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Abstract: This paper investigates Russian Military Doctrines which establish the mili-
tary construction and training of state armed forces and set out the forms and methods
of conducting war. The main provisions of Military/Defense Doctrines have been formed
and changed depending on current policy and the existent social system. This includes the
level of productive forces and new scientific achievements and the nature of anticipated war.
The 2014 Russian Military Doctrine defines the country as a strictly defensive entity and
issues a list of provisions where Russia would be motivated to act militarily towards other
countries. State policy and military doctrine are inextricably linked because the competent
military policy meets all changes in international and domestic situations and successive
military reforms are impossible without corresponding reflection in Military Doctrine.
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This study highlights the Russian understanding of its particular interest and definitions of
terms such as: “defense’, “security” and “safety”. It is currently imperative for all countries to
define the defense of their sovereign territory in internal legal acts. Gen. Carl von Clausewitz
and Gen. Antoiné Henri de Jomini developed general modern outlines of military/defense
doctrines and Mikhail Vasilyevich Frunze formulated the specific basis for Soviet war doc-
trines and military reform. It is important to read military doctrines from a view point that
guarantees state safety against domestic and external enemies while disregarding personal
political belief and national interest. The study is therefore based on the views of military
theorists from both ex—eastern and—-western-block countries.

It is important to understand that the issue of transformation and changing the military
doctrine of the state is a matter of transforming the model of its national security. The
methods of reaction to external and internal threats described in the military doctrine
reflect the strategic geopolitical goals of the state development and its determination to
occupy a certain place in global security architecture. That is why it is indispensable to
study and investigate the mechanism of changing the military doctrine depending on the
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changing reality and those conditions that contribute to the state in implementation of
the plan for its own strategic development. What is meant here is, first and foremost, the
political mechanisms and available resources, the mobilisation of which actually provides
the opportunity to implement the military doctrine as such.

In terms of the research methodology, the greatest result within the framework of the
issues under investigation can be achieved applying the methods of systemic and structural
analysis, as well as the methods of retrospective and comparative legal analysis. The sys-
tematic nature of the study resides in the fact that the design of military doctrine as such
presupposes the introduction of a network model of organising economic, political, military
and other social relations in peacetime and wartime. Such a model covers all systemic spheres
of state administration, forming by itself a system of national security.

As for structural analysis, it is more applicable to the very content of military doctrine
and addresses the question of the expediency and eftectiveness of such sequence of steps
as secured by the doctrine. The retrospective analysis gives an understanding of the reasons
for changing the military doctrine, the degree of its inclusiveness in the political sphere, as
well as the level of its aggressiveness towards other states. The comparative-legal method
makes it possible to compose risks and the degree of reaction of various states to them, thus
defining the real strategic development goals. In addition, the analysis of the text of military
doctrine and methods of its consolidation in the national legislation gives grounds to draw
a conclusion as well as for the level of state guarantees of the principles of democracy.

Military doctrines throughout the world

The twentieth century concept of military doctrines has undergone significant changes.
Military doctrine in the 1920’ established construction of state armed forces and methods
for training combat-troops and was driven by ruling state views on the nature and resolu-
tion of military problems. Dimitriev (2008) reported that Soviet military science developed
a broader conceptual approach to war preparation and conduct in the late 1920’ and 30’s
with associated plans to survive weapons of mass destruction (Dimitriev, 2008). This has
supported the following military doctrine up to the present time: “the doctrine is formally
adopted in the state and the armed forces with science-based views on the nature of war,
methods of warfare and the consequences of these views on requirements for preparing
the country and armed forces for war” (Donskoy, 2001).

Military doctrine now lost its purely military-strategic nature and includes ideological
orientation and practical plans for politico-military and economic-military order (Dimitriev,
2008). Lider (1966) also recorded that 20™ century Russian military doctrine historical
development has traversed several stages from the late 1920’/30’s doctrine based on “deep
operations” and the desire “to beat the enemy on its territory” (Aleshin, 2009).

The modern military doctrines of various states are quite often transformed from one
program document into several strategic protocols and response algorithms of all spheres
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of social activity to possible and probable threats. The conceptualisation of threats is only
a declaration of intention of the state in the event of their occurrence, and the readiness of
a military confrontation.

