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Abstract

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania conceptualize security in a way that is inconsistent with the view 

articulated by the greater North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). These perceptions have 

impacted the way in which these parties have formulated their policies toward the forward deployment 

of American tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) in Europe. Through discussions of their actions and 

interactions with one another, this paper analyzes the Baltic and NATO perceptions of security, and the 

impact of these differences on the future of NATO's deterrence strategy and the role of TNWs in it. 

In addition, it is argued that these divergences do and will impact the formulation of NATO's 

greater future strategic orientation. Without a homogenous perspective on what constitutes threats to 

the security of NATO members, it will be difficult for the alliance to develop strategies to ensure that 

security is maintained. In the context of the ongoing conflict in Ukraine, which has negatively impacted

NATO's relationship with the Russian Federation, such discussions have become increasingly 

important. 
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Chapter I: Introducing the Security Perspectives of the Baltic States and the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization

Introduction

The role of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in ensuring the security of its 

member states has evolved significantly since its creation over 60 years ago. This evolution has 

changed NATO from a solely military alliance, to one that has also embraced a political leaning, as the 

international landscape has changed, and the alliance has taken on more roles and expanded to 

incorporate new member states. Each member state brings unique perspectives to NATO, but in the 

case of the Baltic States – Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania – their perceptions of security have been 

especially divergent from those of the alliance as a whole. Recently, this divergence has become 

increasingly evident in the case of NATO's tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) stocks, which have 

remained a priority to the Baltic countries, but have become decreasingly important to the alliance 

since the end of the Cold War.

With NATO's TNWs and related equipment aged nearly to the point of obsolescence, the debate 

over whether or not the alliance should continue to deploy American TNWs has become increasingly 

urgent. Whereas NATO has published statements claiming an intent to reduce the alliance's reliance on 

nuclear weapons, both tactical and strategic, the Baltic States remain opposed to reductions, due to their

continued reliance on NATO as a military deterrent, and thereby a credible guarantor of their security.

The purpose of this paper is to examine the interpretations of security by NATO and the Baltic 

States and how these perspectives affect the positions of these actors regarding the future of American 

TNWs in NATO member states. This paper will thus serve to illustrate the effect of the intra-alliance 

tensions within NATO that have developed over the issue of TNWs, and how this impacts NATO's 

larger strategic goals. These intra-alliance tensions will impact the current and future character of the 
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ever-changing alliance, and thus its position on the international stage.

In building its arguments, this paper will also offer insight regarding the value of TNWs in 

NATO's current and future nuclear deterrence strategy. Considering that the strength and credibility of 

TNWs as a deterrent is necessary to understand the importance of TNWs in the context of NATO's and 

the Baltic States' strategic visions, as well as the role that TNWs play in NATO's greater extended 

deterrence posture. 

The issues to be raised in this paper are highly relevant, given the recent uprisings in Ukraine 

and the subsequent involvement of Russia in supporting separatist movements there. The annexation of

Crimea by Russia in March 2014 was an especially problematic development. A conflict of this 

magnitude on NATO's border has given the alliance a new relevance, particularly in terms of its 

military capability. 

Since the end of the Cold War, Ukraine, Belarus, and Moldova have acted as a buffer zone 

between NATO and Russia. This “no man's land” served to prevent the escalation of conventional 

conflicts, and thus reduce the need for the continuous reinforcement of NATO's nuclear deterrent, 

thereby lessening the need for extended deterrence. However, the conflict in Ukraine has violated this 

buffer zone, and the strategic value of nuclear weapons has regained importance as a result. The Baltic 

States, particularly, have become increasingly concerned about the willingness of NATO to protect their

security, as is promised under Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty. The Baltic States view a resurgent 

Russia as an especially critical threat to their security and sovereignty. 

Chapter outline 

Chapter I of this paper introduces the debate by establishing its context, introducing the relevant

actors, and describing the methodology used. It also summarizes the historical role of TNWs in NATO's
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greater deterrence strategy.

Chapter II focuses on the concept of “security.” It defines the term, “security,” discusses how it 

is viewed by NATO as a whole, and analyzes how this understanding impacts the way NATO functions.

The concept of NATO as a “security community” is introduced, and the role of nuclear weapons in the 

construction of “security” is analyzed. 

Chapter III discusses the historic role of nuclear weapons in deterrence as part of NATO's 

security posture, the history of NATO's TNW deployments, and NATO's current policies concerning 

nuclear weapons. These discussions establish the role that TNWs play in NATO's current deterrence 

strategy, and the role they might play in the future.

In Chapter IV, the Baltic States' perspectives on security are clarified, focusing on their position 

on the debate within NATO on TNWs. Emphasis is placed on the Baltic-Russian and Baltic-Soviet 

relationships, and how these have influenced the collective Baltic view of security, and thus the 

ambitions of the Baltic States to establish independent militaries and join NATO following the fall of 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). 

Chapter V discusses the problem of intra-alliance tensions in NATO due to competing strategic 

visions on how to attain security, as evidenced by the Baltic position vis-à-vis the larger NATO posture 

concerning TNWs. It suggests that these divergences have greater significance than simply the future of

NATO's policies on US TNWs, but also affects the greater strategic vision and direction of the alliance. 

Given the current conflict that has erupted in Ukraine, alliance cohesion and collective strategic vision 

for nuclear deterrence have become increasingly more important; however, such unity in NATO will 

not be possible without a collective, agreed-upon understanding of security. 
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Literature review and research methods

The research for this study involved several types of sources, including books, academic journal

articles, treaties, news sources, and strategies. These sources provided historical analyses, debates over 

the concept of “security,” and clear outlines in terms of NATO's planned strategic direction.

