air support. The column set off for Karlovac – 
Metlika – Gorjanci -- Novo Mesto – Trebnje -- Medvedjek. The opposing side was  
the TD of the Dolenjska Region (2nd Regional TD HQ), which consisted of: assault 
detachment of the 21st District TD HQ; an antiarmour squad; an intervention team 
and countermobility team of the 21st District TD HQ from Trebnje; an intervention 
team of the 2nd Regional TD HQ; elemtns of a company task force from Šentjernej; a 
counter-sabotage company of the 25th District TD HQ from Krško; part of the 
counter-sabotage company of the 21st District TD HQ; a counter-sabotage platoon of 
the 25th District TD HQ from Brežice; and the 1st Battalion, 52nd Brigade, of  the 
Novo Mesto TD. The total strength of the TD was 504 TD members. The Slovenian 
side included the Militia members and criminal police officers of the Trebnje Militia 
Station. TD armament included PPSh submachine guns, 7.62mm automatic rifles, 
Armbrust antitank grenade launchers, pistols, sniper rifles, and semi-automatic rifles. 
The disadvantages on t he TD side were inadequate equipment, lack of weapon 
handling skills, communications, discipline, and shortage of food and water.3 
                                    
The TD (21st District TD HQ) was tasked to seize positions on Medvedjek and to 
defend the planned barricade with the mission of stopping the YPA column on its way 
to Ljubljana. The TD commander and staff immediately started with the 
implementation of the task and sent units to the Medvedjek slope to begin 
preparations for the blocking of the YPA column. The barricade was put up on the top 
of the hill and consisted mainly of trucks (the building of the barricade was led by the 
Militia). The barricade also involved mining of the crossing on the top of the hill and 
part of the road behind the crossing (laying mines was done by the road company 
workers), with the plan of exploding them if the YPA column was not stopped by the 
barricade. Once the column reached the barricade and stopped, negotiations started 
immediately between the barricade and column commanders. Initially, negotiations 
were conducted in a friendly and polite atmosphere, but then eventually the column 
commander changed his tone and started with threats and stepping up the demands. 
Owing to inaccurate information, the Slovenian Republic Coordination issued an 
                                                 
2 Tomaž Kladnik, „Territorial Defence of the Republic of Slovenia,” in Strategic War Planning for 
War (Ljubljana: n.p., 2008), 148-159. 
3 Matjaž Ravbar, „Dolenjska pokrajina TO,”  in Vojaška obramba Slovenije, 1990-1991 (Ljubljana: 
n.p., 2011), 207-210 (hereinafter: Ravbar, „Dolenjska pokrajina TO”). See more in Tomaž Teropšič, 
Boji na jugovzhodni meji Slovenije leta 1991 (Brežice: Posavski muzej, 1995), 28, and Slovenian 
Armed Forces Military Museum Archives, collected documents (VMSV), ZA, fond OV 1991, te 6, 
pisno pričevanje Boruta Likarja. 
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order to attack the YPA column on the very same day, which, however, did not take 
place due to a combination of circumstances and the decision by the barricade 
commander. The TD positions were not fortified, support was inadequate, and, on top 
of this, the weather was unfavorable, which eventually caused morale to disintegrate. 
In the morning on the second day of negotiations, one of the companies in the circle 
around the stopped column left its position, but soon after reinforcements of the Novo 
Mesto Battalion arrived. That morning the TD also threatened to attack the column 
using antiarmour weapons, which was followed by a strong response of armored 
vehicles in the column that was soon accompanied by YPA aircraft and an air raid on 
TD positions making TD units withdraw from their positions.4 
                                    
The next day, the YPA soldiers trapped in the column dug a passage to the parallel 
local road and during the night broke from the barricaded area to move towards 
Brežice. The withdrawal was rather short, as TD members set up another blockade in 
the area of the Krakovski Gozd Forest, where the column finally stopped. After the 
attack on t he column and another air raid by the YPA Air Force, some of the 
column’s vehicles were destroyed, while YPA soldiers attempted a breakthrough to 
Croatia across the Gorjanci Mountains. There the TD captured the major part of the 
withdrawing unit, including the commanding officer of the YPA.5   
                  
The issues regarding the legality of these operations -- the skirmish at Medvedjek and 
elsewhere in the Slovenian War -- were raised as early as 1991, and have remained 
relevant until the present deployments to international operations and missions. The 
military commanders must have thorough knowledge of the legal basis underlying 
international operations, and they should, by the same token, inform their 
subordinates about legal aspects of operations and seek that the SAF operation 
remains within the limits of legality. If the year 1991 was marked by considerable 
uncertainty among TD members about how to apply the use of force rules (use of 
firearms and rules of engagement) and by the fact that rules for opening fire were 
adjusted according to the situation in the field, today every Slovenian soldier 
deployed to a mission must at all times be absolutely clear about the situations and 
conditions permitting opening of fire.      
                         
The TD members were often confronted with situations in which they came across 
specific items of weapons only in the battlefield, for the operation of which they were 
not skilled and were unable to use them efficiently. Slovenian soldiers deployed to 
international operations and missions must possess weapon handling skills -- not only 
for their personal rifle, but they must also be familiar with the use of all weapons 
employed by the Slovenian Armed Forces in peace support operations, both for 
security reasons and the efficient use of weapons. The testimonies of Medvedjek 
events' participants reveal that, on several occasions, direct orders of subordinates 
were not obeyed and that military discipline was violated. For a modern and 

                                                 
4 Ravbar, „Dolenjska pokrajina TO,” 220-223. See more in Janez J. Švajncer, Obranili domovino 
(Ljubljana: Viharnik, 1993), 46 (hereinafter Švajncer, Obranili); Alojz Završnik, Taktika delovanja 
enot Teritorialne obrambe v vojni za obrambo samostojne Slovenije (Ljubljana: FDV, 1997), 33 
(hereinafter: Završnik, Taktika delovanja). 
5 Ravbar, „Dolenjska pokrajina TO,” 233-235. See more in Bojan Budja, Ščit: dolenjska pot v 
samostojno Slovenijo (Ljubljana: Magnolija, 1996); Završnik, Taktika delovanja; Albin Gutman, 
„Izkoristek geografskega prostora Teritorialne obrambe dolenjske pokrajine v vojni za Slovenijo v letu 
1991,” in Vojaška geografija v Sloveniji (Ljubljana: MORS, 2000), 34-35;  and Švajncer, Obranili, 63. 
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professional armed force, like the Slovenian Armed Forces, such situations are 
unacceptable, and the task of all commanding officers in the chain-of-command is to 
enforce military discipline. In order to achieve this goal, the commanders must be 
properly trained and equipped with knowledge and competencies necessary for the 
training and commanding of soldiers.  
                                                                      
As it became clear in 1991 that cooperation of different units (the Militia, Civil 
Protection, etc.) is important for security operations, a similar situation is also evident 
today in participation of the SAF in international operations and missions, where 
Slovenian units and soldiers perform joint interoperability with both foreign armed 
forces as well as other organizations in the area of operation itself. If several problems 
in 1991 were related to poor preparedness of TD members for the mission (largely 
due to shortage of time and equipment), nowadays, far more time is being dedicated 
to mission preparation in the Slovenian Armed Forces. Considering continuous 
problems with signal and communications equipment, it is the mission preparation 
that enables efficient operation of units under circumstances which are unfavorable 
for communications. 
                                
Given the fact that all current Slovenian soldiers we were at one time all citizens of a 
common country and shared similar languages,  not all soldiers involved in the 1991 
Medvedjek engagement experienced language barriers, which is, however, rather 
uncommon for SAF deployments abroad. One has to be prepared for this and the fact 
that the Slovene language is not understood in foreign countries (except for the 
Balkans) should be utilized for our own benefit. The “METT-TC” analysis and 
selection of proper terrain played a very important role in case of Medvedjek, and 
similarly applies for the commanders of Slovenian units in international operations 
and missions, where the fact that operations do not  take place on dom estic terrain 
presents an additional challenge and requires a continuous detailed analysis of the 
area of operation.  
                                
When using vehicles in movement, the commanders must be even today aware of the 
risk of channelling the axis of advance and line of communication as was the case 
with the commander of the YPA column on M edvedjek. To this end, appropriate 
tactics must be applied, such as reconnaissance of the movement route, which might 
have enabled the YPA column in 1991 to evade the barricade. Far more attention than 
in 1991 is now being paid to protection of one’s own forces, which is reflected both in 
protective equipment of soldiers, ever-present “security measures” in handling 
weapons and equipment, as well as organizational measures to reduce common risks. 
 
Trzin
                                                 
In 1991, Trzin, located along the main road connecting Ljubljana and Brnik Airport, 
was the target of the YPA 1st Armor Battalion. The town is situated in the area of the 
then 55th District TD HQ Domžale, which was subordinated to the 5th Regional TD 
HQ with the seat in Ljubljana. The 55th District TD HQ Domžale at that time 
consisted of the following units: 551st TDF Special Operations Detachment; 2nd TDF 
Assault Detachment; 1st TD Company; the Domžale protection company; the Kamnik 
counter-sabotage platoon; the Kamnik sabotage platoon; the air defense platoon; the 
engineer platoon; and 10 snipers. In the early hours of 27 June 1991, the Domžale 
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Militia Station received a message about the approaching YPA column of military 
vehicles and tanks. The Militia officers set up a barricade between Dobrava and Trzin 
on the bridge across the Pšata Brook. As the order arrived during the off-peak hours, 
it initially appeared that it w ould not be possible to execute it. Assistance was 
provided by the firefighters with their vehicles and employees of the Helios 
Company, and soon afterwards a bus and a tanker truck filled with edible oil were 
also parked on the bridge.6 
                                    
The YPA unit heading for Trzin on 27June 1991 was an element of the 1st Armor 
Brigade from Vrhnika, which possessed the greatest YPA combat power in the region 
of the Ljubljana Corps. More precisely, the unit represented the right column of the 
1st Armor Battalion and headed towards Trzin under the command of the battalion 
deputy commander. The unit consisted of the 1st Tank Company with ten M-84 tanks, 
the 1st and the 3rd Mechanized Platoons with six BVP M-80, two trucks TAM 5000, 
an ambulance, a command armored personnel carrier BTR 50, and a communications 
vehicle. The YPA unit advanced in the direction of the Brnik Airport; however, it lost 
its logistic and medical elements as early as on the barricade before Ljubljana. The 
rest of the unit made a short stop in front of the barricade in Trzin and broke through 
the barricade a few minutes later. The BVP M-80, which was placed at the tail of the 
column, hit the fence on t he bridge across the Pšata Brook with its track and was 
halted because of the damage, obstructing the progress of other vehicles. The last 
section of the column which remained blocked in Trzin consisted of the entire 3rd 
Mechanized Platoon with 30 soldiers in three armored personnel carriers BVP M-80 
and a communications vehicle with two YPA officers. The unit managed to fix the 
damaged track, but in the meantime TD members also blocked the movement routes 
outside the barricade by placing working machines, trucks, and cars in the path of the 
asvancing YPA column. The Trzin blockade effected 33 YPA members, 2 of whom 
were officers armed with light infantry weapons. The only radio line that the unit had 
with its superior command was in the last vehicle of the 1st Armor Brigade. 
Meanwhile, the chief of the 5th Regional TD HQ informed the commander of the 
55th District TD HQ that there were three damaged tanks with 30 soldiers and unit 
staff between Trzin and Mengeš. The order was to encircle and disarm them, and 
seize the equipment with a unit of adequate size. After that develop, the unit was to 
develop its own plan to confiscate and transport the material and immediately begin 
with negotiations.7  
                                    
The task was entrusted to the Kamnik counter-sabotage platoon, the Kamnik sabotage 
platoon, and the reinforced platoon of the protection company from Domžale. The 
chief of the aforementioned HQ was tasked as the intervention leader. Two Kamnik 
platoons were then ordered to move to Mengeš, where the anti-armour platoon of the 
2nd TD Assault Detachment (equipped with 16 Armbrust antitank grenade launchers) 
had already been positioned and where the Domžale protection company joined the 
units. Together they moved to the primary school in Trzin. The commander gave the 
platoon leaders the following tasks: 1) the Kamnik sabotage platoon must take 
positions along the Ljubljana -- Kamnik rail line to the south side of the halted YPA 

                                                 
6 Martin Premk, „Ljubljanska pokrajina TO,”  in Vojaška obramba Slovenije 1990-1991 (Ljubljana: 
n.p., 2011), 328-329 (hereafter Premk, „Ljubljanska pokrajina TO”). 
7 Premk, „Ljubljanska pokrajina TO,” 328-329. See more in Ladislav Gjergjek, Vojaški spopad v 
Trzinu leta 1991 (Ljubljana: FDV, 2007). 
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unit; 2) the Kamnik counter-sabotage platoon must take positions on the north side of  
Onger Hill in the direction of the new part of Trzin; and 3) the platoon of the Domžale 
protection company must take positions in the eastern part in the direction of the 
primary school. All three units took their positions and negotiations began for the  
surrender of the YPA unit which, however, were not promising. After that a group of 
the Special Militia Unit (SMU) arrived to Trzin. Its members were equipped with 
light infantry weapons and Armbrust antitank grenade launchers, and wore body 
armor. They also had the Militia cars and off-road vehicles at their disposal. Their 
arrival almost ignited a conflict, as TD members were not familiar with the SMU 
uniforms and were not informed of the fact the unit used camouflage green vehicles. 
Moreover, as they received no pr ior information about the arrival of the unit, they 
initially mistook them for a YPA unit. The situation additionally escalated when a 
YPA helicopter Gazela brought supplies to the YPA soldiers in armored vehicles. 
Immediately it became clear that the main objective of the helicopter crews was to 
examine the disposition of TD units and to assess the situation. At 17:44 hours, three 
Mi-8 helicopters circled above Trzin and then headed back to Ljubljana. The 
commander of the TD Kamnik counter-sabotage platoon was warned about the 
possible assistance to the surrounded YPA soldiers by the helicopter landing. Given 
the terrain features, he realized that in such case his platoon would find himself in the 
middle of YPA soldiers in the blocked armored personnel carriers and the soldiers of 
the YPA assault detachment. He then ordered the third and the fourth group to move 
to the southeastern side of Trzin, while the first and the second group remained in 
their initial positions. At approximately 18:00 hours, the SMU commander was 
replaced and the captain agreed with him that the engagement with the soldiers of the 
potential helicopter landing would be taken over by the Kamnik sabotage platoon with 
two Armbrust antitank grenade launcher gunners attached. In that moment, the 
platoon was the nearest to the appropriate maneuver position. At 18:37 hours, the 
crossroads at the firefighting station was again overflown by the two helicopters, 
which then circled across the Pšata Brook. At 18:38 hours, on the south of the rail line 
between Depala vas, gas station, and Trzin, a transport helicopter landed on t he 
ground and 23 soldiers and 4 officers of the YPA assault detachment disembarked the 
aircraft.  
                    