For example, the modern military doctrine of Germany is represented outright by several
documents: “White Paper on German Security Policy and the Prospects for the Development
of the Armed Forces” (2006); “The Plan for Equipping the Bundeswehr with Weapons and
Military Equipment” (2009); “The Main Directions of Germany’s Defense Policy” (2011); “The
Directive of the Inspector General for the Further Development of the Armed Forces” (2011).
Whereby, from the point of view of the afore-referenced documents, “the greatest military
danger for Germany is posed by: the potential crises in the European region, including in the
post-Soviet space; international terrorism; the ongoing arms race; uncontrolled circulation
of weapons and drugs, etc. (Dimitriev, 2014). At the same time, Berlin assigns the main role
in confronting such threats to the consolidated combat tactical reaction groups of the EU
and NATO and emphasises the creation of a strategic civil-military planning system.

The modern US military doctrine is based on the concept of full-spectrum operations,
which simultaneously combine offensive, defensive and civil-military actions within the
framework of interdependent joint forces for the capture, preservation and use of territories.
US military doctrine presupposes a synchronised action — lethal and non-lethal — which
is proportional to the mission and based on a detailed understanding of all aspects of the
operating environment (Long, 2016). At the same time, the latest US military doctrine pre-
determines the state’s being at war with global terrorism. Furthermore, the main risks for the
US are also defined: religious (Islamic) fundamentalism; growth of drug trafficking; global
militarisation; the threat of blocs that are aggressive towards the US strategic goals.

As Angstrom and Widén observe the UK military doctrine focuses on preserving the
“danger of the emergence of “conventional” wars, including in the presence of nuclear weap-
ons. At the same time, the likelihood of armed “clashes” and conflicts with the participation
of non-state actors and “failed” states will increase significantly. Meanwhile, the main tasks
of the British armed forces are: to protect the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the
state; ensuring nuclear deterrence; participation in coalition operations overseas; assistance
to civil authorities in the aftermath of catastrophes, etc.” (Angstrom, Widén, 2015). It should
be noted that a particular attention in the military doctrine is paid to information security
due to the excessive penetration of information technologies into all spheres of public life
in Great Britain. The state emphasises the need for protecting information of such sectors
as: financial, energy, military-industrial, etc.

A new Russian military doctrine focused on integrated application of conventional
and strategic weapons was created at the end of the 1950’ and early 60’s. This produced
a combination of offensive and defensive armaments and forces and the concept of waging
nuclear war (Donskoy, 2001).

These military doctrine provisions were introduced in the struggle for world domination
between the two geopolitical ideologies of Soviet socialism and Western capitalism. The first
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was based on Marxist-Leninist theory of building socialism and proletarian internationalism
(Sivkov, 2013) and the second proposed to contain the spread of socialist ideas. The latter
intention aimed for the gradual degeneration of socialist countries and the establishment
of Western world hegemony (Belozerov, 2013)

A main feature of the geopolitical confrontation was the use of military force by leading
bloc countries. USSR and China became aligned against the US and UK and France. This
period was characterised by many small wars in middle-Eastern and Indochina areas and
some anti-Soviet uprisings in Eastern European countries (Best, 1997). The most striking
episode was the Korean war with opposing armed forces led by the USSR and PRC against
the United States and Britain and its allies. This phase ended in the 1950’s when the USSR
created nuclear weapons and an adequate delivery capability to deter direct military ag-
gression (Sivkov, 2013)-

The mutual aggression between the socialist and capitalist bloc was largely constrained
from the early 1980’s by the threat of the assured destruction of strategically important
weapons of mass destruction. In 1982 the Soviet Union unilaterally pledged that it would not
be the first to use nuclear weapons and these were then relegated to “a weapon of vengeance
in a retaliatory nuclear strike” (Dmitriev , Polyanskiy, & Trofimov , 2008).