Books written before the release of NATO's 2010 Strategic Concept and 2012 Deterrence and 

Defence Posture Review (DDPR) are useful in terms of the historical perspective they offer, rather than

their analysis of NATO and the Baltic States' current stance on TNWs, due to the fact that they do not 

yet take these documents into consideration. However, a small sampling of books published in 2013 do 

take these documents into account, and were consulted as part of this study.

Recent peer-reviewed journal articles provided the majority of the information regarding the 

current stances of those actors described. These academic articles both serve in developing the concept 

of security and in predicting NATO's future courses of action in developing security assurances for its 

member states.

News sources make limited but important contributions as well, by providing information on 

developing issues, which authors of peer-reviewed articles may not have yet had time to respond to. 

However, they do not provide the depth or peer-review process necessary to make a large offering to 

the research.

Finally, strategies released directly by NATO are very valuable, because they credit the intended

goals of the alliance, as articulated by NATO itself, as opposed to how they might be interpreted. The 

most notable for the purpose of this research are the Strategic Concepts for 1991, 1999, and 2010; the 

2010 Tallinn Principles, the 2010 NATO Group of Experts report, and the 2012 DDPR. These 

documents show NATO's intent concerning its future strategic aspirations.
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The evolving international context

The shift in NATO's position on TNWs, as well as the consistency of the Baltic perspective, 

must be considered in the context of the evolving international system, in order to be properly 

understood. First, the changing international strategic environment has had significant impact on 

international policy, particularly the transformation that took place as a result of the collapse of the 

Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. Second, the varying interpretations of the nature of the 

international system by NATO and the Baltic States means that they conceptualize security – and thus, 

NATO's role in preserving the security of its member states – differently.

The current global security environment differs significantly from the bipolar world of the Cold 

War. NATO was founded as a deterrent to the Warsaw Pact. Due to the adversarial nature of the 

NATO-Warsaw Pact relationship, and the military power of the USSR, NATO members emphasized the

military dimension of the alliance during the Cold War in order to establish a credible deterrent. Central

to this deterrent strategy were nuclear weapons.

When the Soviet Union dissolved, and the bipolar international order of the Cold War period 

ended, NATO lost its original raison d'être: countering an antagonistic Soviet Union. In order to remain

relevant post-Cold War, NATO has had to re-assess and prioritize new security concerns, reform its 

military and institutional capabilities, expand its membership, and create new partnerships with 

external countries. Although the protection of NATO-member territories and populations remains 

NATO's priority, it has also become increasingly more engaged in countries external to the alliance, 

through diplomatic as well as military means.

As a result of the changing international context, debates have arisen in NATO regarding the 

operational future of the alliance's TNWs deployments. In NATO's Strategic Concept of 1991, the 

possibility of any nuclear weapons being used by the alliance was described as “remote.”1 As a 
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consequence, NATO's reliance on nuclear weapons began to decline. By the Strategic Concept of 2010,

the possibility of NATO facing circumstances requiring the use of nuclear weapons became “extremely 

remote.”2 In the 2010 Strategic Concept, NATO also voiced a commitment to creating the conditions 

for a “world without nuclear weapons.”3 These points were echoed in the 2012 DDPR.

The Baltic States and NATO as a whole differ in their view of the character of the international 

system. The Baltic perspective on security is a realist one: Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania tend to view 

security predominantly in terms of military security, and see NATO as a means through which this 

brand of security can be achieved and preserved. Classical realism was the dominant theoretical 

tradition of international relations during the Cold War.4 Realist theories characterize international 

affairs as a constant struggle for power between self-interested states in a chaotic world.5 

As a result, realist theorists see alliances as a method through which states can construe the 

balance of power to their benefit, and thus guarantee their continued survival. A state's power is based 

on the material and latent components that it controls; that is, tangible military assets, and 

socio-economic ingredients that can be converted into military assets, respectively.6 In joining NATO, 

the Baltic States ensured that they would have access to NATO's military prowess, in order to make up 

for the relatively small size and limited capabilities of their own militaries. 

NATO, on the other hand, currently takes an alliance-centred view of the international system. 

Alliances involve the engagement of states in formal and contractual obligations to cooperate on 

security matters.7 When an alliance performs effectively, it provides net benefits to its allies by 

satisfactorily serving their interests. According to the balance of threat theory, articulated by Stephen 

Walt in 1985, states form alliances in order to balance against threats.8 Doing so, however, does not 

mean a solely military-centred approach; while NATO emphasized military power during the Cold War,

its definition of security has since expanded to include the ability to address other causes of insecurity, 
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such as terrorism, trans-national crime, cyber attacks, and environmental and resource degradation.9

Thus, instead of simply being concerned with the military side of security, NATO has also 

begun to offer support for peace operations, crisis management, disaster response, gender rights 

promotion, and political consultations. In addition, many of these new tasks are carried out by civilians,

as well as by members of the military. NATO's approach to security has evolved to become 

increasingly multi-faceted, whereas the Baltic approach has retained a focus on the military side of 

security, as was practised under the Soviet Union.  

This paper argues that these divergent views have larger implications than simply the future of 

TNWs in Europe. This lack of cohesion impacts the question of future NATO enlargement, and has left 

discussions over future strategies with regard to nuclear deterrence ambiguous to the point of near 

incoherence. Especially given the current crisis in Ukraine, a united NATO is necessary if the alliance 

wants to remain a relevant and effective international actor. 

