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Foreword

As a former NATO intelligence officer, I anxiously monitored Russia’s sudden annexation
of Crimea from an underground military bunker in northern Germany during a NATO
Command and Control Exercise in early March 2014. Following this, I witnessed how
NATO’s military headquarters struggled to decipher and comprehend Russia’s approach
to modern war in Ukraine and along NATQO’s Eastern borders. Since then, Western
scholars have made several attempts to conceptualise the perceived shift in Russian
strategic thought with essentially contested concepts such as Russian hybrid warfare or
the so-called Gerasimov doctrine. These experiences inspired me to carry out PhD
research on the historical origins of Russia’s conceptualization of modern warfare. With
this research, I'd like to add to the understanding of the thought and actions of the
Russian military. Towards that end, I've examined the historical continuity and strategic
relevance and interrelation of five distinctive Russian military concepts between 1856

and 2010. I've written this dissertation from February 2018 to September 2021.
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Preface

It is my experience of working on Russian military strategy that has driven this
research project. My interest in this area developed while I was an intelligence officer
in NATO Joint Force Command Brunssum (The Netherlands) between 2013 and 2016.
I worked, closely for several years, on how the Russian military seized control in
Crimea, backed separatists in Eastern Ukraine and used various means to harass and
deter NATO troops in its Eastern flank. During my tour, I experienced in practice that
conceptualising the character of Russia’s military operations in Ukraine was a subject
of great interest in strategic and policy circles. On the one hand, Russia’s Crimean
intervention of 2014 did not showcase the peculiarities of 'old' conventional forms of
war or 'new' Western military methods displayed in the former Yugoslavia, Afghanistan
and Iraq. On the other hand, the Russian military’s Crimean campaign attained
Moscow's political objectives by keeping the use of force under the threshold of the
conventional justifications of war. The recent Russo-Ukrainian war has revealed the

Russia’s resolve to rely on military force in case of need.

This dissertation aims to unravel some of the mysteries surrounding continuity and
discontinuity in Russian military thinking. Western strategic thinkers have made
several attempts to explain Russian military thought using concepts which originated
in the West, such as hybrid war, political war or limited war. Conceptualizing
presupposed novelties in Russian military thinking from a Western perspective has
been a key objective in these studies. Instead, this research was designed to
investigate the historical roots of Russia’s approach to waging modern war. Thus,
researching (dis)continuity (as opposed to novelty) in military strategic thinking is a
key motivation of this research project. In this framework, the manuscript investigates
the rise and evolution of Russian military concepts to determine historical origins of
Russia’s approaches to waging modern war. In consequence, this study sets out to
scrutinize time-tested concepts of late Imperial Russian, Soviet and contemporary
Russian military thinking to address the issue of whether these concepts remained
intact and strategically relevant over the course of the 20t century. For this purpose,
the method of writing a conceptual history has been employed while scrutinizing

prevailing Russian military concepts between 1853 and 2010.

The issue of Russian military thinking has received considerable attention especially

since the Russian-Ukrainian war has started in February 2022. While the project was



officially brought to a close before its outbreak, a few observations can be made from
the perspective of my research. First and foremost, the war has removed some of the
mystery surrounding the argument that non-military means and methods had gained
a pivotal importance in Russian military thought. On the contrary, the recent war has
apparently validated the expectation of decisiveness of military means in Russian
strategic thinking. Considering Russia’s military interventions in Georgia, Syria and
Ukraine, it can thus be concluded that contemporary Russian war theory ascribes the

utmost importance to military means and methods.

Since the early 20t™ century, forecasting war’s future character has been a central
theme of Russian strategic thinking. In this context, contemporary Russian war theory
has acknowledged the rising importance of non-military means and methods. From
the perspective of the debates of the early 2000s within the Russian Academy of Military
Sciences, non-military power would grow in future importance for the conduct of war.
Nevertheless, their decisiveness and capability to be the primary means of war have
been extensively questioned by the Russian High Command. According to prevailing
view, non-military means have affected war’s character but armed struggle has
remained to be main typical features of any war.! Non-military means are employed
to weaken the enemy before military operations. Only then could non-military means
be recognised as an instrument of war given that they would be imbued with specific