Military doctrines in the Russian Federation

The sharp increase in conventional weapon destructive properties and the mutual under-
standing of ecological disaster, if these were used to destroy strategically important military
and industrial facilities, highlighted that the State’s desires to achieve political objectives
by military means are absolutely unacceptable. Also, the desire threatens human existence
which was officially expressed by the Socialist States bloc in the 1987 “Declaration of States
Parties to the Warsaw Pact’ This led to détente in international relations and strengthening
of States’ trust (Parzymies, 1999).

Russia developed its Military Doctrine following the collapse of the Soviet Union. This
was secured in Berlin on May 29, 1987 with the signatures of the heads of the socialist coun-
tries as the “Military Doctrine of Warsaw Pact countries” (Abramov, 2007). This extended
the existing Soviet Union military-political ideology.

1993 Military Doctrine

Profound division in the Russian military environment followed USSR collapse. Part of the
military remained loyal to the Soviet military doctrine based on quantity and power with
minimal modernisation while others supported the radical reform of the entire armed
forces (Wojnowski, 2015).

The first Russian military doctrine was formulated in November 2, 1993 presiden-
tial decree No. 1833 “On basic provisions of Military Doctrine of the Russian Federa-
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tion”! These provisions developed the Russian Federation military doctrine which was
approved in April 21, 2000 presidential decree No. 706 “On approval of the Military
Doctrine of the Russian Federation’? This was the first officially published military
doctrine in the country’s history and its structure comprised the following three main
parts: (1) “Political Basis of the Military Doctrine; (2) Military Foundations of the Mili-
tary Doctrine, and (3) Military-Technical Cooperation between the Russian Federation
and Foreign Countries”

The “Basic provisions of Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation” approved by the
Presidential decree from November 2, 1993 precised the following main domestic instances
to be acted upon by Russian Federation forces:

- “illegal activity of nationalist, separatist and other organizations aimed at destabilis-
ing the Russian Federation internal situation and violation of its territorial integrity
by use of armed violence”,

- any “attempt to forcibly overthrow the constitutional order or disrupt functioning
of organs of state power and control”

The Russian Federation 2000 Military Doctrine was as defensive as other post-Soviet era
doctrines but the nature and threat in all areas of national security has changed (Babadjanov,
2008).

2000 Military Doctrine

The exacerbation of traditional threats and the emergence of terrorism and armed separa-
tism in the North Caucasus region were important reasons for adopting the new Military
Doctrine of the Russian Federation approved in the presidential decree No. 706 from April
21,2000. This doctrine characterised the global political and military situation and high-
lighted changes after the cold war. Section I clause 2 detailed the following military-political
action against sabotage and terrorism: “reducing risk of large-scale war, including nuclear;
the formation and strengthening of regional power centers; the strengthening of national,
ethnic and religious extremism; the intensification of separatism; the spread of local wars and
armed conflicts;the strengthening of regional arms races; proliferation of nuclear and other
weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery and exacerbation of informational
confrontation” (Dmitriev, Polyanskiy, & Trofimov, 2008). The federal authorities emphasised
that terrorism and the level of threats to public safety and natural and technical disasters
were the most important dangers for the Russian internal security (Menkiszak, 2014).

! Decree of the President of the Russian Federation of 2° November 1993 No. 1833 “On the Basic Pro-
visions of the Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation’, http://base.garant.ru/6302237/#ixzz4qoPHVjwN.

? Decree of the President of the Russian Federation of 21 April 2000 No. 706 “On the Approval of the
Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation’, http://base.garant.ru/181993/#ixzz4qoOtOqe6.
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The 2000 Military Doctrine defined the strategic course and sequence of Russian leader-
ship actions to ensure national security. Point 12 Part IT noted “the Russian Federation firmly
strives to create effective policies, legal, organisational, technical and other international
guarantees for prevention of armed conflicts and wars” (Khohlov, 2005). The content stresses
that aggressive changes to the existing status quo are not envisaged in the former Soviet
Union or other global regions.