Defining concepts

Before proceeding to the core arguments, it is necessary to define some of the terms that are 

central to the analysis. First, the term, tactical nuclear weapons is often referred to interchangeably 

with other synonyms, such as sub-strategic, non-strategic, short range, or battlefield nuclear weapons.10 

In terms of their physical characteristics and capabilities, they are best defined in contrast to strategic 

nuclear weapons (SNWs), using two key factors: function and range. In terms of the function of these 

weapons, the purpose of SNWs is to target an enemy's “warmaking capacity and will” through the 

destruction of manufacturing and communications facilities, stockpiles, sources of raw materials, and 

other necessary infrastructure. 

Nuclear weapons that are “tactical” can be defined as weapons used “by land, sea, or air forces 
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against opposing forces ... in support of operations that contribute to the accomplishment of a military 

mission of limited scope, or in support of the military commander's scheme of manoeuvre, usually 

limited to the area of military operations.”11 TNWs are directly involved in conventional military 

operations.12 They are to be used selectively to determine the outcomes of battles, not end wars.

In addition, the range of TNWs is usually defined as “short,” meaning land-based missiles with 

a range of less than 500 km, and air- and sea-launched missiles that reach up to 600 km.13 SNWs have a

longer range.

Another key distinction that can be made between TNWs and SNWs is their role in deterrence. 

Traditionally, SNWs have been tied to the concept of mutually assured destruction (MAD), in which 

the possession of nuclear weapons by one state is used to deter other states from acts of aggression, 

because the use of a nuclear weapon by one will mean a nuclear response from the other, resulting in 

severe damage to both parties. TNWs, on the other hand, are for warmaking, meaning that if used, they 

would theoretically be paired with conventional means.

NATO's theatre nuclear weapons have a crucial political value, in that they signal American 

commitment to the defence of Europe, NATO's resolve to respond should a crisis arise, and the 

importance of burden sharing and alliance cohesion. However, across much of Europe, the resolve to 

actually contemplate instances wherein nuclear weapons might be used has essentially disappeared 

since the end of the Cold War, weakening the credibility of the alliance's nuclear deterrence strategy.14 

The deterrent value of TNWs in the present day is debatable, as will be discussed later in the paper.

The Baltic States refers collectively to the countries of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. This 

unitary term is not simply applied for convenience; it is justified due to the similar historical contexts 

that gave rise to the three countries, and – of particular importance to this study – their parallel foreign 

and security policy orientations. Tireless redundancies would quickly become apparent if these 
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countries were independently analyzed in this context. However, differentiations will be made where 

they are necessary. The Baltic States all gained independence from the USSR within months of one 

another, and joined NATO together on 29 March 2004.15

On 29 March 2014, the Baltic States celebrated ten years as members of NATO. It is a timely 

moment, then, for a reflection on the Baltic perspective on security, and the ways in which it does and 

does not parallel that of the greater alliance. In addition, the current upheaval in Ukraine has raised 

important questions about the future of NATO-Russia relations, and the very nature of NATO.

Through discussions of their actions and interactions with one another, and particularly Baltic 

support for TNWs development on the part of NATO, this paper will analyze the perceptions of 

“security,” as they are expressed by both NATO and the Baltic States. The ongoing conflict in Ukraine 

will also be addressed, given the impact that it has had on NATO's relationship with Russia, and the 

way in which it has led to a new emphasis on military posture as a deterrent to Russian aggression. 

Such discussions will impact the intra-alliance tensions that exist in NATO as a result of the differing 

motivations and perceptions of its member states, and thereby shed light on the future character of 

NATO's strategic orientation. 
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Chapter II: Understanding Security

The concept and definition of “security” is highly contested and debated, as is its applicability 

in international relations. The concept of security is thus interpreted differently between nation-states, 

as a result of their varied historical, cultural, and social backgrounds. Because of these differences, it is 

important to establish a common idea of security, in order to better understand the perspectives of 

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, as well as that of the unitary NATO alliance.

In addition, the concept of security – as perceived by NATO – directly impacts how the alliance 

articulates its nuclear deterrence posture. In particular, it affects the strategy that governs the potential 

use of TNWs and SNWs by NATO, by defining what constitutes a threat to the alliance and its 

members. The way in which NATO understands security is also tantamount to ensuring its nuclear 

deterrence strategy is viewed as credible by its members and its possible adversaries. 

Defining security

During the Cold War, the widely accepted definition of security was that championed by realist 

theorists; namely, a focus on military action as the central tenet of any definition of the concept. During

the Cold War both NATO and the Warsaw Pact relied on military strength as a deterrent to conflict, and 

both of these institutions were, first and foremost, military alliances. According to these views, security

is limited to the absence of a military threat, or with the protection of a state from attack or external 

overthrow.16 Therefore, in the context of the Cold War, international relations was concerned mainly 

with the use of force, or the prevention of it. The nation-state was the referent object of security and 

security policy.17
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Figure 2.1 

Cold War Divisions Up to 1990 (Stratfor)

However, since the fall of the Soviet Union, the nature of security has been widely debated. The

loss of that bipolar international system, where a shallow, military-centric understanding of security 

prevailed, led to an overhaul of the definition of security. Critics of realist ideologies rose to greater 

prominence as a result. These new theoretical investigations into the concept of security have explored 
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the possibility of its decoupling from the conventional focus on the comparative military strengths of 

nation-states. As a result, the concept of security and what constitutes a threat to it has widened 

considerably since the early 1990s.

