Welcoming remarks...
Firstly I would like to thank the organisers of today´s event for the invitation to be here with you today. It is really my privilege. 

We have gathered here today to discuss the new Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation which was approved by President Medvedev this February. This new Military Doctrine is an interesting document per se, its message being far from unequivocal. Yet it is also just another piece in the mosaic of important global security topics that is being put together in this year and that will shape the international system for at least a next decade. 
To name a few of these other themes that come immediately to mind let me mention:

· The recent signature of the “New START” Treaty in Prague, the Global Nuclear Security Summit in Washington last week, or the upcoming NPT Review Conference. 
· This year will also be crucial for the success of NATO-led engagement in Afghanistan and may well bring some positive moves in the stalemated peace process in the Middle East. 
· We have already seen a significant success in the multilateral struggle against piracy off the Somali coast, which for the first time in history brought European, American, Russian, Chinese and other navies together in order to achieve common purpose. 
· Yet at the same time Iran still persists in its controversial nuclear programme despite intense international pressure.

· Russian and NATO views on the issues related to missile defence are still far from converging.

· The situation in Georgia is becoming increasingly deadlocked with Russia solidifying its influence on the separatist territories.

· And, more generally, much mutual suspicion and insecurity still remain in the relations between NATO countries and Russia.   

All this, and many more, form either directly or indirectly the broader context that frames the new Russian Military Doctrine, which has to be considered together with this background and gauged against it. It also makes clear that our debate is indeed a timely one given the vast array of significant and confusing developments that have accumulated recently and decisions that will have to be made soon. It is extremely important to orient ourselves correctly in this rugged international environment. I believe that taking the new Russian Military Doctrine into focus is actually a very useful point of departure in such undertaking.

As it is stated in the Military Doctrine itself, the text represents a coherent “system of the views officially adopted in the state on preparations for armed defence and on the armed protection of the Russian Federation“ and takes into account the fundamental provisions of other official strategies and major policy papers. Thus it gives us a very good insight into how the Russians themselves perceive their situation in the present global security environment, what challenges and opportunities they see for themselves and what role they ascribe to their country and their military forces in this world. Knowing their view, we can more easily and much more accurately reflect and decide on our own course of action vis-à-vis Russia. Identify opportunities for effective and mutually beneficial cooperation, avoid misunderstandings and dispel suspicions, as well as, in certain cases, even acknowledge that our positions are so far incompatible and consider how to resolve the controversy without sacrificing our values and interests.

I am looking forward to hear the learned opinions of many excellent authorities on that matter that gathered in this room today. I could not resist, however, presenting my preliminary assessment on the two most discussed issues: prospects for future NATO-Russia relations and the role of nuclear weapons in Russian doctrine.
On NATO-Russia relations: Despite the fact that last year saw the official “reset” of NATO-Russia relations, this shift apparently did not translate into the two most important Russian strategic Documents. Already the Russian Nation Security Strategy through 2020, approved last summer clearly stated NATO as one of the most principal dangers to Russian national security and the new Military Doctrine only reinforced this sombre view by putting NATO and its enlargement at the top of the list of external military dangers, while several of the remaining ones are also clearly NATO-related. On the other hand, NATO, in the Declaration on European Security adopted at the last year Strasbourg summit as well as in all national position papers on the future NATO Strategic Concept makes it very clear that for us Russia in not an enemy, but rather a partner with which we want to cooperate to the benefit of all sides and participate jointly on finding solutions to global security challenges. There is a deep disconnect between the two contemporary, but fundamentally different evaluations. The question is what to do about it.

I believe it would be wrong to simply ignore the disturbing passages in the Military Doctrine. However, it would be equally wrong to get stuck on them and disregard the context of other, more positive phrases. For the start, the enumeration of external military dangers is not all about NATO. There are also security challenges that are high on NATO agenda as well such as the threats of terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, the emergence of seats of interfaith or interethnic tension and so on. Therefore there is a lot of common ground where we can cooperate jointly and productively. Hopefully this cooperation will eventually not only help to tackle these difficult issues, but also to promote better understanding and mutual confidence that will convince Russia that those above-mentioned incriminations are fundamentally out of touch with reality. We certainly have no interest in confrontation with Russia and Russia will realize that in dealing with its real challenges, not the imaginary ones, it has no better partner in the world than NATO. 
The other issue I want to comment upon is the role ascribed to nuclear weapons in the new Military Doctrine. Unfortunately, the interpretation of the relevant parts of the Doctrine on this particular issue has been sometimes influenced by the previous statement by General Patrushev in the October interview for Izvestija that the new doctrine might assign some role for nuclear weapons in local conflicts, which would of course be significant expansion of the role of these weapons in Russian security policy. That statement caused much criticism and made many observers somewhat predisposed to find it confirmed in the actual text of the doctrine itself. But the opposite is true. The new Military Doctrine does, in fact, set stricter criteria for eventual use of nuclear weapons. Their primary role is deterrence and while “the Russian Federation reserves the right to utilize nuclear weapons in response to the utilization of nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction against it and (or) its allies, and also in the event of aggression against the Russian Federation involving the use of conventional weapons...,” the last condition is qualified to the case “...when the very existence of the state is under threat.” In contrast, the previous edition of Military Doctrine, from 2000, was more permissive by allowing for their use “in situations critical for the national security” of Russia. 
It is also noteworthy that nuclear weapons are throughout the Doctrine mentioned exclusively in the context of strategic deterrence and nowhere are tactical nuclear weapons mentioned as such. This gives me hope that Russia might be re-considering the value of this category of weapons that are so far outside any arms control arrangements and might be willing to enter into serious and sincere negotiations with other nuclear powers on the elimination of this dangerous and unfortunately quite numerous category of weapons.
With this optimistic outlook, which however barely scratched the surface of the complex issues the new Russian Military Doctrine presents to us, I would conclude my intervention and pass the floor to other participants in expectation of their much deeper analysis and thoughtful opinions. Thank you.
