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or most of the post-Second World War era,
Canada’s Air Force enjoyed conspicuous

political and budgetary success. As the de
facto ‘favoured son’, it routinely garnered

more than 40 percent of the defence budget in the
1950s and 1960s, and — in a stunning reversal of
accepted international practice — actually exceeded the
regular Army in manpower. 

The early Trudeau years were a procurement
wasteland for all three services, but the Air Force still
managed to secure a modern, well-balanced troika of
tactical helicopters (i.e., the Kiowa, Twin Huey and
Chinook), the 707-347C tanker-transport, and extra
CF-5D fighter-trainers. Trudeau’s 1975 volte-face on
NATO brought even more substantial  benefi ts ,
including the Aurora long-range patrol aircraft and
the CF-18 fighter. Tory planning, circa 1987, envis-
aged additional fighter, long-range patrol and trans-
port aircraft, upgraded coastal patrol aircraft, and new
maritime, transport, Search and Rescue (SAR) and light
observation helicopters.

By the 1990s, the magic was gone. In the post-Cold
War era the Air Force absorbed repeated reductions to
its flagship CF-18 fleet, the cancellation of the EH101,
the loss of its coastal patrol and strategic air-to-air refu-
elling aircraft, the loss of its medium transport and light
observation helicopters, the decimation of its combat
support squadrons, the abandonment of its EST
Challenger project (thereby writing off a substantial
expenditure, but somehow avoiding a public cause
célèbre), and repeated delays in replacing the Sea King
and modernizing the CF-18 and Aurora/Arcturus. Fleet
size plummeted from about 725 aircraft in 1991, to 525
in 1999, to a probable near-term strength — excluding
contractor-owned aircraft — of 300 to 335. To these
realities were added massive personnel reductions,
punctuated by the haemorrhaging of pilots to the private
sector and the cutting of a huge, ASD-driven swath
through the ranks of Air Force maintainers.

This is not to suggest that the Air Force suffered a
total meltdown. If it had, it would have been patently
unable to respond, with efficiency and professionalism,
to the frenetic operational tempo of the 1990s. Nor is it
to suggest a complete dearth of capital spending.
Although one might quarrel with the procurement strate-
gies and/or the aircraft selected, the 1990s did bequeath
the Arcturus, Polaris, Griffon and Cormorant, addition-

al Hercules , and precision-guided missiles for the
CF-18. The NATO Flying Training Centre, meanwhile,
has fielded the world-class Harvard II and Hawk.

It is to suggest that the Air Force has suffered more
than its siblings in the post-Cold War strategic, political
and fiscal environments. Part of the Air Force’s problem
is that is has been out-manoeuvred and out-politicked by
its siblings, most notably those of a naval persuasion.
The Army has made inroads, too, not because of its clar-
ity of vision — the Army has devoted far too much time
to internal wrangling — but because its position as the
preeminent supplier of manpower to overseas commit-
ments, and its oft-reported equipment and quality-of-life
woes, generated political attention and public empathy. 

The Air Force also has been dogged by self-inflict-
ed wounds. Its 1994 briefing to the Special Joint
Committee on Canada’s Defence Policy, for example,
was widely seen as out of step with strategic reality,
unduly fighter-centric, and markedly inferior to the
briefings of the other services. Although recent initia-
tives may turn the tide, the post-Cold War Air Force has
had difficulty developing and articulating a compelling,
saleable and sustainable vision. 

Harsh decisions must be faced. Only 80 CF-18s will
be upgraded, while the number of CF-18s assigned to
frontline squadrons — one of which could succumb —
is expected to drop to 48 to 52. Such a reduction was
inevitable, but further shrinkage could jeopardize or
eliminate overseas deployments. Aurora modernization
will be confined to 16 aircraft, and its multi-role flexi-
bility will be significantly reduced by the absence of the
type of multi-spectral sensor package — much of it
Canadian-built — which has been specified for USN P-3Cs.
Could the five unmodernized Aurora/Arcturus be re-
roled? The Griffon, less than universally revered
because of its commercial roots, will have its repertoire
expanded by a new reconnaissance, surveillance and tar-
get acquisition mission kit, but it clearly needs to be
supplemented by medium transport and armed recon-
naissance helicopters.

On the maritime helicopter front, Ottawa is stress-
ing the Maritime Helipcopter Project’s multi-purpose
nature, both military and quasi-military/non-military,
but this creates an obligation to provide the requisite
sensors, processors and other features. Would a rear
ramp, for example, be useful? C-17s, in concert with the
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Navy’s Afloat Logistics and Sealift Capability vessels
(the Katie class?), would provide a most welcome capa-
bility, but some options carry sovereignty implications.

The vanishing air force? Not yet — indeed, recent
and pending procurement decisions, and the refreshing-

ly innovative options generated by the Spring 2000
Force Structure Exercise, could constitute the harbin-
gers of a modest renaissance — but there remains a
decidedly slippery slope between a credible, multi-pur-
pose, combat-capable air force and a marginalized,
clapped out, air constabulary.

ussian President Putin has said “Today, we
are witnessing the creation of an extremist
international threat running along a so-
called line of instability beginning in the

Philippines and ending in Kosovo... and
Russia is on the front line of the fight against this inter-
national terrorism.” He is calm and self-contained in
meetings with foreign leaders but can become quite pas-
sionate when he starts justifying the war in Chechnya.
He rarely calls it a war against secession; to him, it is a
war against “terrorism.”