In the opinion of the authors of the doctrine, “in modern times, the threat of direct
military aggression in traditional forms against the Russian Federation and its allies is
reduced due to positive changes in the international situation, the holding by Russia of an
active, peace-loving foreign policy, the maintenance at a sufficient level of Russian military
capabilities, deterrence”

But, as we can see, in the eyes of the leading NATO countries, after the collapse of the
Soviet Union, Russia did not pose a significant threat, moreover, it was treated as “to the
Upper Volta with missiles”

2010 Military Doctrine

After 10 years, thanks to high prices for raw materials, Russia’s budget becomes surplus, the
country begins to revive, its authority in the world grows, and accordingly the policy and
the nature of the threats to its military security changes.

Content analysis confirmed previously declared Russian priorities in the security field
in their validation that “the Military doctrine takes into account the main provisions of the
Military doctrine of the Russian Strategy of development projects in the defense sector of
the Russian 23 Federation, 2000, the concept of long-term socio-economic development of
the Russian Federation for the period up to 2020 national security Strategy of the Russian
Federation up to 2020, and relevant provisions of foreign policy Concept of the Russian
Federation, 2008...”* Clause “F” Section 21 postulates the requirement for “..expanding
the circle of partner States and develop cooperation with them on the basis of common
interests in strengthening international security in accordance with the provisions of the
UN Charter and other norms of international law”. This involved new cooperation formats
including BRICS* and SCO® where states such as Brazil, India and China became Russian
Federation partners (Kochetkov, 2015).

* Decree of the President of the Russian Federation of 05.02.2010 No. 146 “On the Military Doctrine
of the Russian Federation’, http://www.kremlin.ru/ref_notes/461.

* BRICS - an association of five major emerging national economies: Brazil, Russia, India, China
and South Africa.

5 SCO - The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation is a Eurasian political, economic, and security
organisation, the creation of which was announced on 15 June 2001 in Shanghai, China by the leaders of
China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan.
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This concept strived to build balanced security systems with the interaction of all key
players. Particular attention focused on post-Soviet space and sought to enhance coopera-
tion in international security in the Commonwealth of Independent States and increasing
the capacity of collective security treaties. Thie concept proposed to organis security and
cooperation in Europe and Shanghai and the development of relationships with interstate
organisations such as NATO and the European Union (Burenok, Kosenko, & Laavrinov,
2010).

The Military Doctrine of 2010 thus sought to introduce Russian national security inter-
ests in the changing international context and guarantee national interests while facing both
old and new threats. The doctrine text also declares willingness to consider the interests of
other powerful players if they are consistent with Russian Federation national interest. This
approach indicated Russian desire to secure continued existence as an influential power
center in global politics (Samarkina, 2014).

The 2010 doctrine made no significant changes to its defense policy. Russia has continued
to perceive NATO and the US as potential opponents and co-operation with these powers
was conditional on the willingness of US and the Alliance to include Russia’s interests in
war-political planning (Smigielski, 2010).Thus, the Military Doctrine of 2010 seeks to
inscribe the interests of Russia’s national security in to the changing international context,
to guarantee the national interests of the country in the face of old and new threats. At the
same time, Russia’s adherence to the norms of international law remained unchanged, its
desire to ensure its security on equal terms, unlike the selective approach that the United
States invariably demonstrates. In the Doctrine there is a readiness to take into account the
interests of other influential players, if this does not contradict the national interests of the
Russian Federation. From the declared approach, Russia’s desire to ensure its continued
existence as one of the most influential centers of power in world politics is evident.

2014 Military Doctrine

The recent structure of threats to Russia’s national interests changed significantly and coun-
teraction was approved in the “Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation” by Presidential
Decree No. Pr-2976 from December 25,2014 (Colin C.,2015). The 2014 Military Doctrine
marked a qualitatively new stage in Russia’s relations with the external world.

The Russian government associated eleven defined actions with potential issues or
causes for military engagement. In essence they presented Russia as a defensive agent (Gritz,
2014) and Parchomenko confirmed that the 2014 doctrine outlined all actions viewed as
particularly dangerous and capable of inciting Russian government response (Bodner,
2016).These actions included the “movement of NATO forces into global representation or
bringing this infrastructure to Russia and attempting to destabilize regions of importance or
strategic value to Russia or deployment of foreign military in countries or areas near Russia
and its allies” (Norberg, 2014). The remaining conditions centered on: (1) deploying strategic
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anti-missile defense systems and undermining Russia’s global stability or nuclear balance;
(2) spreading the weapons of mass destruction; (3) using military force in the violation of
the UN charter; and (4) spreading terrorism and any other instances of radicalised violence
(Galeotti, 2016) (Sinovets i Renz, 2015).