During the landing, the TD opened fire, but the firing did not damage the helicopter. 
With this a skirmish started at 18:38 hours in Trzin. Other units also opened fire, since 
the shooting was the coordinated signal for an attack. The dismounted YPA soldiers 
attacked the positions of the TD sabotage platoon, which disrupted their link with the 
soldiers in the blocked column. The YPA attack was so fierce that after a 20-minute 
firefight, the majority of the TD sabotage detachment soldiers started to withdraw 
from their positions. Upon crossing the main road, a TD member was killed behind 
the firefighting station. The effective antiarmour weapon firing soon forced the crews 
of two YPA armored personnel carriers and communications vehicles to surrender. 
The communications vehicle was destroyed and the two armored personnel carriers 
were damaged. The engagement lasted less than an hour, and the shooting ceased 
around 20:30 hours, when the soldiers of the YPA sabotage detachment withdrew in 
the direction of Depala vas and stayed for the night in the nearby house. The next day 
around noon they were captured by the SMU, right after they had been noticed by the 
TD members in a bushy ditch. Only a few minutes later, two low-flying helicopters 
searched the area, seemingly looking for a suitable landing spot. Due to the TD 
shooting, they flew back to Vrhnika without accomplishing their task.  
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After the engagement, the SMU and TD units began consolidating for other tasks and 
were leaving the area. The platoon leader of the Domžale protection company 
reassigned the platoon members to new positions on the higher slopes of the Onger 
Hill, and together with four other soldiers conducted the battlefield damage 
assessment. While on t heir mission, they ran into the crew of the third armored 
personnel carrier, which got stuck in the vicinity of the bridge. The commander of the 
3rd Mechanized Platoon with the personnel carrier crew surrendered at around 22:30 
hours. In total, 17 Y PA soldiers were captured on 27 June 1991, and another 26 
soldiers of the YPA Assault Detachment were seized the following day. From the 
YPA perspective, the task of securing the Brnik Airport was regarded as completed; 
however, it involved great losses of equipment and manpower. On its way, the 1st 
Armor Battalion, without an engagement with the TD, lost three tanks on the Toško 
Čelo Hill due to incompetence of the navigator, two tanks in the vicinity of Brezovica, 
one tank in Moste near Komenda due to a f ault, and a l ogistic element because of 
impassable barriers at the barricade in front of Ljubljana. The 3rd Mechanized 
Platoon with the communications vehicle remained in Trzin because of an unskilled 
driver of the infantry fighting vehicle (BVP) who damaged the tracks of the vehicle. 
Of the 1st Armor Company, part of which was stopped in Trzin, eight M-84 tanks, 
three infantry fighting vehicles, and the command armored transporter (BTR) arrived 
at their destination, which represents only 57 percent of the initial number of vehicles. 
The YPA units had very little time for preparations from the issuing of the order to the 
task execution. However, these procedures that should be routine and revealed the 
lack of skills and readiness on the part of the unit for mission accomplishment.  
              
The 1st Armored Battalion, which was advancing through Trzin, received from its 
higher command an order to execute a task at 00:30 hours on 27 June. The 1st 
Armored Company with the 3rd Mechanized Platoon moved from the Vrhnika 
Military Post at 02:30 hours and reached Trzin at 04:20 hours. The timeline of events 
shows that only two hours had passed from the receipt of the order by the 1st 
Armored Brigade HQ to the actual movement. It should also be taken into account 
that the 1st Armored Battalion HQ issued the order to company commanders just 
before the move and they did not have enough time for quality preparation of their 
units for the mission analysis and route reconnaissance. The only source of 
information could have been expected from the intelligence service, but this was 
rather unlikely in the situation of total confusion at all YPA levels.  
                 
Anyway, the unit set off without any knowledge of the actual situation and, 
consequently, ran into the first barricade, which could not be overcome by the logistic 
element. The remaining vehicles proceeded to Trzin, and it took them two hours to get 
there. As already mentioned, while attempting to storm the barricade, one of the BVPs 
damaged its track and brought the last part of the column to a standstill. As a unit they 
were rather passive and awaited the orders of their superiors, showing no self-
initiative for protection of their own forces. Before the engagement, the majority of 
soldiers embarked from the vehicles, although the nearest TD and SMU members 
were only a few dozen meters away from their positions. During the actual 
engagement, the battlefield situation was not clear as the riflemen were not positioned 
properly, yet they formed the group target for the anti-armor gunners of the TD. The 
YPA eventually lost three soldiers in the vehicle during disembarkation. Despite 
continual firing of Armbrust antitank grenade launchers at the vehicles, only one YPA 
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soldier lost his life as a result of being shot, while the rest were killed by automatic 
weapons. The blocked units could only resort to support provided by rapid reaction 
forces in helicopters, which were at the time the only mobile unit in the entire territory 
of the Republic of Slovenia. The intervention of the sabotage platoon was demanded 
by the brigade commander at 13:30 hours, and five hours later, at 18:15 hours, two 
Mi-8 helicopters left Vrhnika with the task of destroying the blockades. The official 
analysis of the 1st Armored Brigade operations and the testimony of engagement 
participants reveal that the crowd of civilians at the barricade dispersed before the 
landing, which the blocked YPA soldiers would consider an indication of the 
anticipated use of armed force by the TD. The unit selected a favorable landing 
location, hidden in dense shrubbery and in the vicinity of the blocked unit. The reason 
that the landing unit failed to make contact with the mechanized platoon was that 
while performing a vertical maneuver during the attack on the TD, the unit lost one 
soldier and started to withdraw, although the majority of the TD defenders had 
already left their initial positions. One may conclude that the helicopter landing 
position was too close to the engagement area. From then on, t he platoon was 
isolated. Based on testimonies, the platoon had insufficient food and water supplies, 
and was forced to break into civilian homes to forage for its basic needs. As the unit 
also lacked an operations plan for both the task and for the evacuation, it surrendered 
to the TD the next morning.8 
                                 
Other YPA soldiers surrendered to the TD early in the day of engagement, with the 
exception of a BVP crew that remained in the vehicle until night. Based on t his 
information it can be concluded that the soldiers remained passive until the end of the 
engagement, as they only disembarked the vehicles when they were disarmed by the 
TD members. This can also lead us to speculate that the unit embarked on the task 
totally unprepared and untrained in combat procedures, since the platoon leader 
neither responded nor adjusted to the situation after the engagement.  
                                     
As noted, the YPA soldiers were ill-prepared to accomplish assigned and implied 
tasks, as they were not familiar with the mission of their own unit or the mission of 
their adversary. This should cause self-analysis of the Slovenian battle preparedness. 
The enemy analysis was not carried out, and the part of which was in fact performed, 
was not appropriate: the units were not prepared and trained for operations in complex 
circumstances among the civilian population, the system of logistic supplies was not 
functional, the tasks were issued incomplete and were not carried out tactically, the 
analysis of the avenues of approach in the direction of Brnik was incorrect, the 
leading of the unit in movement was inappropriate and without consideration for key 
terrain and critical points, no traffic regulation was in place along the movement 
routes of friendly forces, the facilities were improperly safeguarded, during the 
engagement all radio and television transmission should be forbidden and contacts 
with civilian population restricted, and the commanders lacked proper self-initiative 
in problem resolution.  
                           
At the YPA battalion level, the case study of the Trzin engagement showed 
insufficient intelligence support. The unit moved toward Brnik lacking the necessary 
intelligence and the surprise encounter at the barricades was larger than expected. 
Because of the barricades, the unit lost initiative in task accomplishment and its own 
                                                 
8 Premk, „Ljubljanska pokrajina TO,” 328-332. 
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elements of combat service support were insufficient, which was reflected in the 
morale and decisions of the commanders. It is a fact that the staff lacked sufficient 
planning time, as the units left the Vrhnika Military Post within two hours after 
receiving the brigade order. If these facts are projected to a SAF unit deployed to 
KFOR, the most important lesson learned in the Trzin engagement is that during the 
predeployment period a battalion has to carry out as much operational preparation and 
intelligence preparation of the battlefield as possible, also without knowing the task. 
Given the fact that potential conflict locations in Kosovo are already known, the staff 
can simulate possible conflict scenarios. The simulation results can be used as a basis 
to generate tasks for subunits, based on w hich they can conduct training and 
experiments focused on the presence of civilian population. The mention of civilian 
population is another link between the Trzin engagement and the situation in Kosovo. 
The training of battalion-sized units in the majority of cases was focused on 
conventional combat tasks, and only recently has the civilian environment become an 
integral part, which has a potentially positive effect on the professional use of 
weapons in urban areas.   
                             
Equally important is the battalion-level planning of unit training, as in most cases 
training is usually limited to platoon training and within individual companies. 
Multinational operations involve, in addition to language and communication barriers, 
many challenges regarding adjustments to various tactical procedures of other units, 
which will without prior training definitely be reflected in the outcome of a major 
mission. For example, the challenges of communications and interoperability between 
a Slovenian platoon leader and German-speaking members of an engineer unit 
meeting for the first time at the removal of a similar barricade. In case of the Trzin 
engagement, the unit had no e ngineer support, which would facilitate maneuver 
through barricades; yet the fact that movement problems were also encountered by 
tracked vehicles calls the employability of wheeled armored vehicles into question. In 
this context, it can also be claimed that the employment of SAF ambulances in similar 
situations may be limited due to difficult movement and also a bigger number of 
casualties, for in the majority of cases only one ambulance will be attached to a 
company. The Trzin engagement is regarded as one of the first military conflicts in 
the War for Slovenia, and its outcome significantly influenced the further progress of 
YPA activities and the improved morale of the TD members in the independence war, 
as it became clear that the YPA was not invincible after all. 
                                    
The first unnecessary mistake made by the YPA platoon worth mentioning, which 
occurred before its deployment, was the preparation of equipment, which did not 
ensure 24-hour sustainability of the platoon. The second factor was inadequate crew 
qualifications for the operation of vehicles, as the driver damaged the track because of 
poor driving skills and brought the column to a standstill. Lesson learned: soldiers in 
platoons need to drill minor repair procedures, which would allow YPA members to 
continue their movement without serious consequences. In the event of halting the 
column at the barricade, as it was the case with the YPA column in Trzin, a platoon 
leader must take into account key terrain in the area of the halted unit and the time for 
it to be occupied first by the friendly unit, if possible. In case of the Trzin engagement 
it became clear that the YPA had enough time to occupy positions on terrain of higher 
elevation or with better view before the arrival of the TD. A more favorable position 
and hence dispersion of unit would have an impact on t he outcome of the 
engagement. Another of the post-battle findings was that the mechanized platoon did 
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not make the landing conditions for the helicopters easy, which could have otherwise 
been provided through prior protection of the area and establishment of their own 
defensive positions. The commander was too passive and relied too heavily on 
external support, which, however, never arrived also due to inadequate distribution of 
the unit and weapons. The TD had eight wounded soldiers and one killed, 
highlighting the effectiveness the YPA crew-served weapons' fire, which would have 
been more difficult to defeat with the better positioning of weapons. 
 
Conclusion 
                                    
The findings of case studies from the Slovenian War for Independence can be used in 
support of all members of the Slovenian Armed Forces, who have already found and 
may find themselves in similar situations in international missions. In this context, the 
TD advantages over the YPA should be specifically mentioned: familiarity with 
domestic terrain, familiarity with and support of the local population, patriotism, more 
experienced and more cohesive units. More detailed analyses of command functions 
in the TD have also shown that the TD had some deficiencies, in particular an 
insufficiently competent intelligence and counterintelligence services, lack of tactical 
support of units, capabilities for communication and command among units at longer 
distances, and psychological support of the TD members for potential military 
conflicts and requirements in the civilian environment. 
                                    
The YPA deficiencies derived from the fact that its units were sent on missions 
without adequate logistical support, the YPA conducted offensive operations with 
relatively inexperienced soldiers who inadequately trained to drive armored vehicles 
and tanks. During the halts at the barricades, the commander of the YPA column 
never seized the key terrain in the vicinity, on higher ground and the areas with better 
fields of fire and observation. The YPA also lacked adequate intelligence support of 
its units, as no analyses of the enemy were carried out, logistical support was poor, the 
analysis of access to the desired border crossings was inappropriate, and the initiative 
of the commander was inadequate.  
                     
When comparing the fighting between the YPA and the TD in 1991 with subsequent 
SAF tasks in international operations and missions, the following conclusions can be 
made: civilian unrest occurring in international operations and missions was also a 
threat in 1991; an important TD advantage was familiarity with terrain -- the TD had a 
better overview of the terrain and better utilized its weapons at the same time. The 
YPA found itself in an inferior position; most of the time it was located in one 
position and often failed to make use of any terrain advantages. Similar situations can 
also be encountered by the Slovenian Armed Forces in international operations and 
missions. Nowadays, far more attention than in 1991 is dedicated to force protection, 
and security measures are far stricter. Also in KFOR, it was difficult to expect 
complete and clear orders, and the SAF might, in case of an incident, find itself in a 
similar position as the YPA did in 1991 in Trzin. Interoperability of the TD with the 
Militia and civilian was very important, and the same principles should be applied in 
the SAF cooperation with other armed forces and organizations in international 
operations and missions. 
                                      
In 1991, the rules for opening fire and of engagement were not clear, and there were a 
lot of inconsistencies with regard to the use of force. Today, however, every SAF 
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soldier must be familiar with the situations in which force is employed. The TD had 
no knowledge of particular weapons and their use, and the SAF cannot allow this to 
happen. Direct orders issued by the TD superiors were often disobeyed, and military 
discipline was violated. It is also true that military commanders must be trained and 
given appropriate competences for the appropriate training and command of soldiers. 
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13.
Military Doctrinal Transformation in 

Post-Communist States: 
The Case of Slovenia 

by 
 

Vladimir Prebilič and Damijan Guštin

Abstract 

The Territorial Defense (TD) of Slovenia was originally an integral territorial 
component of the Yugoslavian defense forces. The TD was organized according to 
the military doctrines of general national resistance and national self-protection, 
which were developed during the Cold War but were meant to be transformed or 
even abolished after 1987. During the process of Slovenian secession, the TD was 
considered to be a very important pillar for the creation of the Slovenian defense 
forces, because it was under the leadership of the Slovene political elite. After 
September 1990, the TD was, with the help of important legal changes, formally 
put under complete Slovenian political jurisdiction, and became the state’s armed 
forces. However, the Slovene military leadership did not modernize the military 
doctrine of the TD, and only introduced elements of territorial maneuverability, 
making a military concentration possible in any part of the state territory. This 
important change was achieved through transport capability reforms. In spring 
1991, a new doctrinal concept was successfully tested in military exercises, and 
then adapted. Based on this doctrine, Slovenia was dragged into war in June 1991.  
After the Slovene declaration of independence, the military doctrinal changes 
continued, based on the primary goal of transforming the TD into the Slovenian 
Armed Forces. Because of this, the military doctrine of general national resistance 
and national self-protection was clearly abolished, and replaced with a new 
military doctrine in 1995, which reflected the real geopolitical situation and facts in 
the region. 