and measurable violence.?2

The Russo-Ukrainian war has showcased Russian High Command’s violent-centric and
direct approaches to war. Likewise, the eight years (2014-2022) of Russian covert
support to separatists in Eastern Ukraine has recently been transformed into direct
military involvement to achieve Moscow’s political objectives. Thus, Russia’s recent
military involvement has refuted the Westerly argument that Russia has prioritised non-
military means over military force. Nevertheless, new opinions have been introduced in
the recent years to integrate non-military and methods into the doctrine in parallel with
the discussions on Russian hybrid war (gibridnaya voyna). Therefore, this research
offers important insights into understanding how military and non-military means and
methods have been conceptualised in Russian thinking about modern warfare and how
they are still practiced today. Indeed, recent events fit in a longer pattern rather than

indicating a rupture.

1 M.A. Gareyev, “Certain Typical Features of Future Wars”, Military Thought 12:2 (March 2003):188.
2V.V. Serebryannikov, “On the Notion of War”, Military Thought 13:4, (October 2004):177.
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Secondly, the Russo-Ukrainian war has provided an indication of understanding
continuity in Russian strategic thinking. This war has indicated the Russian military’s
longstanding obsession of attaining war objectives at the initial phase with a peacetime
and combat ready force. This tendency has also been visible in the Crimean
intervention in February-March 2014 where Russian troops swiftly took control of the
peninsula in less than a week. Between February 2014 and February 2022, the Russian
military’s involvement in the Donbas region was indirect, relied heavily on backing and
empowering Russian-backed separatists by military and political assistance. During
the Russo-Ukrainian war, the Russian military campaign has initially aimed at swiftly
enveloping Ukraine forces from the north (Belarus-Kiev axis) and the south (Crimea-
Donetsk axis) and consolidating Russian control in the Donbas region (i.e. Kharkiv and
Kramatorsk). Demonstrating the linkage with the past, Russian offensive campaign in
Ukraine began in February 2022 by standing combat ready forces, without war-time

mobilization.3

In February and March 2022, however, the Russian military has taken significant
losses in the first phase of the war and has been largely exhausted in terms of
manpower availability due to strong Ukraine resistance.* As a result, Russia has faced
major difficulties with sustaining its military effort and experienced difficulty in force
generation in the long run, or preserving gains.®> Subsequently the war has gained a
protracted character. This change demonstrates the validity of long-established
dichotomy in Russian military thinking between the war of attrition (izmor) and
annihilation (sokrushenie) since the late 19% century. Demonstrating continuity, the
strategy of attaining war objectives at the initial phase by surprise has always become
the Russian military’s first strategic option. In the case of failure, the Russian strategy

aims at saving time for a nation-wide mobilisation for a war of attrition.

After an initial period of success, the Russian military has under-performed in the
Russo-Ukrainian war to date. This is partly attributed to the Russian military’s
longstanding tendency to compensate for its shortcomings in technology with
increased combat readiness, manpower, surprise and willingness to suffer. Through

increased combat readiness, the Russian General Staff has traditionally sought to

3 Andrew Osborn and Polina Nikolskaya, “Russia’s Putin authorises 'special military operation' against Ukraine,”
Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/russias-putin-authorises-military-operations-donbass-
domestic-media-2022-02-24/ (accessed 19 June 2022)

4 Micheal Kofman, Tweets [Russian military operations in Ukraine], 12 May 2022.
https://twitter.com/KofmanMichael /status/1524821199590653956 (accessed 26 May 2022)

5 Micheal Kofman, Tweets [Russian military operations in Ukraine], 25 May 2022.

https: //twitter.com /KofmanMichael/status/1529475235359207426 (accessed 27 May 2022)
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multiply the troops’ fighting potential and ensure superiority over the enemy at the
beginning of war since late 19t century. This historical continuity has also been visible
so far as an important strategic driver of the Russian military campaign in Ukraine.
The Russian military’s initial superiority in correlation of forces (against Ukrainian
forces) enabled it to control additional territory in Kiev, north of Crimea and Donbas.
In addition to that, the Russian military’s possession of supremacy in artillery systems
and ammunition has allowed it to trap some Ukrainian troops in a war of artillery.®
Consequently, the surprise and readiness factors have won the Russian military about
%20 percent of Ukrainian territory at the moment of writing. In response, the Ukraine
army has balanced the front with the help of a nation-wide mobilisation, moral
superiority, resilience and the deployment of Western military equipment and

international support.