The use of military force in the territories of states adjacent to the Russian Federation
and its allies, in violation of the Charter of the United Nations (UN) and other norms of
international law, is a fundamentally new threat. It is estimated that this may concern
both the risks of a rapid US / NATO response to threats from the Islamic State in Central
and Middle Asia, and to exaggerate the probability of NATO contingent entering Ukraine
or other perimeter countries. In particular, it is possible that the Libyan scenario had an
impact on Moscow’s assessment of the actions bypassing the Russian veto in the UN Security
Council.

The treatment of threats from global terrorism has been expanded. On the one hand,
it is combined with the risks of extremism, and on the other hand, the risks of carrying
out terrorist acts with the help of radioactive and toxic chemicals are outlined. For the first
time, the Military Doctrine had mentioned the challenges posed by transnational organised
crime in the sphere of illicit trafficking in arms and drugs. It is obvious that these threats
are formed by the expectations of the development of the situation in Afghanistan and the
region as a whole after the withdrawal of a contingent of American troops from it and the
expectations of an escalation of the situation in the Caucasus.

The new military doctrine also established and defined current and relevant terms and
conditions pertaining to the Russian Federation military. The events in Ukraine and deploy-
ment of confrontation with the US and EU demonstrated that Russia has faced the most
serious challenges to national security since the early 1990s. However, at the enlarged session
of the Collegium of the Ministry of defense in December 2014 President Vladimir Putin
described the adoption of the 2024 Russian Federation Military document in the following
manner “Our military doctrine does not change, it is purely defensive in nature, but we will
defend our safety consistently and harshly” (Zhilin, 2014). The fundamental provision in
the new document confirms that Russia will use military force to repel aggression against
it and/or its allies and maintain/restore peace by decision of the UN Security Council
and other collective security institutions. It further ensures the protection of its citizens
outside the Russian Federation in accordance with universally recognised principles and
international law norms backed up by Russian Federation international treaties. Radikov
(2015) stresses that this is not conditional on the exhaustion of possibilities of applying
non-violent measures (Radikov, 2015).

The Russian government has attempted to facilitate direct dialogue with European
security agencies and most specifically with the EU and NATO (Hawk, 2016; Yashin i Shorina,
2015; McDermott, 2015). The provisions of the new doctrine outline an essentially defensive
and security model meant to ensure that non-bloc principles are followed throughout the
country. The doctrine further attempts to observe the conditions of international treaties and
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agreements with the Russian Federation for international limitations on nuclear weapons
(Connell and Evans, 2015) and outlines Russia’s capacity to readily arm itself and destabilise
any issues directly pertaining to national security (Malenic, 2015).

Priority in cooperation in military-political and military-economic spheres is provided
to CIS countries. The February 2010 Military Doctrine approves Russian consideration that
NATO’s extension to the East and the strengthening ties between the Alliance and post-Soviet
States pose a distinct threat to Russian national interests. Russia currently applies open
pressure and influence on regional countries by opposing closer ties and NATO Alliance
membership for Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia. The doctrine’s points are related to Russia’s
preference for a stronger “Organisation of the collective security Treaty” and they emphati-
cally confirm that Russian military-political priorities remain unchanged (Gates, 2009).

Main provisions of the current Military Doctrine

An analysis of the 2014 document and comparison with the 2010 manifesto provide evidence
for the reassessment of the Kremlin's threats to national security and the exaggeration of
military threats. The blending of offensive and defensive functions and revised approaches
to equipping the Armed Forces are also designated.