 
Introduction
 
Military doctrine is the highest military and professional document of an individual 
army and is based on the historical experience and theoretical knowledge about 
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warfare, which is put into operation of national defense strategy and ensures 
uniformity of understanding among members of this same system in terms of 
coordination and focusing efforts of military system.1 Doctrinal development of the 
armed forces as one of the most important building blocks of national security is a 
long-term process, which is based partly on anticipation of real circumstances and 
resources, on the other hand, it is also a theoretical reflection on the possibilities of 
the future armed conflict, their nature and form, as well as ways to use armed forces 
in them.2  

 

Due to profound changes in the broader security environment, as well as the fact of 
exceptionally rapid development of the recently-established state of Slovenia, it is  
possible to demonstrate (pre)rapid changes military-technical documents that their 
effect was not developed until the end. Implementation of military doctrines was 
completely without calling at any due to objective reasons. The result was a v alid 
military disparity between doctrinal foundations and facts in the armed forces. 
Slovenia’s doctrinal transformation of armed forces had to be executed within these 
parameters: the end of the Cold War and its conventional concepts of warfare based 
on a conflict of mass armies which has changed security environment and, in addition, 
there was in the years 1990-1991 also changed the national framework, in which 
national security had to be established – the Republic of Slovenia became an 
independent state on 25 June 1991. S lovenia established territorial forces (1968), 
which have been under its jurisdiction that has transformed into the only national 
defense power of the young country. However, even before the process of creating a  
national security system came to an end, a new challenge emerged. The political elite 
of Slovenia, at the end of 1993, adopted a n ew strategic goal: the inclusion of 
Slovenia in the North Atlantic Alliance. This meant that the necessary transformation 
of the armed forces and their doctrinal adjustments must be implemented and 
standardized with NATO procedures. In 2004, t he Slovenia achieved this strategic 
objective when it became a new full member of the Alliance. This fact was followed 
by assuming responsibilities and duties, which have required the development of new 
military-strategic documents and the transformation of the armed forces. In light of 
reduced defense funding, the objectives of recent transformation have not been 
achieved and rightly so, there was a question of suitability of reorganizing the 
Slovenian armed forces, as well as continuing their mission in accordance witht eh 
Slovenian Constitution and defense laws.  
 
The Role and Importance of Military Doctrines   
 
Any military doctrine constitutes the methods of the armed forces to accomplish its 
mission. In the military doctrine are defined facts, which require new ways of 
thinking with the objective of supporting national interests and goals. It is intended to 
inform the national security structures and enforced defense strategy. Representing 
principled positions on t he organization, administration, and operation of armed 
forces in the implementation of all tasks, lays down the fundamental principles by 
                                                           
1 Branimir Furlan, et. al, Vojaška doktrina (Military doctrine) (Ljubljana: Defensor, 2006), 3. 
2 Anton Žabkar, Marsova dediščina 1. Temelji vojaških ved (Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede, 
2003), 25.  
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which the internal structure also identifies armed forces, and directs their operation. 
As such it is based on t he historical experience and theoretical knowledge about 
warfare. It is binding, but requires prudence with its application in practice. The 
objective of military doctrine is to ensure unity of understanding, commonality of 
operations, and is the basis of a standardized implementation of armed forces 
operations. In addition, it provides the basic elements of military operations, and 
constitutes a fundamental starting point for military planners and decision makers. 
Military doctrine is a document which transparently presents armed forces before the 
public, their communication and informing international environment with a special 
emphasis on allies and providing direct and indirect civilian control of the armed 
forces.  
 
The most important determinant and starting point of military doctrine is the national-
security strategy, which represents the operational segment national defence strategy. 
This means that indirectly affects on the design of military doctrine and all segments 
of national-security planning and, indirectly, on the international environment.  
 
Argument for National Defense Forces of Slovenia
 
SFR Yugoslavia was the security framework in which Slovenia, in the northwestern 
part of the SFRY, reaffirmed its defensive function in the 1980s. Yugoslav defense 
was defined according to the geostrategic position between the two major political 
blocs, both of which in Europe were strongly polarized and territorial demarcated.3 

Yugoslavia established a concept of total defense. It foresaw a strong and well-
equipped regular army, the Yugoslav People's Army, together with Yugoslavia Navy 
and air forces (war aviation and anti-air defence).4  An important component of the 
Yugoslav Armed Forces, which had become formally independent from the Yugoslav 
People's Army, was eight formations of Territorial Defense -- each republic and the 
two autonomous provinces had a statutory basis for establishing such forces at the 
provincial level.5 From the point of view of strategic-military planning, however, 
there were units that were included under the umbrella of federal defence planning, 
and therefore their own military doctrinal documents had yet been developed, but 
only the coordinating subsidiary bodies with common defense design and doctrine.6  
                                                           
3 Vladimir Prebilič, »Zur Bedeutung geostrategischen Sloweniens - Vortail oder Flucht?« in Die Alpen 
im kalten Krieg: historischer Raum, Strategie und Siecherheitspolitik, ed. Dieter and Felix Schneider, 
313-324 (München: Oldenbourg, 2012). 
4  Strategija oboroženega boja (Beograd: Zvezni sekretariat za ljudsko obrambo, 1985), 103-143. 
5 Soviet military intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968 was an important reason for reforming the 
defense capability of the SFRY. That same year, the Federal Assembly of the SFRY adopted legislation 
which is part of the competence of defense was transferred to the Republic. With this was also 
developed Territorial Defense (TO) of Slovenia. Although the units of TO were projected as a 
territorial component and support the organization of defense in a given area by federal Yugoslav 
People's Army (JNA), there were large differences between the TO in Yugoslavia. Socialist Republic 
of Slovenia had spent maximum funding for ongoing training, education, training, arming, and versatile 
organization. It is this factor in Slovenia that strongly differs from other organizations in other 
republics. In early 1990, the Slovenian TO units drafted and distributed about 75,000 reservists (Tomaž 
Kladnik, Slovenian Armed Forces in the Service of Slovenia [Ljubljana: Defensor, 2007], 42).  
6 Boris Bolfek, “Teritorialna obramba Slovenije.” In Vojaška obramba Slovenije: 1990-1991 (Military 
Defense of Slovenia, 1990-1991), ed. Tomaž Kladnik, 168 (Ljubljana: Defensor, 2011).  Janez J. 
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The doctrine of armed conflict in Yugoslavia was the document finally formulated in 
1983 in the form of two additional documents: strategy of armed forces and the 
guidelines for the defense of Yugoslavia against attack.7 This took place during a 
period of economic crisis and political uncertainty, which coincided with the decay of 
the Communist bloc and transition of socialist authoritarian regimes towards a more 
democratic social organization.  
 
The Armed Forces, on their own initiative, had during periods of budgetary 
constraints gradually transformed the military system into the classic defense posture, 
to abolish the concept of total defense and, consequently, reduced the role, tasks, and 
responsibilities of the Territorial Defence, particularly its command system: "Prepared 
doctrine of TD has envisaged subordination of defense units of TD under command of 
YPA units."8 This transformation of TD doctrine met with resistance, especially from 
the Slovenian political elite due to ideological reasons, and even more so in order to 
maintain its influence on the Slovenian TD and the preservation of relatively 
autonomous republic of positions in the federation. They also opposed the reform of 
the Armed Forces, which would have been deprived of many of its powers. The 
general People's defense doctrine and social self-preservation was given the narrow 
relationship to "Tito's heritage" and was sacrosanct. This was considered acceptable.9   

The Yugoslav military leadership officially redefined its doctrine of armed conflict in 
1990.10  

 

It is also the case in the process of “peeling off” and then “decoupling” -- Slovenia's 
independence efforts in the years 1990-1991 caused urgent defining of new policies in 
the area of defense, and in particular, the armed forces. Even more, because there was, 
after the first democratic elections in spring 1990, an interruption of contact between 
the newly-elected Slovenian and Yugoslav political elites supreme command of YPA 
decided for disarmament of Slovene TD.11 Such a decision immediately forced the 
Slovenian political leadership to establish its own defence policy. It also began the 
construction of an improvized defense system, strong enough to deter external 
invasions.12 The defense system was built in a few months,13 and changed the security 

                                                                                                                                                                      
Švajncer, Teritorialna obramba Republike Slovenije (Ljubljana: Viharnik, 1992); and Miljenko 
Živković, Teritorialna obrana Jugoslavije: najširi oblik organiziranja radnih ljudi i građana za 
oružanu borbu (Beograd: Vojnoizdavački zavod, 1985). 
7 Janez J. Švajncer, Teritorialna obramba Republike Slovenije (Ljubljana: Viharnik, 1992), and 
Miljenko Živković, Teritorialna obrana Jugoslavije: najširi oblik organiziranja radnih ljudi i građana 
za oružanu borbu (Beograd: Vojnoizdavački zavod, 1985), 29-33.  
8 Janez Slapar, “Priprave teritorialne obrambe od oktobra 1990 do napada,” Vojaška zgodovina 2, no. 8 
(2004): 4-13.  
9 Cf. Marijan Kranjc, »Savremene vojne doktrine - sukob niskog intenziteta,« Vojno delo: opštevojni 
teorijski časopis 42 (1991): 5-6 and 59-85; Marijan F. Kranjc, Spopad nizke intenzivnosti: generalska 
naloga (Maribor: Pro-Andy, 2007); and Davor Marijan, Slom Titove armije: JNA I raspad Jugoslavije 
1987-1992 (Zagreb: Golden marketing-Tehnička knjiga, Hrvatski institut za povijest, 2008), 25-63.  
10 Marijan, Slom Titove armije, 102-123. 
11 The Presidency of the State which demanded the removal of master this provision, the federal 
presidency, were unwilling to accept; the result was full immobilization of TD. 
12 At the same time, two completely different concepts were in conflict: a classic state model with a 
strong military structure and the member without the army in its traditional meaning. In addition, at 
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environment in autumn 1990 Slovene political leadership decided in favour of the 
legalistic path, as much as possible in order to deter potential internal conflict and, as 
a result, of counter-measures of central military authorities, who have been carrying 
out transformations of military system as marked aversion. In addition, it has been an 
important additional reason: resting on the status quo to allow construction of at least 
temporary defense system; both material as systemic and this time much more 
favorably, with point of view, that defense system should be operational immediately 
after shaping individual components. In autumn 1990, the Slovenian parliament with 
the constitutional amendments unilaterally established as Territorial Defence army of 
Slovenia, which was associated in the Yugoslav defence system only in a state of 
war.14  

 
In autumn 1990, the newly-appointed military leadership of Slovenia started a 
thorough reorganization and upgrading of the defense system. Little time was spent 
on military doctrinal development, although it was considered an urgent task. It takes 
considerable time and effort to formulate military doctrine, and the priority was on the 
construction of a defense system.  
 
In October 1990, the plan of legislative system contained the proposal of defense 
doctrine preparation by 30 October 1990, the Law on defense and protection should 
be prepared by 31 December 1990, the Law on military service should be prepared by 
28 February 1991, and the law on service in the armed forces was to be developed by 
31 May 1991.15  Upgrading the defense system was delayed, and this was having a 
negative impact on combat readiness. Instead, that new law on defense and protection 
                                                                                                                                                                      
least some representatives of Slovenian political elites had before the eyes experience with YPA, which 
was one of the strongest armies in Europe, but it was also the largest and most expensive national 
institution, which avoided political control. Both of these options -- create strong and otherwise 
Slovenian military structures or demilitarize the nation -- were extremes. This division of political 
parties as well as in supporting public opinion was potentially dangerous. In a survey conducted in 
October 1990, Slovenian public opinion 25.2 % of the respondents believe that Slovenia should be 
without the army, in January 1991, it was for Slovenia without the army which 48.8 % of respondents. 
Priority options Slovenian armed forces was that are supported by part of the government, particularly 
Defense and Ministry of the Interior, while the demilitarization had strong support in the presidency of 
Slovenia and in the opposition and public. The problem of demilitarization was primarily to 
understanding neighboring countries -- for the disarmament of Republic of Slovenia can only guarantee 
institutions of security systems neighboring countries, not public opinion. Threats and military 
intervention of YPA has definitely destroyed the ethos of demilitarization, as Slovenia and Slovenians 
face a real threat of war and the social poverty. See Ljubica Jelušič, “Jugoslovanska ljudska armada 
leta 1991 - začetek konca ene največjih evropskih vojsk po koncu hladne vojne,” in Slovenska 
osamosvojitev 1991: pričevanja in analize : simpozij, Brežice, 21. in 22. junij 2001: zbornik, ed. Jurij 
Perovšek, Stane Granda, 215-228 (Ljubljana: Državni zbor Republike Slovenije: Zveza zgodovinskih 
društev Slovenije, 2002).  
13 Albin Mikulič, Rebels with a Cause: National Defense Manoeuvre Structure (Ljubljana: RS Ministry 
of Defence, Slovenian Armed Forces, Military Museum, 2007), 43-52, and Janez Janša, Premiki 
(Ljubljana: Mladinska knjiga, 1992), p. 48.   
14 Damijan Guštin, “Oborožene sile Republike Slovenije v prelomnem trenutku: nacionalna obramba - 
dosežek samostojne slovenske države?” in Osamosvojitev 1991: država in demokracija na Slovenskem 
v zgodovinskih razsežnostih, ed. Mitja Ferenc, Jurij Hadalin, and Blaž Babič, 253-264 (Ljubljana: 
Znanstvena založba Filozofske fakultete, 2011). 
15 Janez Slapar, “Priprave teritorialne obrambe od oktobra 1990 do napada,” Vojaška zgodovina, 5, št. 2 
(2004): 4-13. 
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was scheduled for adoption before the end of 1990, the public and the internal 
discussion (mainly about the basic issue on demilitarizing Slovenia to avoid the 
military conflict with the YPA) was extended for several months, and the law was 
enacted in 6 March 1991.16 With this law, the state decided on military defense, and 
with it, needed to develop a doctrinal system. 
 
The first important aspect of doctrinal changes was the conversion of Territorial 
Defense into the state army. The TD was designed as a component of the Yugoslav 
armed forces with specific tasks, and beginning in spring 1991, was officially 
performing all tasks in defense of the new country. It redesigned the military records 
and included in TD younger soldiers from a reserve element of the YPA -- formerly 
the Partisan brigades. By acquiring additional transport assets, mobility was increased 
and a military exercise was carried out by moving units at a distance around 150 km 
(exercise “Premik /Movement/” 1990). A few secretly imported items of military 
equipment and anti-armour weapons filled gaps in small arms capacity; it did not have 
any heavy weapons, armored or motorized forces, or aviation assets. The defense of 
Slovenia was based in low-intensity combat (obstruction, stopping, psychological 
war), with the employment of TD, police forces, and civil defense.17 It cannot be 
identified from available documents what was happening with military doctrine. 
 
