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FORTHCOMING CHANGES IN RUSSIA’S 
STRATEGIC PLANNING SYSTEM

V.Tsymbal

The very fi rst arƟ cle of a new Federal Law No. 172 of 
June 28, 2014 On the Strategic Planning in the Russian 
Federa  on reads that it is not only establishes legal 
frameworks and powers of (federal, regional and mu-
nicipal) government authoriƟ es, but also “the proce-
dure for their interacƟ on with non-governmental, sci-
enƟ fi c and other  organizaƟ ons in the fi eld of strategic 
planning”. Although it remains to be clarifi ed who are 
the “others”, the law is obviously intended to be all-
inclusive. 

Not least important is that the new law considers 
as integral the two principal components of our fu-
ture, namely the socio-economic development of the 
Russian FederaƟ on and its naƟ onal security policy. The 
need for this very linkage of interests and state ad-
ministraƟ on potenƟ als restricted by the law with the 
society’s interests and potenƟ als was analyzed in the 
research works of many scienƟ fi c centers. 

However, the previously noted harmful spliƫ  ng 
of the state administraƟ on system into the naƟ onal 
economic block and the so-called “power” or “state-
security” block is sƟ ll there, as evidenced by the lack 
of a principal strategic document which would con-
sider these separately planned blocks as interacƟ ng 
and establish between them a balance of distribuƟ on 
of common resources of the state and society. Two 
baseline strategic planning documents have to date 
been idenƟ fi ed in the Russian FederaƟ on, namely The 
Na  onal Security Strategy of the Russian Federa  on 
(NSS-2020) and the opƟ ons of another strategy called 
The Concept of Socio-Economic Development of the 
Russian Federa  on. 

A strategic planning document named the state 
program of the Russian FederaƟ on is menƟ oned in 
ArƟ cle 3, Clause 31 of the new Federal Law No. 172. 
The document must contain “the package of planned 
policies interlinked through tasks, Ɵ ming, contractors 
and resources, and state policy instruments ensuring 
as part of the key public funcƟ ons the accomplish-
ment of the prioriƟ es and goals of the policy regard-
ing the socio-economic development and naƟ onal 
security of the Russian FederaƟ on”. However, analy-

Legisla  ve ini  a  ves on the strategic planning system of the country are s  ll remaining in the shadow of the 
topical military and poli  cal developments having impact on the economy and na  onal security of the Russian 
Federa  on. In the mean  me, further applica  on of the “manual mode” in managing the economy is fraught with 
heavy costs. 

sis of other arƟ cles of the Federal Law shows that the 
document is actually “excluded” from the strategic 
planning scope of acƟ ons, because the law provides 
no informaƟ on on when and by whom the document 
is to be developed, by whom, how and when it is to 
be applied  and implemented. If a body of programs 
(there are about 40 programs in place) is meant here, 
then who is to be responsible for its integrity and 
consistency. 

In pracƟ ce, the development strategy of the Russian 
FederaƟ on is now determined primarily by the body 
of presidenƟ al decrees singed by the President shortly 
aŌ er the inauguraƟ on, and his subsequent execuƟ ve 
orders, instrucƟ ons and decrees, rather than strategic 
planning documents. Given the globally exisƟ ng pub-
lic administraƟ on tradiƟ ons, the state strategy must 
be guided by complying with the ConsƟ tuƟ on of the 
Russian FederaƟ on and the framework of other docu-
ments comprising: 

• internaƟ onal law documents and internaƟ onal 
treaƟ es; 

• consƟ tuƟ onal and federal laws of the Russian 
FederaƟ on, as well as presidenƟ al decrees on 
the problems not promptly refl ected in the le-
gal framework; 

• non-formalized, subject to discussion, prio-
riƟ zed by the naƟ onal consciousness, socio-
economic and poliƟ cal living condiƟ ons, cul-
tural and scienƟ fi c and technical achievements, 
as well as the balance of interests, threats, risks 
and other factors available in this country and 
the rest of the world. 

However, the new law substanƟ vely shows an at-
tempt to legalize the prevailing pracƟ ce. In ArƟ cle 11 
thereof the main sources of targeƟ ng in strategic plan-
ning at the federal level fi rst of all refer to annual pre-
sidenƟ al addresses to the Federal Assembly and only 
secondarily the documents such as socio-economic 
development strategy, naƟ onal security strategy, as 
well as the basic principles of state policy, doctrines 
and other documents on the naƟ onal security of the 
Russian FederaƟ on. 
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It remains to be clarifi ed how annual (!) presidenƟ al 
assignments can be matched with long-term (!) stra-
tegic provisions of the state policy. This is obvious dis-
advantage of the law. Nonetheless, the law has some 
advantages. 

Among the advantages are that the concept of 
strategic planning covers all of its key components 
and stages: targeƟ ng, forecasƟ ng, planning and pro-
gramming, as well as monitoring and control over the 
implementaƟ on of strategic planning documents. It 
would be more reasonable to speak about the need 
to analyze not only and not just documents, but the 
extent to which actual objecƟ ves of the development 
of the society and the state are fulfi lled. Since it would 
otherwise be impossible to fi nd reasons for possible 
failures of plans, explain involuntary adjustments, 
learn any lessons. 