Russian offensive campaign in Ukraine has revealed the continuity of past ideas in
Russia's new approaches to warfare. It has highlighted Russian General Staff’s
longstanding inclination to design war strategies based on the military conceptual
ideas of the past. Despite a series of political and strategic ruptures over the 20%"
century, the conceptual frameworks of Russian strategic culture have remained
remarkably consistent and feed into the development of new military thinking.
Therefore, exploring military conceptual resilience is key to investigate Russia’s
modern approaches to waging war. This research therefore is designed to generate
fresh insights into understanding the conceptual resilience in Russian military thought

from a historical standpoint.

The observations of this war can only provide us with a snapshot of how the Russian
military carries out war in particular circumstances. This thesis offers a necessary
historical approach and context to investigate the roots of Russian military thought. A
careful understanding of the conceptual evolution of Russian strategic thinking is
needed to map out the Russian military system of thought and its employment in

different circumstances in the battlefield.

This research has aimed to achieve this objective through understanding key concepts

of Russian strategic culture. The war in Ukraine has indicated that time-tested military

6 Ryan Evans and Micheal Kofman, “Counter attacks and Can-kicking in the Russo-Ukrainian War,” War on the
Rocks. https: //warontherocks.com/2022 /05 /counter-attacks-and-can-Kicking-in-the-russo-ukrainian-war/

and Karolina Hird, Kateryna Stepanenko, and Mason Clark, “Russian Offensive Campaign Assessment: 10 June,”
ISW, https://www.understandingwar.org/backgrounder/russian-offensive-campaign-assessment-june-10 (both
accessed 26 June 2022)
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concepts and principles have secured their functionality and strategic relevance in the
Russian military’s modern approaches to war. Battle-proven concepts of the 20%"
century have continued to shape Russian military strategies. In Russian military
thinking observing them should lead to a victory, avoiding them would be accompanied
by military failure. As a result, time-tested concepts have remained strategically
relevant and even assumed increasingly essential functions in strategic debates among

Russian military thinkers up until this day.

My observations about the Russo-Ukrainian war demonstrate the contemporary value
and relevance of researching conceptual evolution of Russian military thinking. These
observations should enable more and better historically informed analyses of Russian
military thinking and its application in Russian military practice. Therefore, this research
provides an important opportunity to advance the understanding of how fundamental

military concepts of Russian strategic culture which shape Russia’s strategic thinking.

Vil
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Chapter-1

Introduction

1.1. The importance of the topic

This study sets out to investigate the rise, evolution, relevance, and genealogy of
Russian military concepts between the late 19% and early 21st centuries. Military
concepts are crucial to decipher the historical dimensions of contemporary Russian
military thought. Therefore, the conceptualization of Russia's approaches to modern
war from theoretical and practical observations has been an object of influential
academic and policy debate within the field of modern war studies over the last decade.
The Russian military campaigns conducted in Ukraine since 2014 have only increased
the need to carry out research on Russia’s conceptualization of modern war. Thus, the
introduction gives a brief overview of the significance of the topic and the controversy
surrounding it within the field of Western strategic studies. It will then go on to present
a summary of the historical antecedents of Russian military concepts, which are the
main focus of the study. Finally, this chapter ends with a short literature review, a

research question, and the chosen methodology.

In the first place, Russia's annexation of Crimea in March 2014 has been a matter of
great interest. The character of the operations there contrasted with that of the Russian
military intervention in Georgia in 2008. Rolling tanks, the firing of artillery, and fighting
over key territory, such as occurred in Georgia, were not visible on the battlefield.
Instead, the Crimean intervention was characterized by indirectness, non-violence, and
surprise. Under the shadow of Russia's special troops in unmarked uniforms, total
silence symbolized a victory without a war. The intervention did not showcase the
peculiarities of 'old' conventional forms of war or the 'new' Western military methods
displayed in Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Nevertheless, the Crimean campaign
attained Moscow's political objectives by keeping the use of force below the threshold
of the conventional justifications of war. On the one hand, there is a growing interest
among Western scholars in Russia’s reliance on more traditional military means over
the past several years, which, unlike in Crimea, has been visible partly in Russia’s covert

campaign in Donbas (Eastern Ukraine) and fully in Moscow’s recent (February 2022)



massive military offensive in Ukraine. As a result, Western thinkers’ attention has

shifted to concepts of conducting traditional military operations.