Initially, security was conceptualized within a framework wherein the state is assumed to be the 

primary unit of analysis, and therefore, it was concerned wholly on the interest of state survival. 

However, the concept of security has expanded to include implications for individuals and societies 

separate from the nation-state. In People, States, and Fear: The National Security Problems in 

International Relations, Barry Buzan argues that the concept of security as it was understood by 

academics during the Cold War was underdeveloped, despite its wide use and acceptance.18 This lack of

development led to the prominence of an “excessively narrow, hollow and militarised interpretation of 

security.”19

Buzan cites a perceived overlap between the ideas of security and power as a reason for this 

lack of complexity in common perceptions of security.20 According to realist ideologies, power 

dominates as both a necessary means and an end for nation-states; security, on the other hand, 

conceptually shrank to the point that its purpose became explaining the levels of success achieved as a 

particular state or alliance in terms of their struggle for power, or how stable the overall international 

balance of power was.

According to Ole Wæver, despite this broadening of the security agenda, many of the specific 

qualities that have historically characterized security problems do remain: the urgency of action, state 

power claiming the legitimate use of extraordinary means to address threats, and threats seen as 

potentially infringing on sovereignty.21 Theoretically, these descriptors could describe a spectrum of 

concerns, but conventionally, the military sector has been the most important to their address.22

Buzan understands security as being affected by five factors: military, political, economic, 
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societal, and environmental. Military security encompasses the traditional realist understanding of 

security; it generally concerns the armed offensive and defensive capabilities of states, as well as 

perceptions of the intentions of states. Political security describes the organizational stability of states, 

their systems of government, and the ideologies that legitimate them. Economic security refers to levels

of access to those resources necessary to achieve acceptable levels of welfare and state power. Societal 

security concerns the sustainability of cultures. Environmental security refers to the maintenance of the 

biosphere.23

A basic definition of a security problem, as it follows from both Buzan and Wæver's analyses, is

something that can “undercut political order” and thereby “affect the self-determination and 

sovereignty” of a unit, be it at the international, national, or individual level.24 Security is about 

survival: of the state, societies, and the individual. Thus, as stated, “security” encompasses a range of 

different concerns.

In addition, security issues vary across time and over different actors; security policy “mirrors 

change and continuity in perceptions and misperceptions, beliefs and disbeliefs, learning and 

unlearning.”25 Security policies, thus, are characterized by changes in perception of one's own and 

others' interests and capabilities, as well as perceived interests and capabilities. For this reason, the 

concept of security can be understood in different ways by different actors, as will be evidenced by the 

three Baltic States, when compared to the NATO alliance as a whole.

Security – the NATO perspective

The end of the Cold War resulted in a push for a further “rethinking” of the concept of security. 

Absent a powerful antagonistic entity, the Soviet Union, NATO's role and identity had to be 

reformulated, and its relationship with Russia and the post-Soviet states reconceived. NATO's role was 
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expanded to incorporate new threats, and ensure the alliance's continued relevance.1 In the 1991 

Strategic Concept, the NATO members agreed that the risks to their security were now more likely to 

come from instabilities associated with economic, social, and political difficulties – such as the ethnic 

rivalries and territorial disputes between the newly independent states in eastern Europe – rather than 

from military conflict.26

As a result, NATO began to focus more closely on its crisis management and prevention 

capabilities. For the first time, the alliance began to intervene to manage crises beyond its borders, and 

to accept peacekeeping roles.27 Important to the decision-making process within NATO was acceptance 

of the notion that the security of alliance members was intertwined with that of other European nations.

This profound transition in NATO was illustrated by the alliance's decision to intervene in Bosnia in 

1995. This intervention was justified by NATO and the UN as necessary to the preservation of 

European security, but in reality, the deployment of NATO personnel had more to do with the human 

rights violations to which the Bosnian people were being subjected.28 A similar intervention in Kosovo 

in 1999 further underscored the importance of NATO's new role.

1 For a constructivist analysis of NATO's evolution, see Gheciu, Alexandra, Securing Civilization? The EU, NATO and 
the OSCE in the Post-9/11 World, Oxford: Oxford University Press (2008) and Gheciu, Alexandra, NATO in the “New 
Europe”: The Politics of International Socialization After the Cold War, California: Stanford University Press (2005).
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Figure 2.2

Current and Past NATO Missions (Stratfor)

Following the end of the Cold War, NATO also increasingly begun to focus on cooperative links

with states outside the alliance framework, through such initiatives as Partnership for Peace (PfP), the 

NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council, the NATO-Ukraine Commission, and the Mediterranean 

Dialogue.29 Some priorities of this cooperation include democracy promotion, confidence-building, 

capability and capacity building, education and training, energy security, and civil emergency 

planning.30 This multifaceted approach to emerging security issues suggests a complex understanding 

of security: one that goes beyond a focus on military responses. To better address these multifaceted 

threats to security, NATO has assembled itself as a “security community.”

The NATO security community

NATO could be characterized as a “security community.”A security community is a group 
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composed of multiple states which are functioning under similar conditions, have the expectation of 

lasting peace between them, and are structurally linked to one another in order to better ensure the 

continued reproduction of these conditions.31 Security communities are characterized by peaceful 

change and conflict resolution without the use of violence.32 In order for a security community to 

function, its members must hold similar sets of values and expectations for the community.