Doctrinal Development after Independence, 1991-1994 
 
The Army and TD of the Republic of Slovenia (TDRS), with the other elements of its 
defense forces, achieved battlefield and strategic victory in July 1991, after 
undergoing transformation from autumn 1990 to May 1991. Military interoperability 
was a f actor in this success. The independence period (1991-1994) was based on 
establishing a n ational defense structure on the model of Western democratic 
countries. It was of primary importance to establish a fully-functioning professional 
army quickly as possible. In 1993, a resolution on new geostrategic goals was 
adopted: Slovenia should implement its national security through full integration into 
NATO. This objective was for years included in all development strategic and 
normative solutions and actions. This defense law was adopted in in 1994, and 
normatively arranged organization of defence system and the Slovenian Armed 
Forces (SAF). The purpose of this Act was de facto establishing the SAF and its new 
structure, which was divided on maneuver and support elements. Other military 
elements were based on a recruitment system and conscription at a minimum 
necessary professional core. Competences of the state bodies in the administration and 
defense systems were established following the pattern of other parliamentary 
democracies. The period between 1994 and 2004 w as marked by extensive 
organizational changes that took place in the SAF within the context of defense, as 
Slovenia became an associate member of the North Atlantic Assembly and a member 
of Partnership for Peace.18  

                                                           
16 Uradni list Republike Slovenije, 6 June 1991, No. 15, 555, Zakon o obrambi in zaščiti /Defense and 
the Protection Act. 
17 Kladnik, Vojaška obramba Slovenije: 1990-1991, 53.  
18 Anton Grizold, Slovenija v spremenjenem varnostnem okolju: k razvoju obrambno-zaščitnega 
sistema: izzivi in spodbude (Slovenia in the amended security environment: toward developing 
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War erupted in neighboring Croatia in autumn 1991, and this posed a security threat 
to Slovenia. 19 This circumstance demanded from military leadership that continued to 
focus on provision of operational military forces. 
 
Commanding New Armed Forces

The Territorial Defence of Slovenia in June 1991 was hierarchically organized, but 
still with a territorial army force structure. Republican headquarters was still far from 
general headquarters organization, even though it had such attachments. Military 
leadership was strongly politically influenced, although the minister responsible for 
defense was considered capable. 
 
The TDRS was organized into seven regional commands and brigade MORiS. Each 
of them was actually a regional headquarters, which had its core leadership and 
responsibility for the TD at its operating area. 20  Each of the regional headquarters 
had three to five subordinate regional defense sectors.  Former TD officers, and 
professional and ex-reserve officers, were designated as the commanders. Their ranks 
were considered relatively, corresponding to that of a colonel or brigadier.  
 
Doctrinal Development of the Slovenian Defense Forces
 
A resolution on t he starting-points for the national security of the Republic of 
Slovenia was adopted at the end of 1993.21 Military threats from the conflict zone of 
Yugoslavia, and its resulting concerns over the risk of armed intervention against 
Slovenia or from an attempt to change borders of their own countries by neighboring 
countries and eventual wider military conflict, was important. The defense 
establishment of the country contained two components: military and civil defense. 
The Slovenian Army served as the nation’s defense force. Its basic task was military 
defense in the case of an attack on the country, followed by ensuring the necessary 
combat readiness and professional training in combat operations and other forms of 
military resistance. There was also an option for the Slovenian Army, in accordance 
with the Constitution, that the SAF should be considered as part of an international 
force. Training for defense missions was envisaged as an implementation of the 
general military obligations (with regard to conscientious objection; for such it was 
provided for training for other duties in defense). Commanding officers, staff, and 

                                                                                                                                                                      
defense-protection system - challenges and incentives). (Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede 
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Republic of Slovenia/, 20 December 1993; Dopolnila resolucije o izhodiščih zasnove nacionalne 
varnosti Republike Slovenije. 

127



 

 

non-commissioned officers were to be trained initially in the appropriate general-civil 
education institutions, and later in military schools and supplementary forms of 
training. The resolution also confirmed previous arrangements that normally did not 
deviate from the normal arrangements prevailing in democratic countries. The 
commander-in-chief was the president of the Republic (at the end of 1991 t he 
constitution was amended and from presidency was designed an institution of 
president, which has had little real power) but only in case of war or state of 
emergency that must be declared by the Slovene Parliament. However, the planning 
and preparation of the armed forces was in the hands of the government (or Ministry 
of Defense as a professional institution). The Government was also directly 
responsible for preparing and implementing defense tasks. The National Security 
Council was to provide coordination and exchange of views for the government. 
Parliament was also to monitor the implementation of defense policies and 
programs.22 Almost simultaneously with the publication of this resolution, at the end 
of 1993 state leadership in cooperation with military strategy thinkers accepted the 
new geo-strategical decision of requesting to join NATO,23 which was announced as 
the objective of the national strategic importance. NATO membership was perceived 
as a comprehensive solution for many security challenges of the Slovene state: 

• insurance against an the increasingly brutal war in Bosnia, 
• deviation from the former Yugoslavia,  
• ensuring missing elements of defense system,  
• confirming political affiliation with new geopolitical area of the West. 

 
The following laws, which enabled the development of the SAF as a conventional 
military organization, were enacted:  

•  The 1994 law for the provision of funds for fundamental development of 
programs for defense forces, with which they have been provided with the 
resources to purchase complex combat systems, such as aviation, equipment 
for air-space surveillance, anti-tank defense, communications, etc. 

• The 1995 law on military service obligations that recognizes conscientious 
objection in all phases of military obligations  

• To realize and operationalize the legitimate democratic control of the defense 
system.24  

 
It took one-and-a-half year for a group to produce the first national security military 
doctrine for the new army.25   This doctrine reflected the great changes made by the 
Slovenian Armed Forces in the first years after successfully winning the war and tasks 
in the new geo-strategical architecture of independent state. Meanwhile, the Republic 
of Slovenia made successful steps towards integration into Western security 
organizations by signing an agreement on cooperation with NATO and entering the 
Partnership for Peace (PfP) program. The then-valid doctrine was based on t he 
                                                           
22 Ibid. 
23 Uradni list Republike Slovenije, 12 January 1994, 2 /2548, Dopolnila resolucije o izhodiščih zasnove 
nacionalne varnosti Republike Slovenije. 
24 Anton Grizold, Slovenija v spremenjenem varnostnem okolju: k razvoju obrambno-zaščitnega 
sistema: izzivi in spodbude (Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede Univerze v Ljubljani, 2005), 131. 
25 Decision of the Government of the Republic of Slovenia, no. 801/95-25, 27 July 1995. 
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principle of national self-defence, in which armed forces must be capable of 
eliminating any forms of aggression (limited or radical) or dealing with non-
conventional attacks. The exception to the rule was possible cooperation in UN 
operations. The doctrine structured armed forces between two pillars: maneuver 
forces and territorial forces. The former were better equipped and trained, and formed 
contingents for international operations. The latter were more numerous and the basis 
for conscript training.  
 
At the top of the military chain-of-command was operational headquarters, 
subordinated to the army headquarters along with the chief of the general staff. This 
organizational structure enabled a swift response to possible aggression, which was a 
“lesson learned” from the short independence war. This military doctrine was based 
on the initial period of extremely short preparation for possible combat and ended 
with a fractured attack on a n opponent, halting him and taking over strategic 
initiatives. A high degree of mutual cooperation within the structures of the SAF is a 
characteristic of combat operations of the SAF. They must be mobilized in a timely 
manner, flexible, and decisive when stopping the possible opponents’ penetration into 
national territory. A flexible defense in-depth should be organized on possible enemy 
avenues of approach into the country, built near national borders to slow the pace of 
attack and force the opponent to use unplanned access of approach, thus losing time 
while being an easier target. Urban areas should be incorporated into defense plans, as 
they will also hinder an enemy advance.26 Among the methods of warfare taken into 
consideration are: assault (as the fundamental and decisive facts of the engagement), 
defensive methods, special operation forces, and guerrilla-partisan warfare. The 
doctrine was later basically neglected.  
 
Structural and organizational changes were essential for the development of the SAF 
after 2001. T hey were influenced by many factors: the rise of global terrorism, the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, war in Afghanistan and in Iraq, and, as a result, an 
increased need to inter-ministerial and inter-state cooperation in the field of defense. 
Otherwise, a solid majority of public opinion supported membership of the Republic 
of Slovenia in NATO, but the first test was when the alliance carried out an attack on 
Serbia without a UN mandate in 1999. While the strength of the SAF was gradually 
increasing until 2001 (73,000 military recruits), there was a rapid reduction to 39,000 
military recruits in 2002-2003. In 2003, conscription ended as the state leadership 
decided that Slovenia should quickly move into the professionalization of the army. 
 
The national security strategy was prepared used for eight after it was formulated in 
2001.27 It was understandable, that it should be quite different from the situation when 
war lasted in former Yugoslavia and Slovenia role in international affairs was 
different. In 2001, Slovenia was already on the threshold of entry into the European 
Union. Negotiations on accession to NATO did not proclaim an exact date of 
invitation, but it had previously been a m ember in the preparatory Partnership for 
                                                           
26 Doktrina Slovenske vojske. Ljubljana, 1995. Unpublished manuscript, in authors’s possession. 
27 Uradni list Republike Slovenije, 6 July 2001, 56 / 2957, Resolucija o strategiji nacionalne varnosti 
Republike Slovenije (The resolution on national security strategy Republic of Slovenia/ (ReSNV), 21 
June 2001. 
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Peace. War in Yugoslavia had ended and only a question of Kosovo was 
unresolved.28 Among the sources of military threats, resolution stated in particularly 
(unlikely) war of large dimensions and rapid deterioration in security situation on the 
territory of former Yugoslavia; otherwise, resolution stemmed conclusions that are 
coming into focus non-military sources of threats. The resolution therefore was 
relying on the preparations to NATO integration, identified a different organization of 
the defense. The base should become a qualitatively improved but less numerous 
army, redesigned and modernized. Although the resolution has not yet set up 
introduction of professional armed forces, but it emerged with the intention to 
increase the share in the army professional soldiers and modernize the army. The 
defense establishment was still divided into military and civil defense. Military 
defense was provided by the SAF, whose main task was military defense of the state 
and implementation of the obligations in the international arena, including peace 
support operations.29  

 
The resolution was supplemented at the same year by a defensive strategy; the 
Slovene government adopted the first version in 2000 and the final one 20 December 
2001.30 This represented a fundamental document for the design of doctrinal changes. 
Together with the simultaneously adopted the new General Long-term Program of 
Development and Equipping of the Slovenian Armed Forces was the basis for a 
further three-year period in which military planners were to devise all major platforms 
of the military system of Slovenia. Three years later, in 2004, Slovenia became a 
member of NATO and entered into the system of collective security. The same year, 
Slovenia also abandoned conscription and introduced an all-volunteer system of 
recruitment what was considered the first step towards professionalization.31  

 
These changes called for a comprehensive doctrinal document that would reflect all 
securities shifts that the defense system had experienced over 13 years of 
independence. The task of preparing the doctrine of the SAF was given to a special 
group of senior officers led by SAF Assistant Chief of the General Staff, Brigadier 
General Branimir Furlan. The result of this three years’ work was the new SAF 
doctrine, officially enacted  in 2006.32  

 
The Chief of the General Staff specified that doctrine conforms with the fundamental 
documents of the NATO Alliance (Alliance’s Strategic Concept) and its doctrine 
                                                           
28 Jože Pirjevec, Jugoslovanske vojne (Ljubljana: Mladinska knjiga, 2008), 142.  
29 Uradni list Republike Slovenije, 6 July 2001, 56 / 2957, Resolucija o strategiji nacionalne varnosti 
Republike Slovenije (ReSNV) (The resolution on national security strategy Republic of Slovenia/, 21 
June 2001. 
30 Uradni list Republike Slovenije, 20 December 2001,   Uradni list RS 4 December 2001, št. 97/4801, 
Splošni dolgoročni program razvoja in opremljanja Slovenske vojske.  
31 Igor Kotnik Dvojmoč, “Profesionalizacija Slovenske vojske - cilj ali pot” (Professionalization of the 
Slovenian Armed Forces - a goal or a path), Sodobni vojaški izzivi (Contemporary military challenges) 
14, no. 1 (May 2012): 11-25; Anton Grizold, Siniša Tatalović, and Vlatko Cvrtila, “Politika nacionalne 
sigurnosti Republike Slovenije,” in Regionalna sigurnost i multilateralna suradnja: Republika 
Hrvatska i jugoistok Europe, ed. Siniša Tatalović and Vlatko Cvrtila, 204-221 (Zagreb: Centar za 
međunarodne i sigurnosne studije, Fakulteta političkih znanosti Sveučilišta u Zagrebu: Politička 
kultura, 2010). 
32 Doktrina Slovenske vojske (Ljubljana: MORS, 2006). 
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(especially Allied Joint Doctrine, the AAP-1) and, of course, Slovenian security and 
military environment along with the military experiences and tradition.33 The doctrine 
was actually derived from the principle that “the military defense of the Republic of 
Slovenia is based on t he use of joint allied forces and integration of the Slovene 
Armed forces into this concept.”34 Therefore, while acknowledging that the Slovenian 
Armed Forces are operating mainly in cooperation with the Allied forces, it 
underlines the importance of interoperability perceived also as the ability of operating 
in multinational organizations outside Slovenia. The 2001 Resolution contends it is 
highly unlikely to participate in conventional warfare, but “terrorism” and other non-
military security challenges may be encountered. The SAF structure, according to 
current doctrine, is flexible, capable of organizing deployable small units according to 
the expectations of its Allies. Forces are organized according to their mission, space, 
and the concept of Combined Joint Task Forces: "The concept of Combined Joint 
Task Force is the basic mode of operation of the Slovenian Army units within the 
Alliance in the implementation of the military defense of the Republic of Slovenia or 
in crisis response operations.”35 Therefore the doctrine provides an offensive, 
defensive, special, stabilization (crisis response and peace support operations), 
support, information, and transient operational capability of the SAF.36 
 
Conclusion 
 
In the changed security environment of the 21st century, the greatest threats are 
globally distributed conflicts of various intensities which include the armed forces of 
the developed Western world as a unified whole to resolve them. For the effective and 
efficient operation of the whole, interconnectivity, coordination, and standardization 
in particular -- from the language of command to ammunition -- is essential. Part of 
these processes is well under way in the SAF. 
 
Doctrinal development in the Republic of Slovenia has many specific traits. The first 
is the exceptional intensity of the changing security environment, both in the 
immediate vicinity as well as the wider region. As a consequence, the political elites 
unusually quickly and in accordance with accepted security challenges were always 
adopting new strategic decisions, which military doctrinal development failed to 
follow. Military doctrine adopted in 1995 a nd 2006 w ere often inconsistent with 
national security policies. As a result, these two documents deprived of the 
fundamental legitimacy and followed the failure of the implementation of the 
doctrinal positions within the military system itself. Direct consequence of this 
situation was numerous reforms in organization, education and training, commanding, 
and equipping the SAF. 
 
