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In their comments on the document various
Russian and Western news agencies
referred to it as The Doctrine for the
Modernization of the Armed Forces (Russian
TV ORT), as The Public Part of the Military
Doctrine (The Moscow Times) or even as
Topical Tasks of the Development of The
Russian Federation’s Armed Forces (RIA
Novosti, Nezavisimaya Gazeta). Some of the
Russian commentators, like Yevgenii
Krutikov, labeled the new document simply
‘Ivanov’s Doctrine’(Versiya 07.10.2003).

The presence of President Putin at this mee-
ting and its timing – only one week before
Ivanov’s meeting with his NATO counter-
parts in Colorado Springs, two months befo-
re the State Duma elections and  a half a
year before the presidential elections in
Russia – have also contributed to making
this message heard in both Russia and abro-
ad. 

An important reason was that President
Putin used this opportunity to herald the
end of profound reform of the Russian mili-
tary. Putin was to say the following in his
address to the participants of this meeting:
“Since 1992 the armed forces have been cut
by more than half. This is enough. This pain-
ful and difficult process is for the most part
completed, the period of radical reform is
finished’(RFE/RL Newsline 02 October 2003).
In connection with the publication of this

text and Ivanov’s and Putin’s speeches, two
issues dominated the debate. The first was
the question of the formal status of the pre-
sented document, the second, some new
formulation that were interpreted as a
manifestation of new Russian attitudes
towards ways of securing the country’s
security.

My brief analysis will address both issues.
In the first part I will give a brief assessment
of the formal status of this document. In the
second part I will look at its content, paying
most attention to the messages that have
been interpreted as representing either new
approach or a substantial modification of
the existing statements on security matters.

Formal status – is this document 
Russia’s new military doctrine?
In the history of post-Soviet Russia only two
official documents deserve to be labeled
Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation.
The first doctrine was made public only
weeks after the shelling in October 1993 of
the Russian parliament by forces loyal to
President Yeltsin. The second military doc-
trine saw the light in the first year of
President Putin’s presidency. The document
outlining the principles of the use of milita-
ry forces, giving an overall assessment of
Russia’s military position and some hints on
the future steps to be taken in the military
sphere, was signed by Presidnet Vladimir
Putin in 2000. 

Russia’s new military doctrine?
Jakub M. Godzimirski, Centre for Russian Studies, NUPI

In the beginning of October 2003 confusing reports began to come from
Moscow. At a meeting held at the Russian Ministry of Defence on 2
October 2003, and attended by President Putin, a 70 page-long docu-
ment was handed over to all present policy-makers and a 45 minute-long
speech on the topic was delivered by the Russian Defence Minister,
Sergey Ivanov.  

 



Immediately after the information on the
meeting at the Russian Ministry of Defence
reached the media some less experienced
Western observers described the document
as Russia’s new military doctrine. However,
even the title of the document suggested
that it was a policy document of lower rank
than an official new military doctrine.
Russian observers and commentators, for
instance Aleksey Arbatov, were also reluc-
tant about describing this document as a
new version of the military doctrine.
Arbatov, who is deputy chairman of the
Defence Committee of the State Duma, and
therefore should be considered a reliable
and informed source, said in his first com-
ment that «this document was much too
controversial to be regarded as a military
doctrine. It is rather a document aimed to
make the public familiar with the views of
the military command.» 

Another Russian heavy-weighter, Sergey
Karaganov, said that the text was ‘not a doc-
trine, but a collection of ideas from the
Defense Ministry on this and that – a mix of
rhetoric, of new ideas and old ones.’ One of
the best informed Russian commentators
on military affairs, Pavel Felgengauer, deci-
sively stated that the new document cannot
be regarded as a new military doctrine. He
referred to the Russian Constitution that
lists as a formal requirement that a new
military doctrine be signed in force by the
president. As it is not the case with the text
in question, it should not be treated as an
official military doctrine, but rather as an
official presentation of ideas on the new
security challenges that emerged in the
period after the presentation of the official
doctrine in 2000 and ways of coping with
these challenges. What is then the formal
status of the document that provoked so
many disturbing comments? Felgengauer
summed up his first analysis of this docu-
ment by describing it as «a discussion
paper» and adding that «any part of it may
be implemented or not, which makes it a
fine election manifesto on defence». 