A special issue is the civil society engagement in the 
process of strategic planning. Strategic plans should 
be understood and approved by the society. However, 

no naƟ onals are menƟ oned among the parƟ cipants of 
strategic planning at the federal, regional, and even 
municipal levels. 

At the same Ɵ me, public discussion of draŌ  strategic 
planning documents (Art. 13) hasn’t been neglected. 
There is a goal “to ensure that informaƟ on of the ge-
neral provisions of strategic planning documents is open 
and available”. However, for some purpose or o ther the 
new law repeats a cut and dried wording expressing 
care about “state, commercial, offi  cial or any other le-
gally protected secret”. Who and on what grounds will 
include various, not only state but other, secrets into 
public strategic planning documents? What, in parƟ cu-
lar, is the strategic commercial secret, hidden from the 
ciƟ zens, that is being taken care of by those bureaucrats 
who wrote this wording in the law? How does this agree 
with the strategic planning objecƟ ve (Art. 8, c.10) which 
provides for “the creaƟ on of condiƟ ons to engage indi-
viduals and economic enƟ Ɵ es to parƟ cipate in the pro-
cess of strategic planning”? 

Table 1 
PERIODIZATION OF THE STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS 

ArƟ cle and clause 
of the Federal 
Law No. 172 

Defi niƟ ons and wording of acƟ ons in the 
process of strategic planning Stages, periods and Ɵ ming 

Art. 15 
PresidenƟ al address as the basis for defi ning stra-

tegic goals and prioriƟ es, as well as presiden-
Ɵ al decrees in furtherance of the address 

Annually 

Art. 16 
Socio-economic development strategy of 
the Russian FederaƟ on (the basis for mak-
ing and updaƟ ng the list of state programs) 

Developed once in every 
six years on the basis of 
presidenƟ al addresses 

Art. 18 NaƟ onal Security Strategy of the Russian FederaƟ on 
Developed and updated once 
in every six years on the basis 

of presidenƟ al addresses 

Art. 19 -21 
Strategies: sectoral, inter-industry, special de-
velopment of the Russian FederaƟ on, socio-

economic development of macroregions 

Developed and updated 
for a long-term period 

Art. 22 ScienƟ fi c and technological forecast 
Developed and updated once 
in every six years for a period 

of six years and beyond 

Art. 23 Strategic Forecast of the Russian FederaƟ on 
Developed and updated once 
in every six years for a period 

of six years and beyond 

Art. 24 Long-term projecƟ on of socio-economic de-
velopment of the Russian FederaƟ on 

Developed and updated once 
in every six years for a period 

of six years and beyond 
Art. 25 Long-term budget projecƟ on According to the budget code 

Art. 26 Mid-term projecƟ on of socio-economic de-
velopment of the Russian FederaƟ on Annually for a mid-run period 

Art. 27 Main trends in the acƟ vity of the Government 
of the Russian FederaƟ on Annually for six years 

Art. 28 State programs of the Russian FederaƟ on ap-
proved by the Russian Government 

For a period set by the 
Government of Russia 

Art. 29 State arms program approved by the President of Russia For a period set by the 
President of Russia 

Art. 31 AcƟ on plan for federal execuƟ ve authoriƟ es For six years, can be updated 



RUSSIAN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS No.11,  2014

46

The issue of periodizaƟ on of the strategic planning 
process is worth noƟ ng too. Table 1 shows upper level 
periodizaƟ on of the process. 

However, no frequency has been established for the 
development of a single coordinaƟ ng state program of 
the Russian FederaƟ on or coordinaƟ on of many stand-
alone programs. According to the wording of the 
law, formally individual presidenƟ al addresses to the 
Federal Assembly will remain the reference genera-
tor of the strategic planning framework in the Russian 
FederaƟ on. 

Six-year (!) frequency for all long-term cycles will be 
the most prominent novelty in the strategic planning 
framework in the Russian FederaƟ on. Perhaps, the 
frequency off ers advantages. However, there is obvi-
ous disadvantage though. The forecast horizon will be 
shortened annually within six years. It would be more 
logical to introduce a “sliding” mode of planning, allow-
ing all planning documents (basic development trends, 
forecasts, programs and plans) to be developed from 
scratch or annually extended to the required depth, as 
is the case with budget planning. 

Finally, it’s worth noƟ ng the following. 
The new law considers the two most important 

branches of strategic planning – socio-economic de-
velopment of the Russian FederaƟ on and naƟ onal 
security – simultaneously, but without the required 
interacƟ on. In parƟ cular, the issue of distribuƟ on of 
limited (human, material, fi nancial and other) resour-
ces between these branches (respecƟ ve public admin-
istraƟ on bodies) hasn’t received due consideraƟ on. 
Double-purpose works will not be defi ned, which may 
lead to irraƟ onal spending of funds. Perhaps, the same 
content should have been embedded into a special 
coordinaƟ ng state program of the Russian FederaƟ on. 
Otherwise it would be diffi  cult to raƟ onally transfer 
new knowledge, technologies and component parts, 
as well as human resources from the “defense” or 
“power” block of the economy into the naƟ onal eco-
nomic block and vice versa. The degree of engaging 
the civil society to parƟ cipate in strategic planning 
appears to be low, making it impossible to count on 
meaningful and wide social assistance of the plans and 
their successful fulfi llment.  