Membership in a security community is a method through which states can address the security 

dilemma. The security dilemma describes how, due to a lack of an overarching authority in the 

international system, as well as the system's character of “self-help,” states strive to develop and 

maintain offensive capabilities in order to protect themselves from attack.33 Because of this resulting 

build-up of arms, states will perceive others as having aggressive intentions, even if these capabilities 

are meant for self-defence.34 These escalating misconceptions leading to action and reaction can result 

in arms races.

By integrating into a security community, states are able to escape the bounds of the security 

dilemma, because it means they will no longer perceive the security policies of other states in this 

community as threatening. Instead, they will see these advances as beneficial to themselves and the 

alliance as a whole, due to the fact that allies are expected to defend others in the security community if

necessary. The defeat of the security dilemma through security community building is especially 

relevant to the role of nuclear weapons in security perceptions.

The role of nuclear weapons in security perceptions

The security dilemma is important to understanding nuclear proliferation, due to the military 

advantage that nuclear weapons development gives states, and the strategic dilemmas they engender. 

The development of a nuclear weapon capability offers the ultimate assurance of survival. However, 
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states without this capability tend to feel disadvantaged, and thus often interpret their security as 

threatened by those who develop it.35 

As a result, these states might also pursue nuclear weapons, as was seen during the US-USSR 

arms race during the Cold War. However, it is worth noting that the value of TNWs for extended 

deterrence is questionable, particularly when compared to SNWs. The TNWs currently stationed in 

Europe for NATO's use are leftovers from a much wider spectrum of nuclear weapons of various types 

and ranges that were once deployed in large numbers in several NATO countries. During the Cold War, 

TNWs were intended as a step between conventional fighting and nuclear warfare, utilizing SNWs.

The development of nuclear weapons increases a state's bargaining power through the 

establishment of a deterrence capability.36 Classical theorists on deterrence argue that the potential costs

of a nuclear attack are so great that they produce restraint from nuclear possessors; this idea is 

articulated through the concept of MAD. However, nuclear weapons development can also be a 

destabilizing factor in the international system. First, other states might take preventive action if they 

believe a state that they are adversarial to is developing a nuclear capability, as outlined by the security 

dilemma concept.37 Second, in the event that a state is known to be developing a nuclear weapon 

capability, other states might want to extract concessions from that state before the capability is 

achieved, because they suspect it will no longer be feasible following the completion of these 

weapons.38 Third is the issue of extended deterrence, wherein the nuclear weapons possessed by one 

country are intended to also protect other states, and thus can be perceived as being intended to target a 

state that the first nation might not normally have adverse relations with. 

In sum, when a state begins to seek a nuclear weapon capability, even if the purpose of this 

capability is to deter threats to the state's security, that state can be perceived as threatening to others, as

is described in the security dilemma. The threat from nuclear weapons, furthermore, is greater than that 
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of conventional weapons in terms of the extent of the destruction they can wreak. 

Two important points become clear from this discussion: first, that NATO's character as a 

security community can be used to neutralize the threat of the security dilemma amongst members of 

the alliance; second, that as an actor with nuclear capabilities, NATO does practice deterrence. 

However, should NATO lose this capability, and then decide to develop it again, it may provoke 

destabilization in the international system, because other states and alliances might question NATO's 

motivations.

NATO has had to adapt to the new environment created by the conceptual expansion of security 

in the 21st century. However, though NATO has relied on nuclear weapons less since the end of the 

Cold War, the concepts of nuclear deterrence and the security dilemma remain relevant and enduring 

facets of the international system. The next chapter will look more closely at how the expansion of the 

concept of security has impacted the nuclear dimension of NATO. It will also look specifically at the 

role of TNWs in NATO's deterrence strategy. This discussion will be necessary in preparation for 

deeper discussions of the Baltic perspective on security, and the ways in which it is contrasted to that of

the larger alliance, and thus affects NATO's strategic posture on nuclear weapons.  
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Chapter III: Changing Perspectives on Security and NATO's Nuclear Dimension

Since the end of the Cold War, NATO has seen a shift in the strategic context in which it 

operates, from a primarily military focus to a political one. NATO's wider concept of security has 

broadened the security agenda to include non-military threats. As a result, the very nature of the 

alliance has evolved from a military alliance to one with a chiefly political bent.

Due to this shift in perspective, NATO's nuclear dimension has also changed over the past 

several decades. NATO's reliance on nuclear weapons has slowly diminished, although they still remain

an important part of the alliance's defence and deterrence policies. However, due to conflicting views 

within NATO regarding the continued deployment of TNWs, NATO's policies toward these weapons 

have become increasingly vague, in order to ensure continued alliance cohesion. NATO's TNW policy 

is also intended to aid in the management of strategic relations with Russia, to ensure it is not depicted 

as an enemy, and that cooperative relations are encouraged.

NATO's ambiguity regarding the future of TNWs, as well as over questions of NATO's greater 

strategic direction, are further reinforced by the necessity of consensus for the alliance's 

decision-making. In order to ensure consensus is reached on issues, compromise between the member 

states is often necessary, which can lead to overall weaker stances being taken in order to ensure 

agreement.

Brief history: NATO's deployment of TNWs

From the day of its inception in 1949, NATO was a nuclear alliance. The US, a founding 

member of NATO, detonated the world's first atomic bomb in a test at the Trinity bomb site in New 

Mexico on July 16, 1945. US SNWs were first deployed to Europe in 1954, and were placed in the 
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Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany). Within 10 years, these weapons had spread to Belgium,

France, Italy, Greece, the Netherlands, Turkey, and the United Kingdom (UK).39 Ground-, air-, and 

sea-based TNWs were introduced in Europe through the 1950s, in order to strengthen the alliance's 

deterrent capability against the superior conventional forces of the Warsaw Pact.40 In this way, TNWs 

represented an American commitment to ensuring the security of its European allies through a focus on 

nuclear deterrence. 