There is also radically altered assessment of the current global situation (Baronin, 2014).
The Alliance’s power capacity and its infrastructural approach to Russian borders is pres-
ently the main external threat. It is important to emphasise that the 2010 military doctrine
mentions NATO as an organisation that Russia could work with to “strengthen the system
of collective security” but this was nullified in the new document. The 2014 doctrine text
implies that the Alliance is the main geopolitical opponent because the current relations
between Russia and NATO are wavering on the brink of armed confrontation and the text
pointedly avoids mentioning the United States (Ivanov, 2014). Thus, we can see that in
the text of military doctrine the enemy is clearly and logically designated. Obviously, the
relationship between Russia and the West mentally returned to the situation of the Cold
War. Both sides view each other as a probable adversary. From this, one or another measure
for the deployment of their forces follows.

Many expected that in the text of the new military doctrine, which will become a com-
pletely new document, it will be clearly stated where the threats come from, what they
represent, at what stage they can materialise, and who is their initiator. However, it did not
happen, since the leadership of the Russian Federation has considered all the world centers
of influence as hostile and as the sources of threats to national security.

This new Military Doctrine defines Russia’s reaction to current events. For the first time
Russia had stated its position on the legality of using force to repel aggression against it or
its allies and this includes actions countering the decisions of the UN Security Council or
other collective security structures and the protection of its citizens residing outside the
country. Attacks or manifestations of aggression against the Union state and CSTO member

513



514

Michal Pietkiewicz

states are deemed equally as an attack on Russia. This may indicate the prevalence of the
defense concept in the Doctrine, based on the goal of retaining new gains of Russia in the
Caucasus, Crimea and Ukraine. At the same time, this indicates the possibility of conducting
the new stages of a hybrid war in the territory of the post-Soviet space within the framework
of the protection of Russian-speaking population, after preliminary preparation in the form
of granting citizenship. In this case, the southern and eastern parts of Ukraine, Moldova,
Latvia and Kazakhstan appear in the risk zone (in decreasing order of probability).

In the military doctrine of the state owning nuclear weapons, there have been politically
important guidelines on the principles and conditions of its application. The new doctrine
allows Russia to continue developing and modernising nuclear capability and reserves the
right to use nuclear weapons in case of provocation or threat from European powers (Win-
nerstig, 2014). This specifically coincides with Vladimir Putin’s goal to reinstate elements of
the Soviet Union. Attention is therefore drawn to the interesting point raised by Piontkovsky,
the well-known Russian expert and senior researcher at the Institute for System Analysis
(RAS). The author asserts that “the document proposed to write that Russia is prepared to
use nuclear weapons in regional and even local conflicts” (Piontkovsky, 2016).

Moscow believes that military dangers for the Russian Federation have increased in
some areas although the 2014 Military Doctrine indicated lower likelihood of large-scale
war being unleashed against Russia because of its nuclear arsenal (Baronin, 2014). This is
undoubtedly due to the ‘information war’ where both sides accuse each other of escalating
conflicts (Darczewska, 2015). Europe still remains fully committed to protecting the United
States’ interests and Alliance troops have moved closer to Russian borders under the pretext
of threats posed by the Russian Federation (Ivanov, 2013). The commentariat further sug-
gested that the new Russian Military Doctrine contains no optimism for NATO-Russia
relations despite being defined as “actively defensive” (Furgacz, 2015).

In this regard, the relevance of the military doctrine of the Russian Federation lies in the
fact that it attempts to elaborate the new forms of warfare: informational warfare; hybrid war;
international extremism. It is pointed out “the utilization of information and communication
technologies for military and political purposes for carrying out actions that are contrary to
international law directed against sovereignty, political independence, territorial integrity of
states and posing a threat to international peace, security, global and regional stability poses
a special danger for the Russian Federation. As also the establishment of regimes in the states
adjacent to the Russian Federation, including those regimes established as a result of the
overthrow of legitimate government bodies, whose policies are threatening the interests of
the Russian Federation™. The latter predetermines the possibility of conducting hybrid wars
by seizing part of the territory of the Russian Federation by the way of taking advantage of

¢ Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation [Electronic resource] — Access mode: http://static.
kremlin.ru/media/events/files/41d527556bec8deb3530.pdf
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the local population through the expression of its will in accordance with the international
legal norms on plebiscite.