Russian thinkers' views on contemporary warfare have drawn considerable attention
from Western scholars. For instance, the ideas formulated in 2013 by the Russian Chief
of General Staff, Valeriy Gerasimov on the obscurity between war and peace have
dominated scholarly discussions on Russia's conceptualization of modern war.!
Deciphering the Russian way of war has been an object of research especially since
Russia’s Crimean intervention of 2014. Recently, there has been renewed interest in
Russian strategic thought, following Russian thinkers' studies on new generation
warfare (voynu novogo pokoleniya) and Russian hybrid warfare (gibridnaya voyna).?
These two concepts have triggered scholarly debate on the presupposed features of
Russia's conceptualization of contemporary war. Subsequently, a considerable literature
has grown up around the theme of Russian military thought and strategy from a
Western standpoint. As a result, most Western studies in the field of Russian strategy
have focused on the Gerasimov doctrine, hybrid war, or full-spectrum conflict.
Nevertheless, these studies have failed to systematically specify the concepts of Russian

military culture and their impact on military strategy.

Principally, scholars have studied the Russian military's thinking and activities through
a Western conceptual lens. For instance, in 2014 Mark Galeotti described the dramatic
turn in Russian military thought as the "Gerasimov Doctrine".3 Under this doctrine,
Galeotti associated Russian Chief of General Staff Valeriy Gerasimov's ideas with the
Russian military's acts in Ukraine. In this regard, Galeotti argued that the Russian
military had devised new non-military means and methods to achieve political
objectives. Nevertheless, a careful examination of Gerasimov’s ideas has demonstrated
that he puts emphasis on how the employment of non-military means of war has grown
in modern warfare generally (not Russian in particular) and, in some cases, has
exceeded military instruments of power.* Thus, contrary to Galeotti’s interpretation,
Gerasimov presented the Russian Chief of Staff's analyses about the Western way of

war trajectory. Later in 2019, Galeotti admitted that his conceptualization had not

1 Valeriy Gerasimov “The value of science is prediction,” Military-Industrial Courier 8 (2013): 1-3.

2 Ofer Fridman, Russian ‘Hybrid Warfare’ Resurgence and Politicization (London: Hurst & Company, 2018), 131 and
141. In the first study, the Russian military’s non-military means are intended to soften the enemy before decisive
military operations. In the second attempt, Russians ascribed decisive importance to non-military means of power.
3 Mark Galeotti, “The “Gerasimov Doctrine” and Russian Non-Linear War,” Moscow’s Shadows,
https://inmoscowsshadows.wordpress.com/2014/07/06/the-gerasimov-doctrine-and-russian-non-linear-war/

4 Ibid.



reflected actual Russian military practice.® Instead, this concept could be a placeholder
for Valery Gerasimov's ideas on particular kinds of modern wars in the 215t century (i.e.

color revolutions).®

Misinterpreting Gerasimov is partly associated with Western short-sightedness
regarding Russian military concepts. Instead of understanding and employing Russian
military concepts, western scholars have tended to use concepts developed by Western
strategic culture. For instance, as stated in his article, Gerasimov's ideas would be
characterized by a key Russian military concept, forecasting, that would predict the
trends in the character of war. Therefore, Gerasimov’s forecasts do not necessarily
indicate how Russians would implement the war. Instead, these forecasts represent
global trends and tendency’s in war’s character. Forecasting is prominent in the history
of modern Russian military thought. Therefore, this concept will be meticulously

examined in this study.

Other Western scholars have described the perceived shift in Russian strategic thought
by using the term hybrid warfare.” When Russia annexed Crimea and destabilized
Eastern Ukraine in 2014, researchers examined it under the hybrid warfare concept
developed by US Major William Nemeth and later Frank Hoffman.® In his 2002 thesis,
Nemeth argues that hybrid modes of warfare are equally connected with hybrid societies
that are governed by modern and traditional social orders.® By examining the Chechen
wars, Nemeth reveals the risks posed to conventional forces by hybrid actors who rely
on unconventional means, guerrilla tactics, and modern equipment.® Hoffman's 2007
definition of "hybrid wars" incorporates a range of different modes of warfare, including
conventional capabilities, irregular tactics and formations, terrorist acts including
indiscriminate violence, coercion, and criminal disorder.! After 2014, Western scholars

and practitioners have tended to put Russian acts in a conceptual framework drawn

5 Mark Galeotti, “The Mythical ‘Gerasimov Doctrine’ and the language of threat,” Critical Studies in Security 7:2 (2019):
157.