Into the 1960s, TNWs also became a critical piece of Western efforts to control the further 

proliferation of nuclear weapons, even among its allies. Those NATO member states that hosted 

American TNWs were expected to participate only through the use of designated delivery systems and 

hosted bases, and the weapons remained strictly under US control.41 However, US allies were able to 

participate in planning for the possible use of these weapons, through NATO institutions such as the 

Nuclear Planning Group.42 The 1960s were the peak years of the US TNW arsenal, totalling 

approximately 7,000 warheads.43

In 1971, there were an estimated 7,300 nuclear weapons deployed in Europe, including a variety

of TNWs: nuclear landmines (atomic demolition munitions); atomic bazookas; nuclear artillery shells; 

various types of gravity bombs; air-to-air missiles; air-to-surface missiles; short- and 

intermediate-range missiles; land-, air-, and sea-based cruise missiles; and antisubmarine warfare 

munitions.44 By the end of the 1970s, however, the US began to reduce the overall quantities of these 

weapons, as part of a modernization programme that would ensure the retention of a deterrence 

capability through the introduction of smaller, more effective weaponry.45

In 1987, the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty was signed by the US and USSR, which

specified that the two nations would eliminate all ground-based missiles with a range between 500 and 

5,500 km, and accept intrusive military installation inspections.46 In the autumn of 1991, US President 
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George H. W. Bush and Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev announced two unilateral initiatives, the 

Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNIs), which resulted in substantial limitations and the removal of 

many TNWs from the European theatre. Boris Yeltsin, the first President of the Russian Federation, 

promised to continue the reductions begun by Gorbachev.47

As part of the PNIs, the US pledged to withdraw, dismantle, and destroy all its ground-launched

short-range weapons deployed outside US territory; to eliminate all TNWs from its naval surface ships,

submarines, and the depth charges of the naval air force; and to discontinue the development of 

short-range attack missile (SRAM) T-type, designed to arm tactical strike aircraft.48 Following the 

implementation of the PNIs, only one type of TNW was left deployed in Europe by the US: the B-61 

free-fall nuclear bomb. The Soviet Union promised to destroy all of its nuclear artillery munitions, 

nuclear landmines, and warheads for tactical use.49 Russia, however, did not fully meet the 

commitments pledged through the PNIs.50

Despite the fact that the PNIs were not legally binding and included no provisions for the 

verification of weapons reductions, they led to a dramatic curtailing of American and Soviet/Russian 

TNW capabilities. By the time the Cold War drew to a close in the early 1990s, TNWs had become less

important to NATO's deterrence strategy, as the threat of a conventional attack against Europe declined 

substantially. The Warsaw Pact was dissolved, the Soviet Union collapsed, and NATO and the new 

Russian Federation cut their conventional forces and destroyed thousands of TNWs.51 In 1991, 

approximately 2,480 TNWs were stationed in Europe by NATO; by 2012, that number had fallen to 

between 150 and 200 weapons.52

To reflect the new security environment that followed the Cold War's end, NATO released a new

Strategic Concept in 1991. The purpose of NATO, according to this document, remained to “safeguard 

the freedom and security of all its members by political and military means.”53 The 1991 Strategic 
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Concept identified NATO's new security challenges and risks in light of the fact that the threat of a 

“simultaneous, full-scale attack on all of NATO's European fronts ha[d] effectively been removed and 

thus no longer provide[d] the focus for Allied strategy.”54 As a result, the 1991 Strategic Concept 

asserted that opportunities for “achieving Alliance objectives through political means are greater than 

ever before.”55 Furthermore, the document directly identifies the political, economic, social, and 

environmental elements of security, in addition to the defence dimension.56

While the 1991 Strategic Concept made no direct mention of TNW development or reductions, 

it did state that the presence of US nuclear forces in Europe remained vital,57 as nuclear weapons render

“the risks of any aggression incalculable and unacceptable.”58 Thus, despite the reduction of TNW 

numbers during this time, TNWs remained at the forefront of NATO's deterrent capability directly 

following the fall of the Soviet Union.

By 1999, when NATO produced another Strategic Concept, the alliance's reliance on nuclear 

weapons had begun to decline significantly. Throughout the 1990s, NATO significantly relaxed the 

readiness criteria of its nuclear forces and terminated its standing peacetime nuclear contingency 

plans.59 Under the presidency of Bill Clinton, the US denuclearized its naval surface fleet.60 Following 

the ascension of George W. Bush to the presidency in 2000, TNWs were withdrawn from Greece, the 

UK, and the US Air Force base in Ramstein, Germany.61

Nevertheless, the 1999 Strategic Concept identified the presence of American conventional and 

nuclear forces in Europe as continuing to be vital to security.62 As a result of their necessity, the 

document pledged to maintain nuclear capabilities in Europe, albeit at a “minimum sufficient level,” in 

order to ensure the preservation of peace.63 Thus, while nuclear weapons theoretically still remained a 

central part of NATO's security doctrine, NATO began to look at ways in which it could reduce its 

reliance on these weapons, whilst still ensuring the security of its members.
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NATO's current policy on TNWs: the 2010 Tallinn Principles and 2010 Strategic Concept

Following the 1999 Strategic Concept, NATO did not develop another such plan for over a 

decade. The 2010 Strategic Concept included former members of the USSR and Warsaw Pact, who 

were integrated into the alliance in 1999, 2004, and 2010 (See Figure 3.2).64 The 2010 Strategic 

Concept therefore includes their perspectives, and was shaped by intra-alliance negotiations with these 

new members.