Content analysis 
Although the document cannot be treated
as Russia’s new military doctrine but rather

as a summing up of the work on the results
of the military reform and a «letter of
intent» – the term used by the RIA Novosti’s
expert on military issues retired colonel
Litovkin – on the future directions of the
development of the Russian armed forces,
its publication has been widely interpreted
as an important message to at least three
«audiences» – the addressees were the
country’s military establishment, domestic
audience and Russia’s international part-
ners and actual and potential challengers
and enemies. 
In order to understand what was the most
crucial part of the message it is important
to begin with a brief presentation of the
overall content of the document and then
to take a closer look at the passages that
have drawn most attention. 

The analysed text – its official version is
available at Krasnaya Zvezda’s web site
(www.redstar.ru) – is an 18 000 word-long
document divided into six chapters. A brief
introduction is followed by the chapter on
the state of the Russian armed forces at the
threshold of the new phase of development.
The chapter sums up the results of the last
ten years’ efforts to reform Russian military
structures. Authors identify two issues – the
limited financial resources and the unfinis-
hed socio-economic transformation of the
Russian society – as the two main incentives
– and probably constraints – in the work on
reform of Russia’s armed forces. This section
contains an overview of various dimensions
of work on reform and its main conclusion is
that the military reform is a closed chapter.
According to the document, Russia should
open a new phase in building its modern
military forces on the basis of the achieve-
ments of the first, painful and now conclu-
ded first stage of the reform. 

The second chapter contains a brief analysis
of Russia’s position in the system of milita-
ry-political relations in the world. Two main
tendencies in global politics are identified
in the first paragraph. On the one hand
there are attempts to create a new, more
just and democratic system of economic
and political relations; on the other hand,
however, there is also an increasing tenden-
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cy towards the use of military force by some
states without UN mandate. There are also
some old stereotypes stemming from the
period of Cold War that additionally compli-
cate international relations. As it gives a
brief assessment of the state of Russia’s
relations with the most important, from the
Russian point of view, international institu-
tional actors, this brief chapter can be des-
cribed as an official Russian ‘mental map’ of
the world. It contains a brief diagnosis of
the state of the world in year 2003 and gives
a rather concise outline of Russia’s relations
with what has to be seen as five main are-
nas of Russian international engagement:
the UN,  the CIS, relations with NATO and
the EU, strategic partnership with the US
and, last but not least, the Shanghai
Cooperation Organisation.

The third chapter outlines Russian views on
the threats to the country’s security. These
threats are divided into three main groups –
international threats, domestic threats and
transborder threats, which is a new catego-
ry in Russian official vocabulary on security.
In addition, this chapter identifies the main
uncertainties in Russian military planning,
such as domestic developments in the coun-
tries playing key roles in world politics,
development of the situation in the CIS
area, the situation in the areas bordering on
the CIS and the possibility of the ‘re-introdu-
cing’ of nuclear weapons as a real military
instrument.

The next, fourth, chapter addresses the
issue of the nature of recent wars and mili-
tary conflicts. This chapter is based on an in-
depth analysis of the most recent military
conflicts and wars. The authors give some
general and specific recommendations on
the future priorities in the development of
Russia’s modern army that are based on this
technical analysis of the recent military con-
frontations. Their main points seem to be
that future wars will have a total character
and that the main challenge for the coun-
try’s armed forces is to seize the strategic
initiative and secure air supremacy.  
This analysis of recent conflicts and predicti-
ons on the nature of future wars form the
basis for the next, fifth, chapter which is

devoted to an in-depth analysis of the futu-
re tasks of the armed forces.  Four main
tasks are identified in the document: con-
tainment of military and military-political
threats to the country or to the interests of
the country; securing of the economic and
political interests of the Russian Federation;
pursuing military operations in peace time
and application of military power. According
to the document Russian armed forces
should be prepared to apply military power
in at least four situations described as
armed conflict, local war, regional war and
large-scale war. 