6 Ibid.

7 Maria Snegovaya, “Putin’s Information Warfare in Ukraine: The Soviet Origins of Russia’s Hybrid Warfare,” Institute
for the Study of War Washington (2015); Christopher Chivvis, “Understanding Russian Hybrid Warfare,” Rand (March
2017); K. Kilinskas, “Hybrid Warfare: An Orientating or Misleading Concept in Analyzing Russia’s Military Actions in
Ukraine?,” Lithuanian Annual Strategic Review 14 (2015-2016).

8 Guillaume Lasconjarias and Jeffrey A. Larsen, NATO’s Response to Hybrid Threats (Rome: NATO Defence College
Division, 2015)

% William J. Nemeth, Future war and Chechnya: a case for hybrid warfare (Monterey, California. Naval Postgraduate
School, 2002), 74.

10 Jpid.

11 Frank G. Hoffman, Conflict in 21st Century: The Rise of Hybrid Wars (Arlington, Virginia, USA: Potomac Institute for
Policy Studies), 27.



from hybrid warfare. Although the advocates of this tendency cannot agree on what
Russian hybrid warfare means, they have reached a consensus on the simultaneous

employment of a mix of conventional and unconventional means and methods.

Nevertheless, a large number of published studies criticize the tendency to associate
the concept of hybrid warfare with contemporary Russian military thought.'? To begin
with, Bettina Renz argues that hybrid warfare inadequately reflects the Russian
approach to modern war.!® According to Renz, the use of indirect approaches and
unconventional tactics is not peculiar to Russia.'* Consequently, Renz concludes that
Russia's success in Crimea is not the result of applying the war-winning formula of
hybrid war.*> In another significant study, Ofer Fridman warns against associating
Russian acts with the hybrid warfare concept. According to Fridman, Russia's
employment of disinformation campaigns and cyber-attacks has distracted scholars'
attention and prevented them from focusing on the vital role of the Russian military
threat in Ukraine.'® Furthermore, Fridman investigates whether Western and Russian
definitions of hybrid warfare are conceptually similar. Fridman concludes that Russia's
reconceptualization of hybrid warfare (gibridnaya voyna) is not identical to its Western
mirror image.'’ Contrary to Western definitions of the term, Russia's gibridnaya voyna
focuses on how the West has employed non-military means and methods in a subversive
manner to overthrow regimes.'® On the whole, the second major scholarly attempt at
deciphering and conceptualizing Russian military thought with a Western concept is

equally riddled with problems.

The third instance of contemporary Western conceptual confusion is highlighted in the
work of Oscar Jonsson and Robert Seely, where they develop the concept of Russian
full-spectrum conflict.*® In a 2015 article, Jonsson and Seely admit that Western
attempts to conceptualize and understand the Russian way of war are flawed.?° To

improve this, they create a new concept; they argue that the full-spectrum conflict

12,5, Rinelli and I. Duyvesteyn, ‘The Missing Link: Civil Military Cooperation and Hybrid Wars.” In A Civil Military
Response to Hybrid Threats. ed. Eugenio Cusumano and Marian Corbe.17-40 (Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018).
13 Bettina Renz, “Russia and Hybrid Warfare,” Contemporary Politics 22, 3 (2016), 283

14 |bid. p. 284.

15 Ibid.

16 Fridman, p.115.

17 Ipid.

18 |bid. p. 93.

1% Oscar Jonsson and Robert Seely. “Russian Full-Spectrum Conflict: An Appraisal After Ukraine,” The Journal of Slavic
Military Studies 28:1 (2015)

20 Jpid.



supposedly describes Russia's approaches to waging modern war in Ukraine with a
model that encapsulates a mix of conventional and clandestine forces, economic
threats, political influence, information battles, and traditional subversion.?! Even
though Jonsson and Seely’s model shows substantial similarities with hybrid warfare, it
has been devised using different linguistic forms (full-spectrum conflict). According to
this model, Russian warfare relies on the simultaneous use of violent and non-violent

means “in differing degrees of intensity from peace to war and the space in between.”??