Figure 3.1

 

The Expansion of NATO (Stratfor)
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Since the development of NATO's 2010 Strategic Concept, the debates surrounding the 

continued deployment of TNWs in Europe by NATO have become more prominent. While the 2010 

Strategic Concept does state that as long as there are nuclear weapons in the world, NATO must remain

a nuclear alliance, it is the first time that one of NATO's strategic concepts spoke to a goal of eventual 

disarmament, and a world free of nuclear weapons.

At a ministerial meeting in Tallinn, Estonia in April 2010, US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton 

suggested five principles to guide future NATO policy on nuclear weapons, and particularly the 

alliance's new Strategic Concept. The following principles were agreed upon by the ministers of 

NATO's member states:

1. As long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO will remain a nuclear alliance;

2. As a nuclear alliance, widely sharing nuclear risks and responsibilities is fundamental;

3. The broader goal of the alliance must be to reduce the number and role of nuclear 

weapons and recognize that NATO has already dramatically reduced its reliance on nuclear

weapons;

4. The alliance must broaden deterrence against 21st century threats, including missile 

defence, strengthen Article V training and exercises, and draft additional contingency plans 

to counter new threats; 

5. In any future reductions NATO's aim 'should be to seek Russian agreement to increase 

transparency on non-strategic nuclear weapons in Europe, relocate these weapons away 

from the territory of NATO members, and include non-strategic nuclear weapons in the next

round of US-Russian arms control discussions alongside strategic and non-deployed 

nuclear weapons.65

During this time, the NATO Group of Experts, chaired by another former US Secretary of State,
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Madeleine Albright, released a report in May 2010 that concluded that “as long as nuclear weapons 

exist, NATO should continue to maintain secure and reliable nuclear forces, with widely shared 

responsibilities for deployment and operational support, at the minimum level required by the 

prevailing security environment.”66 The report called for the “possible eventual elimination” of TNWs, 

but suggested the retention of some forward-deployed US TNWs on European territory to ensure the 

continued existence of a nuclear guarantee, and therefore a deterrent.67

The Tallinn Principles and the report by the NATO Group of Experts became the basis for the 

nuclear formula described in the 2010 Strategic Concept.68 The 2010 Strategic Concept was adopted by 

the alliance members at the NATO Summit in Lisbon on 19 and 20 November 2010. The subject of the 

forward deployment of TNWs was a subject of contention during the development of the 2010 

Strategic Concept, and as a result, consensus was not reached, and the document's policies toward 

TNWs are ambiguous.

Paragraph 17 of the 2010 Strategic Concept identifies deterrence through conventional and 

nuclear weapons to be a core part of NATO's overall strategy. While it states that the occurrence of 

circumstances that might warrant the use of nuclear weapons are very remote, as long as nuclear 

weapons exist, NATO retains the right to possess them.69 At the same time, however, NATO outlines an

intent to emphasize non-proliferation and disarmament (Paragraph 26), through the promotion of the 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the creation of the necessary conditions for nuclear weapons 

reductions, and the encouragement of the relocation of Russian nuclear weapons away from the 

territories of NATO member states.70

The priorities emphasized in NATO's 2010 Strategic Concept are ambiguous on several key 

nuclear themes – including TNWs – leaving much for the 2012 DDPR to clarify. Furthermore, some of 

the most fundamental elements of NATO's nuclear policies remained unchanged by the Strategic 
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Concept. For example, NATO's policy of first-use, even against non-nuclear attack, and the basing of 

TNWs on the territories of non-nuclear alliance members.71

The Chicago Summit and NATO Deterrence and Defence Posture Review 2012

In 2012, NATO further clarified its position concerning the future of TNWs through its DDPR. 

During the negotiations for the DDPR, any dissenting views were presented by the member states. The 

eastern European member states – and especially the Baltic States – resisted the possibility of the 

withdrawal of the bombs from Europe. The views of the Baltic States were supported by France, one of

the three nuclear members of NATO. Germany actively promoted the removal of these weapons, and 

the other member states held positions in-between these stances.72

The document is thus the product of compromise between actors holding significantly different 

views. A priority of NATO, according to the DDPR, is to encourage the creation of the “conditions for 

a world without nuclear weapons,” and in so doing, promote international security.73 The DDPR speaks 

specifically on NATO's and Russia's responsibilities regarding TNW deployments.

In the DDPR, NATO also states its intent to create the conditions for further reductions in 

TNWs, while at the same time ensuring that the alliance's nuclear deterrent remains secure and 

effective.74 In terms of Russia-NATO relations, the DDPR identifies transparency and 

confidence-building measures as key, with an eventual goal of increasing the mutual understanding of 

NATO's and Russia's TNW force postures in Europe.75 It states a willingness to reduce its TNW 

presence, should Russia take reciprocal steps.76

However, such reciprocity is not simple to achieve: even creating the conditions within NATO 

to establish a strategy for reductions is difficult. The NATO member states have competing views on 

what such reciprocity would entail: some insist that Russia ought to match every NATO TNW 
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reduction, while others believe that NATO should preemptively take the lead in such reductions, in 

order to encourage Russia to do the same.77 Such debates have served to deepen the tensions between 

the NATO alliance members over the question of whether or not to retain a TNW capability in the 

future.