But most reporting seems to dismiss what he says and
paints the war as an independence war. The ancient
Chechen desire for freedom is an important motive in the
fighting to be sure, but there are other issues to which
Putin refers. We can study these issues by exploring
qoqaz.net.my, the website of the foreign mujahideen and
the source of the following quotations. To them — and
some are Chechens — this war is different, “In the first
war, we fought under the banner of ‘freedom or death’. In
this war we are fighting under the banner of Islam. All
Chechens, including the leadership and every member of
the Mujahideen are fighting to make the Divine Law of
Allah Most High supreme upon this land.” Shamil
Basayev, the leading Chechen commander on the jihadist
side says, “Jihad will continue until Muslims liberate their
land and re-establish the Khilafah (Caliphate Islamic
state).” Or, in the words of Khattab, the Arab leader of the
mujahideen forces, “Indeed this is a Christian war and
crusade against Islam and its people.” These people are
after something much more than just independence from
Russia. To them, Russia is only one enemy and Chechnya
only one front in a world-wide jihad.

So, thus far, we can agree that there is substance in
what Putin is saying. What about his “line of instability
beginning in the Philippines and ending in Kosovo”?
Here there is evidence for some degree of co-ordination
at least a unity of purpose and funding. There are

reports that Osama bin-Laden has given money to the
Abu Sayyaf jihadist organization in the Philippines. In
1999 and 2000, there were attacks into Central Asia by
fighters from Afghanistan with funding and training
links to Khattab (who fought in Tajikistan and
Afghanistan). There are many foreign mujahideen fight-
ing in Chechnya — the qoqaz site mentions, by name
and often with pictures, shaheeds (martyrs) from
Kuwait, Egypt, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Syria and
Uzbekistan. There are connections between bin-Laden
and Khattab. Foreign mujahaddin fought in Bosnia.
Therefore, this part of Putin’s remark can also be shown
to have some basis in fact. 

The jihadists arrived in Chechnya in the 1993-96
war, led by Khattab. With his money and experience, he
soon attracted followers and an attack on a Russian
Army unit in 1997 brought him more support.
Overconfidently, as it turned out, he tried to capture the
city of Gudermes in July 1998 but was driven out by
Chechen government troops. President Maskhadov
ordered him deported and immediately, there was an
attempt to kill Maskhadov by a car bomb (and two more
in 1999). In August 1999, Khattab and his Chechen ally,
Shamil Basayev, invaded Dagestan in order to establish
a safe base and this latest war began. None of this
received much attention in the West and, consequently,
this background is unknown to most reporters.

But, foreign jihadists are not the only people fight-
ing Moscow in Chechnya. President Maskhadov is not a
jihadist (and, as noted above, the jihadists have tried to
kill him); the Mufti of Chechnya, Akhmed-Haji
Kadyrov, is also an opponent and a survivor of car
bombs. Some field commanders — Ruslan Gilayev
seems to be one — are not jihadists.

Moscow’s problem, therefore, is how to separate
the Chechens from the jihadists. Some jihadists are
Chechens, but, apparently, most of them are not. There
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is fragmentary but convincing evidence that the
jihadists are not very interested in the fate of
Chechens, not least because they consider them to be
poor Muslims, if not altogether heretics. But, after
bombing and smashing its way through Chechnya
twice in recent years, Moscow’s task is, to put it mild-
ly, a difficult one.

That is why Putin’s appointment of Akhmed-Haji
Kadyrov as head of the temporary administration in
Chechnya is so interesting. He is quite different from
the dreary parade of puppets presented in the last war.
He fought against Moscow in the 1994-96 war and was
elected Mufti of Chechnya in the rebel stronghold of
Vedeno in 1995. He is implacably opposed to the
jihadists, calling them “enemies of Moslems, enemies of
Islam”. The type of Islam the jihadists advocate is quite
alien to the Sufi Islamic traditions of Chechnya and the
North Caucasus. As one young convert was quoted two
years ago: “Sufism and the traditions of the Caucasus
are inconsistent with Islam.” His choice of a former
independence fighter suggests that Putin can at least
imagine Chechen independence. Indeed, when asked
about whether or not Chechnya could be independent,
Putin answered by reiterating his point about ‘terror-

ism’, “It is possible, but the issue is not secession...
Chechnya... will be used as a staging ground for a fur-
ther attack on Russia.”

Assuming that Moscow can establish a settlement
with the non-jihadist Chechens (Moscow has many
times offered a high degree of autonomy to Chechnya
and could, perhaps, accept real independence in time),
the war could wind down to the pursuit of small bands
of isolated fanatics in the mountains, or even joint
Russian-Chechen operations against them. If there is no
political settlement, the war could last for a long time
and there would always be the possibility of another
Russian defeat. But Russia and Chechnya face danger-
ous futures — Moscow cannot abide an independent
Chechnya which is a base for attacks into Russian terri-
tory, while Chechnya’s experience of de facto independ-
ence after 1996 was a nightmare of lawlessness and for-
eign interference. An independent, or quasi-independ-
ent, Chechnya without jihadists is an option that both
Moscow and Groznyy could live with.
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