Therefore, the military system, despite all its efforts, is unable to carry out the 
transformation process and in particular its objectives are changed before it gets to 
full implementation, let alone to an adequate evaluation of such transformation 
                                                           
33 Ibid., 5. 
34 Ibid., 13. 
35 Ibid., 18.  
36 Ibid., 48-72. 
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results. This is all reflected in the military system, and in its image in the perception 
of civil society and declining self-esteem of Slovene military system. One can predict 
additional consequences on their combat motivation and organizational and 
operational readiness. This situation seemingly leads to:  

• undefined military-historical tradition of Slovene Armed Forces, as expressed 
in constant building of new, never fully defined and expressed military 
identities, 

• lack of internal cohesion, which is the result of different systems in the field of 
training, specializations, and drills of individual members of the Slovenian 
Armed Forces what leads to internal mutual friction and competition, 

• undefined medium- and long-term strategy development of the Slovenian 
armed forces, which causes constant improvization for the attainment of the 
objectives and realization of tasks, 

• insufficient coordination between the external obligations (members of 
cooperative security organizations) and internal tasks with in Ministry of 
Defense which in many occasions leads to overloading the defense system,  

• the poor public image of the Slovenian Armed Forces, which through 
continuous real and perceived scandals (purchases of weapon systems) reflect 
the public support and understanding of the needs of the defence system. 

 
The Slovenian Army is, in spite of all the shortcomings of the modern and 
professional structure, well-established in the world as a reliable partner. This is 
evidenced by the successful cooperation in many crisis response operations, which is 
gathering valuable experience in combat and strengthens the established alliance. But 
the question is how long will it be able to maintain this image in the future without a 
thorough plan for eliminating the reasons for the problems in the country?  
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Hungarian Participation in the 

International Commission of Control 
and Supervision in Vietnam, 1973-1975 

 

by 

Tamás Nagy

Abstract 

The 1973 Paris Peace Accords ended the Vietnam War. These Accords decreed that 
an International Commission of Control and Supervision (ICCS) shall be established 
immediately. This study shows how Hungarian participation in the ICCS first 
started. The author used new original documents, and this paper is reportedly one 
of the first published on this topic. 
 

 
 

Historical Background  

 After the Second World War, the liberation movement led by Ho Chi Minh 
proclaimed in Hanoi the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV). Simultaneously, 
and independence struggle broke out in the two neighboring countries of Laos and 
Cambodia. France, as the colonial power, on 6 March 1946 recognized Vietnam as a 
new state. At the same time the deployment of enforcing troops continued and on 19 
December a general offensive had been launched. On 8 March 1949, South Vietnam 
was created as part of the French Union. On 7 May 1954, the North Vietnamese Army 
won a decisive battle against the French forces at Dien Bien Phu. After the 
momentous battle, the Geneva Convention (signed on 21July 1954) provided for the 
division of North and South Vietnam along the 17th latitude (north). At the same time 
North Vietnam was established, the Republic of Vietnam (RV) – South Vietnam -- 
where Western influence prevailed, was also established. After the departure of the 
French the United States assumed an increasingly important role in the RV as part of 
its containment policy of Communism. The Gulf of Tonkin Incident (or the USS 
Maddox Incident) on 2 August 1965 was followed by increasingly armed conflict 
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between the U.S. and DRV. American participation in the conflict ended on 27 
January 1973 with the Paris Peace Accords. 
 
The Paris Peace Accords and Hungarian Involvement in Vietnam

Prior to the signing of the Paris Peace Accords war, secret negotiations were taking 
palce between U.S. and the DRV in July 1972, and as a result of them Henry 
Kissinger and Le Duc Tho, representatives of the Washington and Hanoi 
governments, agreed the terms of the ceasefire on 8 January 1973 in Paris. The Paris 
Peace Accords which ended American participation in the conflict was signed by the 
Secretaries of State or Ministers of Foreign Affairs  (United States of America, 
Democratic Republic of Vietnam, Republic of Vietnam, and Provisional 
Revolutionary Republic of Vietnam [PRRV]). 
              
The 18th article of the 6th Chapter of the Peace Accords states: 

 
After the signing of this Agreement, an International Commission of 

Control and Supervision shall be established immediately . . . . The 
International Commission of Control and Supervision shall be composed of 
representatives of four countries: Canada, Hungary, Indonesia and Poland.  
The chairmanship of this Commission will rotate among the members for  
specific periods to be determined by the Commission.1 
 

The Hungarian leadership was not surprised by this prestigious proposal, since the 
initiative had already been forwarded unofficially the previous year. A Coordinating 
Board was established in Hungary with the participation of all relevant Ministries 
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defense, and Ministry of Home Affairs) and 
the so-called National Planning Office. As a result of the assignment of tasks,  the 
Hungarian Branch of the International Commission of Control and Supervision 
(ICCS), under the supervision of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, was created and 
trained. 

 
The Foundation of the International Commission of Control and Supervision
and the Departure of the Hungarian Contingent 

The earliest possible departure time for the Hungarian element of the ICCS was 
planned for November 1972. The mission requirements for the Hungarian soldiers 
were not just the professionalism and political reliability but also a priority for 
English language proficiency. This requirement was a h uge challenge since at this 
time the Russian language was the most spoken in the Hungarian People's Army and 
the English language was basically neglected. The problem arising from the small 
number of English-speaking officers was solved by calling up reservists. The selected 
officers attended rigorous medical, physical, and psychological examinations and got 
current intelligence about the Indochina area. The leaders of the Hungarian contingent 
were welcomed by the DRV Minister of Foreign Affairs, Pham Van Dong, as well, 
according to the subsequent memorandum about the meeting: „The Vietnamese 
                                                 
1 Agreement on ending the war and restoring peace in Vietnam, Chapter 6, Article 18.  
http://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Paris_Peace_Accords#Article_18. Downloaded: 6 November 2014. 
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comrades pointed out that the Hungarian representative of ICCS should maintain a 
very close relationship with the PRRV, which will hand over intelligence for their 
work. They referred also that the first sixty days hold.“2 
 
The first Hungarian element arrived on 28 January 1973 after a 37-hour flight to Tan 
Son Nhut Air Base, Saigon, and it began ICCS work immediately. 
 
The Organization of the ICCS and the Control Districts

The ICCS included military as well as civilian personnel. The diplomatic work was 
conducted by career diplomats, while control and service support positions were held 
by professional soldiers. The leader of the Hungarian group was Ambassador Károly 
Esztergályos, and the military deputy was Maj. Gen. Ferenc Szücs. The Operating 
Procedures of the ICCS defined in detail the management (command) and control of 
the organization: 
 

As provided for in Article 18/d/ of the Agreement, the Commision 
shall be presided over by the Chairman who, on a monthly rotational basis, 
shall be the senior representative of each National Delegation, the order of 
rotation following the alphabetical order of the first letter of the name of each 
country represented on the Commision in the same sequence as is observed in 
the United Nations Organisation.3 
 

The meeting of the committee, regulated as follows: “/a/ Sessions of the Commision 
shall be hold whenever necessary but not less then once a week. /b/ Sessions of the 
Commision shall be hold within 24 hours of the written request of the Chairman or of 
any National Delegation, copies of which request shall be sent simultaneously to all 
National Delegations."4 
 
Disagreement among the leadership of the ICCS happened relatively quickly. 
According to the Canadian and Indonesian point of view, the peace negotiations in 
Paris between the adversaries were influenced by the experiences of the ICCS. In 
contrast, the Polish and Hungarian position accepted the DRV and DIFK opinion, that 
the control work must be tight to the Paris Peace Accords. 
                            
In South Vietnam, the ICCS established its headquarters in Saigon, then divided the 
country to seven control districts. ICCS district headquarters were set up in each, in 
the cities of Hue, Danang, Pleiku, Phan Thiet, Bien Hoa, My Tho, Con Tho. The 
communications system was provided by the U.S. Army. Logistical sustainment, 
especially subsistence, was a challenge. In Saigon, this was provided by the U.S. 
military supply channels, while in the districts, American civil contractors serviced 
the respective headquarters. A Hungarian clinic, which cooperated with French and 
American hospitals, was located in the center in Saigon. The groups deployed to the 
districts were supported by provisional medical teams from the four nations. 

                                                 
2 Összefoglaló jelentés 1973. február 09. National Archives of Hungary (NAH), NEB Admin XIX-J-
63-b 30. Doboz. 
3 NAH, NEB Admin XIX-J-63-b 1. Doboz. 
4 Ibid. 

136



 

                                       
A Joint Military Commission, also established by the Paris Accords, operated 
concurrently with the ICCS and included representatives from the U.S., DRV, RV, 
and PRRV. These military groups carried out the tasks specified in the Paris 
Convention, which were checked by the ICCS representatives.  
The priority task of the ICCS in its first months of operation was to monitor the U.S. 
troop withdrawal and prisoner-of-war exchanges in accordance with the Paris Peace 
Accords. The Hungarian military commander, Maj. Gen. Ferenc Szücs, reported as 
follows: 

 
Americans report every day the number of POW were transported back 

to US. The repatriation means just people and only a f ew important secret 
asset because / with the exception of the B-52s / they has been handing over 
everything to the South Vietnamese Army continuously. Therefore, these 
withdrawals are not recognized by our comrades in the JMC <de jure>, <de 
facto>...5 
 
The report about the prisoners of war exchange: 
 

The control of the POW handover takeover between 12th and 14th of 
February 1973 run its course according to the plan done by the 4th JMC. The 
procedure was checked every day by two-three Hungarian groups from ICCS. 
Within the reported period 163 U S, 7020 D IFK and 910 S outh Vietnamese 
POW were exchanged. The groups involved into the exchange process made 
the following observations: 

• Throughout the US personnel handover process the DRV authorities 
acted as defined in the Paris Peace Accords. They allowed for the 
controllers (!) to visit the last location of the detention and 
conversation with detainees. 

• At the South Vietnamese prisoners handover process the DIFK 
authorities acted as defined in the Paris Peace Accords. The transferred 
prisoners’ health conditions were good. 

• At the DIFK prisoners handover process the South Vietnamese 
authorities did not allow the ICCS representatives to visit the last 
prison of the POW and made restriction on the conversation with the 
detainees. The health conditions of the handed over prisoners were 
staggering. Fifty percent is considered to be injured. The detainees 
were not informed about the Paris Peace Accords by detaining 
authorities. 

• These raised comments were agreed by every members of control 
groups.6 

 
An Assessment of the First Quarter

                                                 
5 3.sz. összefoglaló jelentés 3.o. NAH,  NEB. Admin. XIX-J--63-b 30. Doboz. 
6 3.sz. összefoglaló jelentés 3-4.o. NAH, NEB. Admin. XIX-J--63-b 30. Doboz. 
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Based on the experiences of the initial months of the ICCS’s operation, Ambassador 
Ferenc Esztergályos described the compliance with the Paris Peace Accords:

Its main feature is that all that could be accomplished on the basis of 
the existing balance had been codified, however, it left open every other - in 
terms of the future very serious - questions that could not be settled on that 
basis. The solution for the still open problems had been left for a fight under 
new conditions and the theme of that fight will be the change of the 
established balance of power.7 

The ambassador’s summary report describes the Vietnamese situation of the opposing 
parties very sensitively: “The [peace] left the Vietnamese parties in a peculiar state 
and the Accords did not even attempt to sort this out, in addition to many other issues 
that was left for further development of the balance of power.” 8 

Esztergályos’s assessment was justified by the time, since in the following two years, 
after  the departure of the U.S. forces, the final decision between the two opposing 
parties in Vietnam, was based on the military balance of power After the withdrawal 
of the Canadian Armed Forces, the Iranians had taken their place and in this way the 
ICCS continuously performed their duties until the end of the armed conflict. 
Throughout the two-and-half-year long ICCS mission, 636 Hungarian personnel (111 
career diplomats and 525 officers) in three contingents participated in this unique 
mission.9 
 

Dr. Tamás Nagy, retired Lt. Col., military historian, taught Military History and 
Defense Policy at Zrínyi Miklós Hungarian National Defense University, and 
served in Iraq in 2006. Research theme: Hungary in the Cold War.
 

                                                 
7 Összefoglaló jelentés, Szaigon, 1973. május 20. 1.o. NAH,. NEB. Admin. XIX-J--63-b 30. Doboz. 
8 Összefoglaló jelentés, Szaigon, 1973. május 20. 3-4.o. NAH, NEB. Admin. XIX-J--63-b 30. Doboz. 
9 Tájékoztató. Institute and Museum of Military History. Archives of Military History Budapest, 
MNKGY. C304. 
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15.
War is a Violent Teacher:1

The Study and Impact of Military 
History in the Greek Air Force 

Academy
 

by 

Dēmētrios N. Christodoulou

 
Abstract 

 
Military history forms part of the curriculum of the Greek Air Force Academy, 
especially but not exclusively for the pilot trainees/cadets. Its importance is 
manifested by the fact that it is reserved for the final (fourth) year of their training 
and is taught for a full semester (a maximum of 60 hours). Other categories of 
cadets, such as aircraft mechanics, engineers of airport facilities, electronics and 
communication specialists, as well as air defense controllers, are also taught 
military history, but somewhat earlier (during their second year) and for fewer 
hours (up to 35 per semester). The teaching and consequent knowledge of military 
history is a qualification for the demands of the job of Greek Air Force officers; it is 
one of the means of instilling into the cadets the core values of the Air Force and of 
the Greek Armed Forces in general. Its study is centered on the plethora of military 
conflicts of the first half of the 20th century in which the armed forces of Greece 
have participated. Between 1897 and 1953, Greece participated in twelve distinct 
conflicts that ranged from guerrilla campaigns and local Balkan wars to its 
participation in the two world wars and a full-fledged civil war that has more or 
less divided the Greek nation ever since. As a consequence, these varied conflicts 
left a very mixed legacy. On the one hand, a legacy of victory and valor, as well as 
an underlying national triumphalism; on the other, a legacy of national discord, 
catastrophic defeat, enemy occupation, and bitter civil war. Therefore, the study of 
military history in the Greek Air Force Academy has significantly departed from the 
traditional narrative of decisive battles and great leaders to a more nuanced 
approach that examines the impact of the wars on the society as a whole and has 

                                                           
1 ‘Bíaios didáskalos ho pólemos,’ from the following context: “In peace and when matters go well, 
cities and individuals are better-minded because they have not fallen into the necessity of doing what 
they do not wish. But war is a violent teacher; in depriving them of the means for easily satisfying their 
daily wants, it assimilates the thinking of the many to their present circumstances,, Thucydides, 3.82.1-
3, trans. Paul A. Rahe. 
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its roots in social and organizational history. In any case, it forms a staple of the 
professional military education at the Greek Air Force Academy and is getting 
stronger with the progress of time, especially as the new interdisciplinary approach 
in its study enhances the cooperation not only between the branches and 
institutions of the Greek Armed Forces but also between comparable international 
institutions. 
 