The sixth and final chapter contains a detai-
led analysis of the top priorities in the deve-
lopment of the country’s armed forces.
Seven top priorities are listed in the intro-
duction to this chapter and are analysed in
a detailed way in the document. Those top
priorities are the preservation of the deter-
rent potential of Russian strategic forces;
the increase in the number of units with
high preparedness level and creation on this
basis of groups of units; improvement of the
operational and combat preparation of the
forces; the improvement of the system of
recruitment for the military forces; the com-
pletion of the programme of the moderniza-
tion of military equipment and its maintai-
nance in the state of combat preparedness;
the improvement of the system of military
education and science; the improvement of
the system of social security of the military
personnel, its education and moral and psy-
chological preparation. 

What were the new signals 
and were they really new?
Most comments on the above analysed
document, Ivanov’s speech and Putin’s sta-
tements on Russian security policy in the
first weeks of October (9 October 2003 in
Yekaterinburg) focused on what was widely
– but not necessarily rightly – interpreted as
crucial innovations in Russian thinking on
military and security matters. Especially
Ivanov’s and Putin’s remarks about Russia
potentially using preemtive strikes against
areas perceived as a real or potential source
of threat to Russia or its allies and their
renewed focus on the theoretical and prac-
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tical role of the nuclear weapons as a natio-
nal security tool contributed greatly to dra-
wing attention to this document. 

One of Russia's leading military specialists,
the president of the Academy of Military
Sciences, Army General Makhmut Gareyev
even said that the introduction of the idea
of preemptive strikes was a decision of his-
torical dimensions. He interpreted the intro-
duction of this idea as a reaction to the fact
that «the nature of threats had radically
shifted in the past decade» and that Russia
had to be «ready to defend its interests and
carry out allied commitments not only on
its own territory but anywhere in the world»
(TASS, 06 October 2003). 

When it comes to the importance of the
deterrent potential of Russia’s nuclear for-
ces, it was pointed out that this did not
represent a new approach, but  rather a
continuation in Russian thinking on securi-
ty. At his meeting with NATO defence minis-
ters in Colorado Springs Ivanov also clarified
that there was no direct connection betwe-
en the potential «preemptive» use of milita-
ry power and the use of nuclear weapons in
this context. He reiterated the traditional
phrase on the dual role of nuclear weapons
in Russian military doctrine, as both a deter-
rent element and the weapon of «last
resort» that could be used only in a situati-
on when other means would not be avai-
lable or sufficient (Nezavisimoye Voyennoye
Obozreniye 17 October 2003). 

Another important issue raised by the com-
mentators was what could be described as a
dual approach to cooperation with NATO.
On the one hand NATO was described as an

important partner, but on the other hand it
was said that if NATO was to remain a mili-
tary alliance with an offensive military doc-
trine, a radical restructuring of the Russian
defense planning and of the principles of
the Russian armed forces` development,
including altering of Russia’s nuclear positi-
on, would be required. This duality of appro-
ach to NATO is only one of the examples of
the lack of coherence required in this docu-
ment.

This lack of coherence making the analysis
of the content and decipherment of the
message an uneasy task can either result
from the fact that various parts of the text
were prepared by various groups or it might
be a deliberate «editorial» move, whose
goal is to confuse readers. Due to this inter-
nal incoherence of the document and its
unclear status it is difficult to say at this
stage whether the document in question
reflects real views or is only an expression of
wishful thinking on military and security
matters or an even sort of smoke screen.
Defence Minister Ivanov made the interpre-
tation of the document even a more chal-
lenging task when he recently gave com-
mented on the political statements and real
policy- and decision-making. In his interview
on strategic matters published in
Moskovskiy Komsomolets on 27 October
2003 Ivanov said: «What we say is one
thing. That sounds cynical, but everything
that we plan does not necessarily have to be
made public. We believe that from the fore-
ign-policy viewpoint, it is better to say that.
But what we actually do is an entirely diffe-
rent matter».
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