That being said, the problems of counteracting the information threat and the model
of Russia’s behaviour in the information war were spelled out very poorly in the Military
Doctrine of the Russian Federation. This suggests that up until now, recognising the reality
of the information threat, the Russian military-political decision-makers are trying to
independently master the new kind of technological confrontation utilising the armed
forces and military technologies.

Conclusions

It is obvious that military doctrines are not new. Almost every country has current strategic
defense mechanisms collated in one document but perhaps not titled as “Military Doctrine”.
The major provisions in Russian military doctrines have changed significantly for the past
20 years but their core issues remain the same. This is despite the addition of new clauses
which will align subsequent documents with Russia’s changing reality (Urbanski, 2015). The
Russian Military Doctrine determines “with whom we will jointly confront new threats”
and specifies: (1) the CSTO; (2) BRICS countries; (3) Abkhazia; and (4) South Ossetia. It
further stresses the necessity of maintaining equal dialogue with NATO and the European
Union. The military doctrine aims are to be achieved by state and military management
centralisation with the “implementation of complex political, diplomatic, economic, social,
informational, legal, military and other measures aimed at ensuring the military security
of the Russian Federation and its allies” (Kucheryavy, 2010).

Thus, it becomes obvious that the Military Doctrine, like any other doctrine, evolves.
The situation changes, the state changes, the international security system changes, and the
National Military Doctrine also changes. The analysis of the Military Doctrine of the Russian
Federation from 2014 makes it clear that the document has a defensive character (Lubianoy,
2016). Many provisions of the doctrine did not change in comparison with the editors of
2010, the provision on the use of nuclear weapons remained the same. In addition, in the
doctrine of 2014, an item appeared, according to which Moscow pursues a policy of strategic
deterrence, not only with nuclear weapons but also by conventional means, in particular by
the use of precision weapons (2014). According to the published document, Russia is going
to pursue a policy of equal dialogue with the EU and NATO, despite its current with them.
Accents were also identified, for example, for the first time there had been an emphasis put
on expanding cooperation with the BRICS member states, with the Shanghai Cooperation
Organisation, and also for the first time there had appeared a provision on cooperation
with the republics of Abkhazia and Ossetia in order to ensure joint defense and security
(Kochetkov, 2015).

Particular attention was paid to the emerging position on the tasks in the Arctic region.
It is about strengthening military security and ensuring economic functioning in the Arctic.
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From a military point of view, this is the region through which the trajectories of intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles fly, the flights of strategic aviation of some countries, and also the
area where submarines operate (Kozmenko, 2015).

It becomes obvious that the military-strategic documents of the Russian Federation
meet all international and national dangers that Russia had faced. It can be assumed that
the Russian Federation will have retaliatory measures against all threats of the outside
world. Besides realising its foreign and domestic policy, Russia is achieving success in the
military sphere, which causes concern for the outside world and strengthens confidence in
the military power of Russian citizens.

On November 8,2017, the All-Russian Center for the Study of Public Opinion published
the results of a survey on the military threat to Russia. According to the results of the polls it
became clear that more than a half of Russians does not believe that any country can attack
Russia. This opinion was expressed by 53% of survey participants. At the same time, 47% of
respondents considered the Russian army to be one of the best in the world, and 36% put
the RF Armed Forces in first place in the world. It is worth noting that in February 2015,
68% believed that there was a real threat of a military attack on Russia.

It is based on support and approval on the conviction of Russians that, in the event
of a real military threat, the armed forces will effectively cope with the task of protecting
citizens and the country, thanks, among other things, to the successful modernisation
of armaments (Sitdikhov, 2017). The modernisation of weapons is considered the main
achievement of the Armed Forces of the country over the past five years (this is indicated
by 34% of the polled Russians).

The Russian vantage point demands that the state does everything in its power to provide
national security for both its citizens and territory. The political value of the documents
described in this article is ensured because their most important effects are targeted at
deterring potential the State’s enemies. There are many stipulations in the Russian Military
Doctrines which may be considered incompatible with international law regulations, but
possible justification exists in the meaning attributed to treaties and this is highly dependent
on individual interpretation. But there is no secret to anyone that the Kremlin has laid the
concept of a global military presence in the Military Doctrine, but the practical implementa-
tion of such a concept will be problematic.
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