 
 
 
 The purpose of this paper is to examine the study and impact of military 
history at the Greek Air Force Academy (Scholē Ikarōn), as experienced by the author 
who has been teaching the course continuously during the previous decade at the 
Academy. 
 
According to one influential classification,2 military history is divided into five types 
of works: 
 

A. Inspirational military history, that emphasizes human qualities, and elicits 
an emotional response usually centered on combat. This is the most 
popular type of military history and includes most military biographies and 
popular war books for the general public. 

B. National military history. This really is a subset of inspirational military 
history and appeals to patriotism and nationalism. It is designed to 
strengthen allegiance to the state and its institutions by emphasizing the 
costs of national traditions and values. 

C. Then comes antiquarian or hobby history, which often consists of books 
about uniforms and weapons. 

D. Next is military utilitarian history, which consists of books and articles 
written by and for military personnel. Most of it is written to support the 
professional education of military officers which employs history to teach, 
among others, principles of leadership, the strategic and operational art of 
war, etc. 

E. Finally, comes civilian utilitarian military history, which is taught in 
universities or colleges so as to educate the general student population on 
military matters. 

 
Military history as taught in the Greek military academies obviously mostly falls in 
the second and fourth categories of Millett’s taxonomy, but it is also influenced by the 
first and third categories, since these comprise the only previous military history 
experience of the students before enrolling in the military academies. Moreover, the 
faculty members who teach military history are obviously influenced, or come 
directly to the job, from civil utilitarian history courses as taught in the general 
universities. 
 

                                                           
2 According to Allan R. Millett, as expounded in M. Grimsley, “Why Military History Matters,” 
Military History (May 2007): 42-3; cf. S. Morillo and M. F. Pavkovic, What is Military History? 
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2006), 5-9. 
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Within the civil and military utilitarian categories of military history, that is scholarly 
military history, the field is further subdivided into “old” and “new” military histories, 
since at least the 1960s.3 In the latter category the new military histories consist of 
“war and society,” “longue durée,” “military revolutions,” or “revolutions in military 
affairs” studies; or in “face of battle”-type studies.4 
 
Military history forms part of the curriculum of the Greek Air Force Academy, 
especially but not exclusively for the pilot trainees/cadets. Its importance is manifest 
by the fact that it is reserved for the final (fourth) year of their training and is taught 
for a full semester (a maximum of 60 hour s). Other categories of cadets, such as 
aircraft mechanics, engineers of airport facilities, electronics-and-communication 
specialists, as well as air defense controllers, are also taught military history, but 
somewhat earlier (during their second year) and for fewer hours (up to 35 pe r 
semester). 
 
The teaching and consequent knowledge of Military History is a qualification for the 
demands of the job of the Greek Air Force officers; it is one of the means of instilling 
into the cadets the core values of the Air Force and of the Greek Armed Forces in 
general. Its study is centered on the plethora of military conflicts of the first half of 
the 20th century in which the armed forces of Greece have participated. Between 1897 
and 1955, Greece participated in twelve distinct conflicts that ranged from guerrilla 
campaigns and local Balkan wars to its participation in the two world wars and a full- 
fledged civil war that has more or less divided the Greek nation ever since. 
 
These are:  

1. The Greco-Turkish war of 1897, 
2. The guerilla campaign in Macedonia (1904-1908), 
3. The First Balkan War (1912-1913), against the Ottoman Empire, 
4. The Second Balkan War (1913), against Bulgaria, 
5. The First World War (1916-1918), against the Central Powers, 
6. The expedition in the Ukraine (1919), against the Bolsheviks, 
7. The Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace campaigns (1919-1923), against the 

Turks, 
8. The Second World War, against Fascist Italy (1940-1941) and Nazi Germany 

(1941), including the Battle of Crete. 
9. Subsequently, the fight of the Free Greek Forces overseas (1941-1945), 
10. The Triple Occupation of Greece by the Axis powers and the resistance 

against them (1941-1944), 
11. The Greek Civil War (in three “rounds”: 1943-1944, 1944-1945, and 1946-

1949), 

                                                           
3 For an introductury essay or review article on what the “old” and “new” military history categories 
mean, see R.M. Citino, “Military Histories Old and New: A Reintroduction,” American Historical 
Review (October 2007): 1070-1090. 
4 That is military history from the bottom up, studying the experiences and emotions of individual 
soldiers in combat  -- the exact opposite of the “battles and leaders“ top-down traditional approach. It 
takes its name from the title of the pioneering and hugely influential relevant book by John Keegan, 
The Face of Battle: A Study of Agincourt, Waterloo and the Somme, (New York: Penguin Books, 
1976). 
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12. The participation of the Greek Expeditionary Force in the Korean War (1950-
1955).5 

 
As a consequence, these varied conflicts left a very mixed legacy: On the one hand, a 
legacy of victory and valor, as well as an underlying national triumphalism; on the 
other, a legacy of national discord, catastrophic defeat, enemy occupation and bitter 
civil war. 
 
Therefore, the study of military history in the Greek Air Force Academy has 
significantly departed from the traditional narrative of decisive battles and great 
leaders6 to a m ore nuanced approach that examines the impact of the wars on the 
society as a whole and has its roots in social and organizational history. 
 
This is apparent from the present organization of the military history course at the 
Greek Air Force Academy. The course is divided into three main parts and then 
further sub-divided into chapters, as follows:7 
 

1. Principles of War. 1.1. “War” as a phenomenon and its scientific study. 1.2. 
Sources of War; its categories and forms. 1.3. Principles of War; Doctrine and 
Military Strategy. 

2. Social and economic aspects of War. 2.1. Social and economic aspects of War. 
2.2. Man during War. 

3. Recent Military Conflicts (Conditions, Events, Criticism). 3.1. Balkan Wars. 
3.2. First World War. 3.3. Asia Minor Campaign. 3.4. Second World War. 3.5. 
Korean War. 3.6. Vietnam War. 3.7. Arab-Israeli Wars. 3.8. Falklands War. 
3.9. Wars of the Persian Gulf. 3.10. Wars of Afghanistan. 

 
About a quarter of the available hours are dedicated each semester to the teaching of 
the first two parts, while the rest are used in the examination of the various 20th -21st 
century conflicts (third part), along with elements of new theoretical concepts in 
viewing future warfare,8 in contrast with traditional strategic thought.9 The final goal, 
of course, is not only to train but also to educate the future Air Force officers, since 
their education is no l ess essential for the accomplishment of their missions, 
especially as war leaders in the later stages of their careers. As Williamson Murray 
has succinctly put it:10 
                                                           
5 For an official Greek military history bibliography of these conflicts, see Geniko Epiteleio 
Stratou/Dieuthynse Historias Stratou, Ekdotiko ergo 1999-2000, deka chronia historias ([Greek] Army 
General Staff/Army History Directorate, Published Works 1999-2000, Ten Years of History) (Athens: 
G.E.S., 2009). 
6 J. Black, Rethinking Military History (London: Routledge, 2004), 136; Morillo and Pavkovic, What is 
Military History?, 32-7. 
7 See G.A. Andreades, Stratiotike Historia  Military History) (Athens: H.A.E., 1991). 
8 Such as T.X. Hammes, The Sling and the Stone. On War in the 21st Century, (St. Paul, Minn.: Zenith 
Press, 2006), or Recent Themes in Military History. Historians in Conversation, ed. by D.A. Yerxa  
(Columbia: University of South Carolina, 2008), among others; see also Strategy in the Contemporary 
World, ed. J. Baylis, J. J. Wirtz, and C. S. Gray (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20134), 1-16. 
9 As exemplified in older treatises, for example in E. Muraise, Eisagoge eis ten Stratiotiken Historian 
(Athens: G.E.S., 1966 ( translation from the French: Introduction à l’histoire militaire, Paris, 
IdHEdDN, 1964). 
10 W. Murray, “Thoughts on military history and the profession of arms,” in The Past as Prologue. The 
Importance of History to the Military Profession, ed. W. Murray and R. Hart Sinnreich, 86-87 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008). 
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The long and short of it is that history is a discipline that one can 
only access by hard and consistent work. It does not provide clear 
or simple answers. In the end, those who want to learn from 
history must address it in its own terms. The context matters. 
Details cannot be shrugged off. History offers no simple, clear 
answers. Historical understanding demands imagination and 
skepticism. Military professionals must be willing to challenge 
both the historian’s and their own assumptions. History’s value 
often lies in its ability to suggest the possibility of the improbable. 
Finally, it s uggests little that is certain about the road to the 
future. Yet despite its many ambiguities, historical experience 
remains the only available guide both to the present and to the 
range of alternatives inherent in the future. 
 

To which the ancient Greek historian Polybius adds, about the usefulness of history to 
those who suffer during war, that:11 
 

The study of history is in the truest sense an education and a 
training for political life, and . . . the most instructive, or rather 
the only, method of learning to bear with dignity the vicissitudes 
of fortune is to recall the catastrophes of others. 
 

In any case, the course of military history forms a staple of the professional military 
education at the Greek Air Force Academy and is getting stronger with the progress of 
time,12 especially as the new interdisciplinary approach in its study enhances the 
cooperation not only between the branches and institutions of the Greek Armed 
Forces but also between comparable international institutions. 
 
Dr. Dēmētrios N. Christodoulou is Adjunct Lecturer, Department of Air 
Sciences, Sector of Leadership and Command, Humanities and Physiology, 
Greek Air Force Academy. He is also an active member of the Hellenic Military 
History Commission.

 

                                                           
11 Polybius, 1.1.2, trans. Evelyn S. Shuckburgh. 
12 cf. M. Moyar, “The Current State of Military History,” Historical Journal 50, no. 1 (March 2007): 
225-240, 240, for a comparable trend in American military academies. 
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16.
The French Navy and the Lessons 
Learned from the First Gulf War,

1990-1991 
by 

Dominique Guillemin

Abstract 

The first Gulf War (August 1990-March 1991) marked a fundamental rupture in the 
conduct of foreign operations. For the French Defense, the Gulf experience first 
appears as the rediscovery of high intensity combat, in a context of both joint and 
combined operations. The important feedback from this conflict carries the seeds of 
the transformation of the whole defence institution operated since the 1990s. If the 
the most prominent image of the war remembered by public opinion was that of an 
air and land conflict, characterized by massive implementation of a new generation of 
weapons (cruise missiles, laser-guided bombs, satellite imagery, etc.), the campaign as 
a whole also illustrated the importance of the freedom of strategic action offered by 
the control of the seas, and it was firstly a great maritime logistics success. For the 
French Navy, studying this conflict is all the more important because the experience 
was unique compared to the other military forces involved. Indeed, if it was very 
aware of its contribution to the overall strategy and mission outcome, the fleet was, 
however, put aside during the offensive phase, and it cannot, therefore, claim for the 
supreme judge of military effectiveness: trial by fire. The fleet’s after action review 
included introspective reflection on the nature of its mission and its combat assets 
than the mere lessons collected from the field. These analyses have also influenced 
major reforms initiated by the Navy beginning in 1993 (OPTIMAR plan). Finally, they 
accelerated the improvement of the fleet’s capacities of coalition interoperability 
together with its support of ground forces. It is this reinvigorated operational model 
that has demonstrated its effectiveness during the 1999 war in Kosovo and more 
recently in 2011 against Libya (Operation HARMATTAN). This paper examines this 
"introspection" of the French fleet and its consequences based on the study of the 
archives of the General Staff conducted as part of the research project on ther French 
Navy’s foreign operations led by the Service historique de la Défense. 
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The 1990-1991 Persian Gulf War has remained in collective memory essentially as an 

air and ground campaign that found its iconic representation with the videos of precision 
bombing that were broadcast repeatedly at the time. Though it was the test bed for many 
advanced technical innovations, it was foremost a classic illustration of the freedom of 
strategic action offered by the control of the seas. Beyond defending its coastline, it was 
the weakness of Iraq's Navy that allowed the United States and its Allies to rise in power, 
unhampered, on the Arabia Peninsula until the balance of power was in their favor. Such 
mastery resulted in a conflict with clear-cut phases: six months of crisis, six weeks of air 
campaign, and one hundred hours of ground operations. However, the campaign's rapid 
resolution should be contextualized within global military efforts throughout all seven 
months of the Gulf War (August 1990-March 1991). Within this global framework, the 
difference between "crisis" and "conflict" gives way to the continuity of the "operations" 
undertaken. 

                                 
The French Navy studied these operations as a foundation to reflect on the lessons 
provided by the conflict. This process includes two singular aspects in terms of 
experience. The first is the Navy's strong awareness, from the outset, of its contribution to 
the overall strategic maneuver. This was especially true in that the fleet's action was the 
continuation of its ongoing presence in the Indian Ocean since 1973. Furthermore, the 
situation evolved sufficiently during the 210 days of operations to allow for several 
"generations" of feedback to be sent back during action. This is particularly valid for 
those moments that corresponded to tipping points between the various crises requiring 
the Navy's intervention:  in September 1990, with the beginning of the ground phase of 
French intervention (named Operation DAGUET); then in December 1990-January 1991, 
with the strengthening of the DAGUET commitment; and once again in March 1991, 
with the ceasefire. This last moment is an occasion to summarize all the lessons learned 
throughout the various domains. The second singularity of the French Navy is related to 
the fact that it w as sidelined during the offensive phase. Unlike other services, its 
experience cannot boast of a t rial by fire, the supreme judge of military effectiveness. 
How the French Navy views this marginalization is obviously a key point in the 
following study. The issue takes on its full meaning when replaced within the context of 
the highly assertive links between French and Allied forces during these operations.  

                       
Finally, a few words on the concept of "lessons learned." The terms did not exist at the 
time in the French military lexicon, though the practice was similar. It consists of sorting, 
analyzing, and transferring lessons from the field to upper levels to aid in future decision-
making. This is a bottom-up, iterative process within the military hierarchy. However, 
there was no centralized body for feedback in the French armies of the time.1 The Navy's 
major commands, such as the Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean Sea (Commandant en 

                                                 
1 Today, the EMO/N7 office of the French Navy’s General Staff functions as the facilitator of a network of 
qualified experts in their field. The Naval Center for Doctrines and Concepts (Centre de concepts et de 
doctrines de la Marine, CCDM) is also a virtual structure whose purpose is to handle "naval" feedback to 
develop political and military action. An audit on the feedback function carried out by Navy inspection has 
led to the preparation of a p roject to formalize the flow of information between the various structures 
involved.  
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chef pour la Méditerranée, CECMED), took on this responsibility and drafed a general 
report. As Rear-Admiral Pierre Bonnot, commander of the French forces in the Indian 
Ocean (Amiral commandant la zone maritime de l’océan Indien, ALINDIEN) during the 
Gulf War, stated: "This crisis offered our Navy a unique opportunity for introspection 
[sic[ and to test its organization and means." 

                            
This paper, written as a part of the Historical Defense Service's research project on the 
French Navy's overseas operations, furthers this introspection using declassified archives 
of the Navy's General Staff.  
 