However, full-spectrum conflict is not a true reflection of Russian military thinking. This
concept is not used in the Russian military's lexicon. Instead, Russian military thinkers
have used the concept of new generation warfare.?®> Russian new generation warfare is
based on the notion that non-military means are intended to soften the enemy before
decisive military operations.?* Contrary to full-spectrum conflict’'s emphasis on non-
violent means of war, contemporary Russian war theory ascribes decisive importance
to military means and methods. Moreover, the boundary between war and peace is
more evident in Russian new generation warfare. Therefore, full-spectrum conflict is ill-
suited to explain the Russian military's approach to modern warfare. Consequently, this
third Western attempt to decipher the Russian way of war projects preconceived notions

of Russian practices without proper investigation.

Scholars have noted the all-pervasive problem with interpreting Russian military
thought. Dmitry Adamsky emphasizes Western unfamiliarity with the peculiar concepts
of Russian strategic thought.?> While studying the Russian approach to deterrence
theory, Adamsky asserts that Russian concepts deviate substantially from Western
conceptualizations.?® He demonstrates to what extent mirror imaging may cause
Western scholars to invent non-existent attributes of the Russian approach to war and
disregard its fundamentals.?’ Furthermore, Adamsky draws scholarly attention to how
strategic concepts evolve differently in the Russian cultural realm. For instance, he
validates the counter-argument that the term hybrid warfare has been used in the

Russian military lexicon only after 2014, in reference to the Western standoff with

21 1bid. p. 5

22 |bid. p. 1.

B Fridman, p. 131 and 141.

24 |bid. p. 131

25 Dmitry Adamsky, “From Moscow with coercion: Russian deterrence theory and strategic culture,” The Journal of
Strategic Studies, 41:1-2, (2018), 34.

26 |pid.

27|bid, p. 51.



Russia.?® In return, Russia has resorted to distinct methods to cope with the perceived
Western hybrid threats. Adamsky argues that Russian cross-domain deterrence theory,
which correlates nuclear, conventional, and informational deterrence, is well-suited to
counter Western hybrid threats.?® Therefore, a Russian concept, correlation, offers a
more compelling explanation for Russia’s conceptualization of modern warfare.
Correlation represents the Russian military's holistic approach (kompleksnyi sistemnyi
podhod), which seeks to determine a war’s outcome by specifying the mixture of
conventional, nuclear, and non-military methods.3° Correlation is also a critical military

concept in Russian military thinking. For this reason, it will be examined in this study.

The common thread among these studies is that they have attempted to analyze war
based on ethnocentric and flawed theoretical and practical observations on the Russian
military. This study argues that an appreciation of the military conceptual history of the
late 19t and 20™ centuries is necessary to offer a more compelling explanation of
contemporary Russian military thought.3! The ideas of contemporary Russian military
thinkers have been formed by historical military concepts which are essential to the
functioning and development of Russian military science. Nevertheless, Western
scholarly attempts have paid scant attention to Russian military concepts' historical

roots, semantic use, and system of thinking.

Unsupported by Russian military concepts, researchers tend to use Western conceptual
frameworks while deciphering Russian military thought. As a result, existing accounts
fail to resolve the discrepancies between Western and Russian conceptual approaches
to war. First, Russian military concepts reflect the ideological, historical, and cultural
peculiarities of Russian society. In Russia, the widespread belief that Western ideas fall
short of providing meaningful solutions to the problems of Russian military science dates
back to the late 19th century.32 Moreover, this notion has continued to exist up to the
present in Russian thinking.33® Secondly, the Russian military has been sceptical of

conceptual developments in Western armies (i.e. hybrid warfare).3* Likewise, Russian

28 |bid.

2 1bid. p. 33

30 bid.

31 D. Timothy Goering, “Concepts, History and the Game of Giving and Asking for Reasons: A Defense of Conceptual
History”, Journal of the Philosophy of History 7 (2013), 429.