The Force of Habit: Prepositioning, Logistics, Field Knowledge  
              
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, on the night of the 1/2 August 1990, was a complete strategic 
surprise to which the French Navy responded with reflexive measures: patrolling the 
Strait of Hormuz and sending reinforcements to Djibouti on 4 August. It was not until 9 
August that a first Conseil Restreint2 established the government's exact position. At this 
first meeting at the Élysée, François Mitterrand imposed his account of events: France 
was intervening militarily to help threatened countries despite the objections of a segment 
of the French government. The President's main goal was to avoid discrediting France 
during this major crisis. The choice thus came down to choosing between fighting against 
Iraq or diverging from France's traditional allies, "Should we let the Americans act alone 
with the British? Answering ‘no’ to the Saudis, means we won't come to the rescue of a 
threatened country and it also means saying ‘no’ to the Americans and the British. . . .  
They'll say France is not in the loop."3 To be "in the know," one needs a military 
translation of this firm stance that also protects the independence of France's foreign 
policy. 
                 
The intermediary was Operation SALAMANDER, when the Task Force 623 (TF 623) 
was sent to the Indian Ocean. This naval force was composed of the aircraft carrier 
Clemenceau, the cruiser Colbert, and the oil tanker Var. Instead of the usual fighter-
bombers, however, the Clemenceau transported in its hangars forty-two helicopters of the 
5th Combat Helicopter Regiment (Régiment d’hélicoptères de combat, RHC).The dual 
aircraft carrier-helicopters voluntarily translated France's stance of minimal 
aggressiveness. As pointed out by Rear Admiral Bonnot, "a helicopter regiment as a 
defensive weapon against an armoured [sic] attack represents a l esser degree of 
aggressiveness than a [wing of] fighter-bombers on boa rd." TF 623 thus undertook a 
rather unusual mission of "helicopter carrier diplomacy." It participated in maneuvers in 
Djibouti, the United Arab Emirates, and Oman. Then, on 15 September 1990, it received 
orders to deploy the 5th RHC to Saudi Arabia. SALAMANDER initiated the next phase 
of French involvement: sending an expeditionary force on land. In mid-September 1990, 
the return of the Clemenceau to Toulon just as the departure of the first transport troops 
was being organized offered an ideal opportunity for the first assessment of operations. 

                                                 
2 The Conseil Restreint is a ministerial council held with a limited number of participants (the President, 
the Prime Minister, other ministers and high level government officials). It is a working meeting with 
specific goals functioning like Ministerial Councils but less formal and more concrete in nature.  
3 Pierre Favier and Michel Martin-Roland, La décennie Mitterrand (Paris: Seuil, 1997), 3 : 511. 
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Clearly, the experience acquired during previous operations (OLIFANT at large of 
Lebanon, PROMETHEUS against Iran, etc., which equalled seven summer departures 
since September 1982) was very beneficial to the Navy. The presence in Djibouti of a 
mobile support ship in particular, allowed France to accompany the rapid surge in 
military means in the area.4 As for the delays before the reinforcement ships set sail, the 
72-hour warning periods were respected. Clemenceau's excellent condition was made 
possible mainly thanks to the strict adherence to intermediate maintenance periods, the 
result of feedback from previous long-term deployments. Vice Admiral Michel Tripier, 
CECMED at the time, was justifiably proud of the fact that "the Navy has been able to 
fulfil its contract." However, he also stated, "to last in the Indian Ocean at this level of 
presence, the means available in this theatre are insufficient and must be supplemented by 
those of the Atlantic."5 The pressure was made even more acute by the fact that the 
choice of ships was very limited due to either lack of availability or obsolescence. For 
instance, it was the unavailability of three other air defense frigates, Duquesne, Cassard, 
and Suffren, that dictated the use of the nearly obsolete cruiser, Colbert, to accompany 
the Clemenceau. This issue of the number of hulls in service led the Navy’s Deputy Chief 
of Staff to reiterate "the need for a well-balanced Navy in terms of its various 
components.”6 He went onto call for the quick deployment of the La Fayette-class 
frigates, or even a new program of anti-aircraft frigates. 
                              
As for the Clemenceau's experience, what did the Navy think of this use as a helicopter-
borne carrier, which sometimes provoked astonishment and criticism? In fact, the use of 
carriers in this configuration did not give rise to any comments, except to note that the 
deployment of Army helicopters was not a problem. A number of training exercises had 
helped the French Army's Light Aviation (Aviation légère de l’Armée de Terre, ALAT) 
adapt to operating from aircrafts carriers; SALAMANDER thus only validated publicly 
an acknowledged expertise. Furthermore, Admiral Tripier judged that "it is a capacity that 
must be maintained to meet the needs of joint missions that have become more probable 
than in the past." However, behind this glowing report, the Navy's priority remained the 
deployment of the Carrier Battle Group (Groupe aéronaval, GAN), the fleet's real 
spearhead. Plans were conceived for it to carry out missions from the Mediterranean or 
the Red Sea, and the various relay possibilities between the Foch and the Clemenceau. 
The feasibility of sending air wings to the Clemenceau already on t he spot was also 
studied. While it is clear that the responsibility of a General Staff is to anticipate 
missions, these studies however seem to be backed by the idea, stated offhandedly in a 
worksheet, that "the lack [of aircraft carriers] in [the Indian Ocean naval zone], regardless 
of the situation, is probably not acceptable for political powers."7 In retrospect, such a 
stance was a serious misunderstanding of the government's motives as it seemed eager to 

                                                 
4 "Premiers enseignements des opérations Salamandre et Artimon," report n°124 EMM/LOG/EF, 14 
September 1990, Service historique de la Défense/Marine Vincennes (passim SHD/MV) 259Y GDG 1. 
5 "Premiers enseignements tirés du départ en opération Artimon et Salamandre," Vice Admiral Michel 
Tripier, CECMED, letter n°482 CECMED/EMP, 18 September 1990, SHD/MV, 259Y GDG 13. 
6 "Premiers enseignements de la crise du Golfe," Vice-amiral d’escadre Goupil, Navy’s Deputy Chief of 
Staff to Admiral Louzeau, Navy’s Chief of Staff, letter n°379 EMM/PL/EG, 19 September 1990, SHD/MV, 
259Y GDG 13. 
7 "Sur la nature du déploiement du [porte-avions]," report No. 10/90 CECMED/PAHO/CD, 19 September 
1990, SHD/MV, 259Y, GDG 4. 
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deploy only the military means strictly necessary to maintain its credibility. Regardless, 
this desire for involvement at the highest level highlights the Navy's interest in using its 
carriers in any configuration: with a "flat deck" already deployed in the area, logistics and 
warplanes merely had to follow. Thereafter, failing to obtain the deployment of a Carrier 
Battle Group, the Navy's General Staff again suggested using it as a helicopter carrier or 
even as a simple, fast transport in the hopes of rebuilding the Carrier Group once in the 
field.  
 
Ultimately, these complicated projects did not bode well for the use of the fleet; rather 
they seemed to be a symptom of maladjustment. As early as 19 September 1990, Vice 
Admiral Goupil, summed up t he general situation in rather pessimistic terms: "The 
current situation illustrates the limits of our action when we abandon crisis mode and 
enter a 'logic of war.' This is the main lesson of these events. France's military means 
allow it a  certain leeway in the decision-making process, but we have a very limited 
margin of action in terms of demanding real freedom of action in case of open conflict." 
                      
Starting from that date, the Navy was primarily occupied with controlling shipping lanes 
for a dual outcome: Iraq's trade embargo and the transport of French troops towards the 
Arabian Peninsula.  
 
Blocking/Projecting: Action on Maritime Traffic 
                               
In a classic display of power between sea and land, an embargo was the first coercive 
measure enacted against Iraq. It was established progressively and collectively alongside 
the United Nations' resolutions.8 Rear Admiral Pierre Bonnot, current ALINDIEN, led 
this mission for France and the following quotes are taken from his report concerning 
operations. 
                                
Because of the threat of mines, missiles, or air strikes in Iraqi waters, control was 
enforced at three chokepoints at a distance from Iraqi shores: the Straits of Hormuz, Bab 
El Mandeb, and Tiran. In order to ensure its presence at all checkpoints, France rejected a 
British proposal to divide zones by nationality, which would have limited its 
responsibility to only the Red Sea. However, the anticipated display of power does not 
seem to have been achieved. Rear Admiral Pierre Bonnot pointed out, "This policy has 
however the disadvantage of providing each zone of operations with only a limited 
volume of forces that may have projected [the impression of] a limited engagement. This 
was particularly felt by the countries along the Gulf who tended to measure this  
commitment by the number of ships in the region."9 
                    
In terms of the embargo's organisation, the scope of the mission made coordinating the 

                                                 
8 On 6 August 1990, Resolution 660 enacted a trade embargo against Iraq, and on 25 August, Resolution 
665 authorized the inspection of merchant ships. 
9 "Compte-rendu de l’opération Artimon," letter n°12 ALINDIEN/OPS, 8 April 1991, 
SHD/MV 2008 ZF 66/141. 

148



 

fleets of various nations an essential task.10 The United States, de facto, held the 
leadership because it was the naval command of Central Command, which was 
responsible for defining and enforcing procedures through the creation of a Multinational 
Interception Force (MIF). However, in such a context, participants remained under 
national command. Eager to counterbalance the United States, France took the initiative 
to group together the European assets within the framework of the Western European 
Union (WEU), without ever reaching the desired ideal of a E urope-U.S. bilateral 
cooperation, due to differing views among the participants. Notwithstanding, Rear 
Admiral Bonnot was made responsible for the coordination of the tactical naval groups 
from the WEU as late as 6 January 1991. He saw this initiative as one of the political 
successes of the crisis: "From a s tructure characterized by the existence of national 
tactical groups under national command and independently operated control, we slowly 
progressed to a structure composed of multinational battle groups under multinational 
tactical control, federated by a h igher authority. We are heading towards a t rue 
organisation [sic] of classic command."11 
                           
This willingness to cooperate is confronted with the very real issues of technical 
interoperability. During this conflict, the French Navy became aware that the tactical data 
link 1112 is a "privileged and indispensable tool for cooperation and for an awareness of 
the situation. Without this instrument, a ship cannot effectively integrate an allied system. 
Older ships, which were not equipped, and the smaller ships could not play in the big 
leagues and were assigned limited duties."13 Equally disturbing was the confirmed loss of 
direct compatibility with the U.S. Navy, which resulted in wasted time. As can be 
expected, "The [Americans] are not ready to revert to a previous generation just to work 
with one or two French ships!"14 In general, the operation taught the French Navy that it 
was underequipped in terms of its communication and information systems, which were 
designed for peacetime. Here too, small warships such as escort avisos class 
Commandant Rivière and A69 type avisos can seem sufficient during a crisis; but they 
play only a marginal role when confronted with high threat situations due to a lack of 
helicopters, L11 tactical datalink, the latest generation of IFF15 for aircraft, and an anti-
missile defence system worthy of the name. Certain units were slightly better equipped 
with IMMARSAT stations (civilian satellite navigation system), infrared cameras, and 
Mistral anti-aircraft missiles.16 
                      
Finally, the last issue of the embargo was its real impact. The statistical report is 

                                                 
10 Twenty-five vessels/day at sea transiting through the Red Sea, 30 vessels/day in the Strait of Hormuz. 
Distances between Djibouti-Ormouz and Djibouti-Suez = 3,000 km. 
11 "Compte-rendu de l’opération Artimon," letter n°12 ALINDIEN/OPS, 8 April 1991, SHD/MV, 2008 ZF 
66/141. 
12 Link 11 is a tactical data link system that allows the automatic exchange of information between 
equipped units, thus creating a network. 
13 "Enseignements conflit du Golfe," telex NMR 006 CD 0303 ALINDIEN, 3 March 1991, SHD/MV, 
2008 ZF 66/139. 
14 Ibid. 
15 Identification Friend and Foe, radar system allowing the recognition of allied aircrafts. 
16 "Compte-rendu de l’opération Artimon", letter n°12 ALINDIEN/OPS, 8 April 1991, SHD/MV, 2008 ZF 
66/141. 
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impressive in appearance (Chart 1), but ultimately, it is  more difficult to qualitatively 
assess its effectiveness. Rear Admiral Bonnot stated: "This control was certainly 
effective, but in the end, it may also have been a l eap of faith because there was no 
control in the Mediterranean. . . . We cannot say that the embargo was 100% effective. 
What we can say is that navigation was controlled 100%, that is to say that every ship 
was controlled and either recognized or visited."17 It should be kept in mind that the 
recognition in question was a simple visual identification of the vessel. Regardless of the 
embargo's actual effectiveness, the very fact that it was short-lived -- compared to 
historical precedents (the two world wars, for example) -- makes it unlikely to have had 
an effect on Iraq's military capability. However, one must consider the significant 
political value of this naval police operation. It allowed certain countries to participate in 
the coalition in a role that was easy to justify to that nation’s general public.  
 

Chart 1: Statistical Results of the Naval Embargo against Iraq, 
From 26 August 1990 to 12 March 1991

 

USA and non 
WEU allies 

WEU 
(France excepted) 

France 

 
Recognitions 

 

7 898 
(30 %) 

12 088 
(43 %) 

7 637 
(27 %) 

 
Visits 

 

671 
(65 %) 

209 
(20 %) 

163 
(15 %) 

 
Rerouts 

 

88 
(88%) 

8 
(8%) 

 

4 
(4 %) 

 
Warnings shots 

 

11 
(79%) 

2 
(14%) 

1 
(7%) 

 
                

With Iraqi traffic cut off, the transit of a very large flow of men and equipment to the 
Arabian Peninsula needed to be ensured. The American deployment, for example, 
totalled 450,000 men and 6,000,000 tons of equipment and supplies, of which 60 percent 
and 95 percent were respectively transported by sea.18 

 
French requirements were much lower but the Navy was far from being able to fulfil 

them alone. It was the role of the TRAMIN cell (law on Maritime Transport of National 
Interest), activated during the conflict by the Minister of the Sea, to centralize the 

                                                 
17 Rear Admiral Pierre Bonnot's oral testimony, 20 June 1991, SHD / MV 36GG 9, track 9. 
18 This was the role of the Maritime Sea Lift Command. 
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chartering of the necessary civilian ships.19 The Gulf War saw its first massive 
application with the French Navy deploying 36 merchant ships of all types alongside its 
three landing craft transports (TCD). The combined voyages of all ships would total 
108 round-trips between Toulon and Yambu, the logistics entrance of the DAGUET 
division towards the Arabian Peninsula. The first chartered vessels began loading and 
boarding on 18 September, barely three days after the start of the DAGUET operation. 
Toulon was the only port of embarkation, and the operation was handled like a routine 
logistics transit and not as an operational transit. In other words, loading took place as 
though in peacetime and did not allow troops to be operational upon landing. This choice 
greatly simplifies logistics by using the civilian standards of containerization, a first for 
French military operations. However, military constraints led to other issues. The ships 
needed to be equipped with secure communications systems, especially those carrying 
headquarters staff. Secondly, even if the threat was almost inexistent, it was decided that 
civilian ships would be escorted by warships. The latter's task was further complicated by 
the meeting of "hares" (The Corsican, 20 knots) and "turtles"(Atlas, 12 knots), with 
different supply needs but which nevertheless were required to travel through the Suez 
Canal together. 

                 
The progressive accumulation of impressive military might for the campaign to liberate 
Kuwait made the use of force increasingly inevitable. This recourse was authorized by 
UN Resolution 678 passed on 15 January 1991. However, the French Navy would not 
take part in this ultimate operational demonstration of its capabilities. 
 
"Moreover, we must deal blows to the enemy": A Lesson of Sea-to-Ground 
Operations
              
Before considering the French case specifically, the role of naval forces in the attack on 
Iraq can be summarized as:  
 

• Tomahawk cruise missiles, one of the revelations of the conflict, were used on 
many types of naval platforms; 

• 30 percent of offensive missions in the theater were conducted from the U.S. 
Navy's six aircraft carriers;  

• Before the ground offensive, major fighting took place along the Kuwaiti coast to 
eliminate small coastal units, to clean minefields, and fake a landing. Several Iraqi 
divisions were thus immobilized and bypassed.  

                 
Regardless of the reasons, especially material ones, that kept navy ships and aircrafts 
from the fights, they were not the result of a contextual impossibility, let alone a lack of 
preparation. In fact, from September to December 1990, the Navy’s General Staff tried to 
obtain acceptance of the participation of naval aviation in the bombing campaign against 
Iraq, clearly its "core activity." A working group was created to establish an intelligence 

                                                 
19 Law n°69-441 21 May 1969, known as TRAMIN, oversees the provision, for the State, of private vessels 
to ensure naval transport of national interest. 
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report for a future Naval Task Force20 and the terms of such participation were studied in 
details and defended until as late as 30 January 1991 by a letter from the Navy's Chief of 
Staff, Admiral Coatanéa, to the Joint Chief of Staff.21 The DESERT STORM air 
campaign had already been underway for nearly two weeks. 

                
Four scenarios were considered for the GAN, each with its specific interests and 
constraints. In the eastern Mediterranean, a position facing Turkey would allow an attack 
from the north thanks to a mountainous terrain that was conducive to penetration; while a 
position facing Lebanon would open up the choice of targets but would entail flying over 
Syria, which would have been diplomatically delicate.22 If the position north of the Red 
Sea offered the advantage of flying over Saudi Arabia, it had the disadvantage of a highly 
visible approach over perfectly flat terrain. Finally, entering the Persian Gulf would slice 
200 nautical miles off the distance travelled by combat missions but it would require the 
Strike Group to fully integrate the American command chain. In case any of these 
scenarios were adopted, the first material factor to consider was the availability of the 
carriers themselves, and their long-term capacity to support intensive operations. At the 
end of the year 1990, the Clemenceau's capacity was rather diminished. Though it had a 
greater immediate potential, the Foch had to interrupt its activity for maintenance in 
November. Ultimately, it w ould still be possible to have an aircraft carrier, but once 
deployed, it could not be relayed. The Navy therefore needed to carry out a high impact 
operation in just a few weeks, within the tight framework of the offensive phase of 
operations. 

                            
The effectiveness of airstrikes also depended on the performance of the Super-Étendards 
themselves. With a double aerial refuelling, their range reached the needed 400 nautical 
miles. However, this range extension came at the expense of the payload carried, limited 
to two-400 kilogram bombs, or four-250 kilogram bombs, or thirty-six rockets for ground 
support. Such raids were possible, but their performance would certainly be weak, due to 
the extended range of the missions, as well as to the lack of laser-guided munitions firing 
capacities. Most importantly, they needed to be accompanied by a fleet of support 
airplanes for electronic warfare or aerial refuelling, and preceded by aircrafts dedicated to 
the suppression of enemy air defences (SEAD), an extended range of specialized aircrafts 
that only the American air forces possessed at that time.  

                                
Material weaknesses were, however, not sufficient to completely explain why the French 
Navy did not participate in combat operations. An 8 M arch 1991 report by the Navy’s 
General Staff's “Operations” office provides a more complex reading:23 

 

                                                 
20 "Groupe de travail Morgane", report n°90 CECMED/PLAN/CDSF, 10 December 1990, SHD/MV, 259Y 
GDG 4. 
21 Admiral Coatanéa's note to the Army Chief of Staff on the participation of the air and sea battle group in 
Middle East operations, 30 January 1991, SHD/MV, 259Y GDG 4, 
22 The Syrians also rejected an American request for permission to fly over their airspace. The U.S. ignored 
the refusal to avoid disrupting the programmed firing of Tomahawk cruise missiles. Michael Gordon and 
Bernard E.Trainor, op. cit., 253. 
23 "Enseignements de la crise puis du conflit provoqué par l’Irak," report n°43 DEF/EMM/OPS/ACT, 8 
March 1991, 259Y GDG 4. 
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  The government's unshakeable will is to maintain the independence  
 of political decisions. The deployment of operation DAGUET was long carried  
 out with a view to preserving the independence of action regarding the United  
 States and the host country, Saudi Arabia. In fact and in the field, it became  
 evident that any action, particularly air activity, as early as the crisis period, could  
 only be carried out in close coordination with allies. . . . At the beginning of the  
 crisis, with insufficient military resources to ensure independent conduct, the  
 Navy could not seriously help prepare for future operations without being more or  
 less integrated into American forces. This was never accepted by the government  
 until December 28, 1990, when authorization was given to ALINDIEN to contact  
 the American command to initiate extensive bilateral talks . . . At less than three  
 weeks to the end of the Ultimatum, Allied plans were already established and the  
 possible integration of French or WEU forces could only be into marginal and  
 non-offensive missions, at least initially. Only a willingness as early as the month  
 of September and no later than mid-December to shift from crisis to war could  
 have facilitated, through the gradual integration as with the DAGUET operation,  
 the Navy's significant participation in offensive missions.  
                

This failure illustrates through a counter-example, the need for coherence concerning the 
military tool, as well as in its technical complexities, than in its doctrine of employment 
and in the political use which is made of it.  
  
Conclusion 
  

On 7 March 1991, one week after the end of fighting in Iraq, a study on "the use of 
naval power in the Gulf War" was sent to the Navy’s General Staff by Vice Admiral 
Michael Tripier, Commander-in-Chief, Mediterranean Sea, at the time. From his position, 
he had both the experience gained from the operational command in the conflict and the 
necessary distance for a panoramic view of the situation. Noting that the strategic 
vocabulary was in the end rather limited, Vice Admiral Tripier summarized the role of 
naval forces during the conflict in six general missions: 

  
• gathering intelligence and monitoring the situation; 
• denying sea access to weaken Iraq with an embargo; 
• using the sea to rally the Allied forces and their considerable logistical support 

near Iraq; 
• neutralizing Iraqi forces and clearing Iraq's coastal waters of minefields; 
• feigning a landing to create a strategic ruse; 
• and finally, attacking enemy territory from the sea. 

                     
In contrast, the actual missions in which the French Navy participated during the entire 
Gulf War’s campaign appear limited, falling short of coalition capacities deployed from 
the sea. 
                           
Vice Admiral Tripier retained two fundamental lessons that would affect the future 
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design of the fleet. The first is that France cannot go into war alone but rather, alongside 
the United States. This means a strategic requirement for improved interoperability, 
which consists in following American standards: "We still have quite a lot to do in terms 
of inter-allied interoperability. For starters, a realistic attitude is needed. We cannot 
expect to rule over the United States in this domain."24 The second lesson is the need to 
improve the fleet's combat capacities, which cannot be satisfied with "vigilance and 
cooperation capacities. . .  Moreover, we must strike the opponent. In recent years, the 
focus has been on how  to manage the crisis, perhaps at the expense of a prospective 
imagination focused on combat."25 The fleet's anti-submarine specificity should be 
balanced by an improvement of its air defense and means of action against land. 
                               
In the 1990s, the French Navy used these earlier lessons and experiences to develop into 
a Navy "focused on combat" that participated in the Kosovo war (Operation TRIDENT, 
1999) and again in 2011 during the campaign waged against Libya (Operation 
HARMATTAN).  
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24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
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PROGRAMME

Organizers: Slovak Republic (Institute of Military History / Vojenský historický ústav)
             and Denmark (Royal Danish Defence College / Forsvarsakademiet)

    Congress Venue: Hotel Tatra, Námestie 1. mája 5, 811 06, Bratislava, Slovak Republic

Monday, 7 April 2014

Arrival of participants

14. 30 – 17. 30 Registration of participants at Hotel Tatra 

18. 00 – 20. 00 Welcome reception at Hotel Tatra 

Tuesday, 8 April 2014

8. 00 – 9. 00 Registration of participants

9. 00 – 9. 30 Opening session / Welcome addresses

H. E. Miloš KOTEREC, State Secretary, Ministry of Defence of the Slovak Republic
Christian RUNE, Deputy Commander of the Royal Danish Defence College
André RAKOTO, Chief of Staff, French Ministry of Defense History Office

9. 30 – 10. 30 PANEL I
Chair : Per IKO (Sweden)

Niels BO POULSEN (Royal Danish Defence College Copenhagen, Denmark) 
Drawing Lessons from War: the Danish-Austrian-Prussian War of 1864

Erwin A. SCHMIDL (Austrian National Defence Academy Vienna, Austria)
Austria-Hungary and the Study of Overseas Wars, 1899-1914
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10. 30 – 11. 00 Coffee break 

11. 00 – 12. 30 PANEL II  
Chair : M. Christian ORTNER  (Austria)

Efpraxia S. PASCHALIDOU (Hellenic Army General Staff/Army History Directorate 
Athens, Greece) - Leadership and Conflict Resolution; the Case of the Balkan Wars, 
1912-1913 

Peter CHORVÁT – Miloslav ČAPLOVIČ (Institute of Military History Bratislava, 
Slovakia) - Slovak Soldiers on the Frontlines in World War I

Fredrik ERIKSSON (Swedish National Defence College Stockholm, Sweden)
Lessons from the First World War; Swedish Doctrine in the Interwar Period 

12. 30 – 14. 00 Lunch 

14. 00 – 15. 30 PANEL III 
Chair : Dimitar MINCHEV (Bulgaria) 

Dalibor DENDA (Institute for Strategic Research Belgrade, Serbia) - Institutional 
Development of Military History Research in Serbia from 1876 to the Present

Matej MEDVECKÝ (Institute of Military History Bratislava, Slovakia) - From Axis 
Countries to Allied Forces; Changes in Intelligence of Post-War Czechoslovakia

Éva TULIPÁN (Military History Institute and Museum Budapest, Hungary)
Hungary in 1948; Using the Past to Build the People’s Army 

15. 30 – 16. 00 Coffee break

16. 00 – 17. 30 PANEL IV 
Chair : Vladimir PREBILIČ (Slovenia) 

Dariusz KOZERAWSKI (National Defence University Warsaw, Poland)
Polish Military Contingents’ Participation in UN Peace Operations during the Cold 
War Time; Using the Past to Keep Peace the Present 

Janusz ZUZIAK (National Defence University Warsaw, Poland) - Poles in the 
Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission in Korea; 1953-2014

Søren NØRBY (Royal Danish Defence College Copenhagen, Denmark)
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The Danish Navy 1989–2012; From the Baltic to the High Seas 
 
 
18. 00 – 19. 00 Dinner at the Hotel Tatra
Wednesday, 9 April 2014

Staff ride 9. 00 – 20. 00

9. 00    Departure of the bus from Hotel Tatra

9. 00 – 10. 00 Trip to the Museum of Military History in Piešťany 

10. 00 – 12. 00 Visit of the Museum of Military History in Piešťany

12. 00 – 13. 00 Lunch in Piešťany

13. 00 – 13. 30 Trip to General Milan Rastislav Štefánik Museum in Košariská

13. 30 – 14. 30 Visit of General Milan Rastislav Štefánik Museum in Košariská

14. 30 – 16. 00 Visit of General Milan Rastislav Štefánik Memorial in Bradlo

16. 30 – 18. 00 Dinner, Brezová pod Bradlom 

18. 00 – Departure  

Thursday, 10 April 2014

9. 00 – 10.30 PANEL V
Chair : Dalibor DENDA (Serbia)

Eduard STEHLÍK (Ministry of Defence of the Czech Republic, Prague, Czech 
Republic) - The Experiences of the Shanghai Municipal Police and Assassination of 
Reinhard Heydrich in 1942 

Prokop TOMEK (Institute of Military History, Prague, Czech Republic)
From Anti-Nazi Resistance Movement to Resistance against Communist Rule

Jindřich JOCH (General Staff of the Armed Forces of the Slovak Republic), 
Participation of the Armed Forces of the Slovak Republic in Military Operations 

10. 30 – 11. 00 Coffee break

11. 00 – 12. 30 PANEL VI
Chair : Janusz ZUZIAK (Poland) 
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Dominique GUILLEMIN (French MoD History Office, Vincennes, France)
The French Navy and the Lessons Learned from the First Gulf War;1990-1991
Blaž TORKAR – Zvezdan MARKOVIĆ (Military Museum of the Slovenian Armed 
Forces Maribor, Slovenia) - Lessons Learned from Military Conflicts in Slovenian War 
1991; Armed Conflict  near Trzin and Mevedjek 

Vladimir PREBILIČ – Damijan GUŠTIN (University of Ljubljana, Institute of 
Contemporary History Ljubljana, Slovenia)
Doctrinal Transformation in Post-Communist States; The Case of Slovenia 

12. 30 – 14. 00 Lunch 

14. 00 – 16. 00 PANEL VII 
Chair : Felix SCHNEIDER (Austria) 

Tamás NAGY (Military History Institute and Museum Budapest, Hungary)
Hungarian Participation in the International Commission of Control and Supervision in 
Vietnam 1973-1975

Niels KRARUP-HANSEN (Danish Defence Acquisition and Logistics Organization 
Copenhagen, Denmark) - Military Equipment; Economic Observations and Lessons 
Learned

Milan ŠUPLATA (Central European Policy Institute Bratislava, Slovakia)
The Visegrad EU Battlegroup and Future Forms of Joint Regional Units 

Dimitrios N. CHRISTODOULOU (Hellenic Commission on Military History Athens, 
Greece) - War is a Violent Teacher; The Study and Impact of Military History in the 
Greek Air Force Academy

16. 00 – 16. 30 Coffee break

16. 30 – 17. 00 PANEL VIII CONCLUSIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE MEETING
Chairs : André RAKOTO (France) and Christian ORTNER (Austria)

17. 15 Departure of the bus from Hotel Tatra 

18. 00 – 20. 00 Evening reception at the Ministry of Defense of the Slovak Republic

Friday,11 April 2014
Departure of participants 
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