32 A.S. Milovidov and V.G. Kozlov, The Philosophical Heritage of V.I. Lenin and Problems of Contemporary War
(Moscow, 1972) translated and reproduced by (Washington: The US Government Printing Office, 1972), 97.

33|.S. Danilenko, “From Applied Military Science to a Basic Science of Warfare: Part 1,” Military Thought 17:4 (October
2008): 92.

34 ML.A. Gareyev, “Issues of Strategic Deterrence in Current Conditions,” Military Thought 18:2 (April 2009):8.
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military thinkers do not accept new Western ideas without suspicion and careful
scrutiny. Instead, new Western ideas are Russianized through the lenses of existing
fundamental military concepts. As Russian General S.A. Tyushkevich argues, "the
history of Russian military science reflects the characteristics of the social system,
specifics of the political system of our state, as well as the character and direction of its

policy."3>

This research argues that the key characteristics of contemporary Russian military
thought cannot be fully understood without a proper understanding of fundamental
Russian military concepts. Thus, present research sets out to investigate the rise,
evolution, relevance, and genealogy of military concepts from a historical standpoint

from the late 19% to the early 21% century.

1.2. Historical antecedents of Russian military concepts 3¢

Russian military thought has its own rationale and forms, which is reflected in its military
concepts. Early attempts to create a unified military doctrine went hand in hand with
the codification and institutionalization of military concepts. During the 1870s,
intellectual interaction with Prussia and France laid the foundations for early military
principles and their attendant concepts. During the Soviet era, ideological perceptions
of the world predetermined doctrinal objectives and their underlying military concepts.3”
After the 1990s, time-tested concepts continued to prevail even during the changing
socio-political conditions. For the purpose of this research, the term ‘fundamental
military concepts’ refers to military concepts that maintained historically continuous
strategic relevance despite the profound socio-historical and strategic changes during
the 20th century. Therefore, the present research defends the argument that these
concepts have been and continue to be central to realizing and deciphering the Russian

approaches to war.

The antecedents of Russian military concepts date back to the late Imperial Russian
period. Military thinkers of the late 19™ century applied positivism to military matters

and Russian military science. For instance, one of the early inventors of military

35S.A. Tyushkevich, “Military Science and Russia’s Security,” Military Thought 10:3 (March 2001), 46.

36 This research has primarily benefited from the English translations of the Russian sources in Western literature. The
author has also translated the relevant parts of untranslated Russian sources into English.

37 Andrei A. Kokoshin, Soviet Strategic Thought, 1917-1991 (London: The MIT Press, 1998).
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concepts, Genrikh Antonovich Leer, entitled his major 1877 work "“Positive Strategy”’38
The influence of positivism can be attributed to the belated ‘Military Enlightenment’
effect in the Russian military. Carl von Clausewitz's "Enlightenment Tradition of Writing
on War" disseminated across various schools of the Russian military later than expected,
even though these ideas were accessible to Russian thinkers.3° Clausewitz was a
Prussian general in the late 18" and early 19 century, whose contribution to the theory

of war is still valid today.*°

In the West, the advocates of Clausewitzian military theory defended the argument that
principles of war cannot be introduced as scientific laws.%! Clausewitz believed that "it
was simply not possible to construct a model for the art of the war that can serve as a
scaffolding on which the commander can rely on for support at any time."4? Therefore,
Clausewitzian military theory privileges the talent and judgement of the commander,
the uncertainties of war, and moral and psychological factors over military principles.
In late Imperial Russia, military thought relied predominantly on Henry Jomini's fixation
on fundamental military principles and their attendant concepts. Jomini was a French-
Swiss general who advocated the idea that war had universal principles and concepts.
Similar to Clausewitz’s short experience in the Russian military between 1813 and 1815,
Jomini also served in the Russian Army after 1807. Therefore, Jomini’s theory of war
inspired leading Russian military thinkers of the time such as Genrikh A. Leer and Nikolai
P. Mikhnevich. Subsequently, Leer established a culture in Russian strategic thought
that sought to explore war-winning principles of war and their adherent concepts based

on historical experience in the late 19th and early 20" century.

The positivist approach to war continued to predominate Russian military thinking after
1917. Generally speaking, Soviet military thinkers positioned military science between
social science and natural science. Akin to other natural sciences,