Current and future status of US TNWs in Europe

Specifics of TNW deployments

TNWs continue to play a role in NATO's nuclear deterrence strategy. Currently NATO 

possesses an estimated 150 to 200 TNWs deployed to six bases in five European countries: Belgium 

(Kleine Brogel), Germany (Buchel), Italy (Aviano and Ghedi Torre), the Netherlands (Volkel), and 

Turkey (Incirlik).78 These weapons are all variations of the B-61 free-fall nuclear bomb: the B-61-3, 

B-61-4, and B-61-10.79 These bomb were constructed between 1979 and 1989, and feature yields 

ranging between 0.3 and 170 kilotons. Several aircraft used by NATO members are equipped to 

transport these bombs, including the American F-15E and F-16C/D; the Belgian, Dutch, and Turkish 

F-16s; and the Italian and German Tornadoes.80 
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Figure 3.2 

Current Nuclear Weapons Sites in Europe (BBC)

The US TNWs in Europe are funded by the US, and stockpiled under American supervision. Of 

the six European bases hosting TNWs, two utilize US dual-capable aircraft (DCA) for delivery (Aviano

and Incirlik), and four rely on non-US DCAs (Buchel, Ghedi Torre, Kleine Brogel, and Volkel).81 

Currently, the US National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) is preparing to undertake 

an approximately $10 billion ($25 million per bomb, including those deployed in Europe and on 

American soil) B-61 Life Extension Program (LEP), in order to expand the lives of its B-61 bombs for 

a further 20 to 30 years.82 83 Four B-61 variants – the B-61-3, 4, 7, and 10 – will be consolidated to 

create the B-61-12, which will use newer and fewer components.84 The new B-61-12 will replace the 

bombs' tail sections with a new guided tail kit, intended to increase accuracy. It will also improve the 

bomb's targeting capability, allowing for lower-yield strikes against targets that would have previously 

34



required higher-yield weapons.85 The first version of the B-61-12 is due to be completed by 2020, with 

a goal of converting all bombs by 2024.86 If this LEP fails or takes longer than intended, a gap may be 

created, during which there will be no US B-61s deployed in Europe.

However, should the European members of the alliance currently hosting TNWs wish to 

continue their operational involvement, they will need to replace or modernize the DCAs needed to 

deploy conventional or nuclear weapons within the next ten to fifteen years.87

Intra-NATO debates on TNWs

NATO is not a monolithic entity, but is a heterogeneous collection of states, each with their own

perspectives and positions on security issues. In negotiating the DDPR, many views had to be 

considered, from demands to eliminate TNW deployments in certain countries (for example, 

Germany),88 to calls to deploy more TNWs, and particularly to eastern Europe (the Baltic States). For 

this reason, the claims made in the DDPR, as in the 2010 Strategic Concept, remain vague and 

ambiguous.

For example, though the DDPR outlines a goal of eradicating nuclear weapons, no timeline is 

given, and it is made abundantly clear that no such disarmament will occur without reciprocal measures

being taken by the rest of the international community. In addition, the alliance retains a focus on 

“international security,” as to quell the fears of members such as the Baltic States. However, even the 

idea of what “international security” means varies across the alliance, and is particularly divergent in 

terms of the understanding of the three Baltic States, and that of the greater NATO.

In addition, there is a disparity in the alliance between the more “established” NATO members 

and the newer, smaller members, which has resulted in the formulation of two distinct camps within the

alliance: “security providers” and “security consumers.”89 In terms of combat power, the contributions 

35



of these new member states, including the Baltic States, are generally less than that of the larger, older 

members.90 These members do, however, contribute strategic depth to the alliance, but absent the 

Soviet threat, NATO members have not been able to consolidate their threat perceptions. It is this 

conflict of opinions, coupled with a decision-making structure that requires unanimity, that has resulted

in the ambiguity of NATO's general strategic direction, and specifically consensus over TNWs.

In sum, in order to establish and maintain intra-alliance consensus on TNWs, as written in the 

DDPR, a low level of ambition on the part of the alliance members is necessary.91 The “goals” outlined 

in the DDPR are sufficiently ambiguous as to ensure basic agreement from all members. As a result, 

continued maintenance of the status quo has become NATO's default option, and as such, no clear 

decision has been made either way. NATO member states continue to pursue individual policies on the 

subject of TNWs, as opposed to establishing and following a unitary point of view. 

TNWs and the deterrence debate

The value of TNWs as a deterrent is debatable; however, two important functions are clear. 

First, they represent NATO's resolve to respond militarily to crises, and therefore lend credibility to the 

alliance. Second, they contribute to lengthening NATO's “ladder of escalation,” again lending 

credibility to the alliance, while at the same time, making it less likely that NATO might have to resort 

to all-out nuclear war. These functions were true during the Cold War, and continue to hold relevance, 

particularly as the military relevance of NATO is increased in light of the crisis in Ukraine.

In order to ensure the credibility of deterrence through the concept of MAD, NATO needed to 

establish a number of nuclear and non-nuclear capabilities to respond to threats. Should the Soviet 

Union have launched an attack despite the existence of a NATO nuclear deterrent, NATO's nuclear 

capability was intended to continue to have a role as a tool of deliberate escalation that would signal 
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NATO's resolve and convince the adversary to seek a ceasefire at the lowest possible level of 

destruction.92 Even in a situation of war, the purpose of NATO's nuclear weapons was war termination, 

not battlefield victory.

TNWs, then, were only “one link in a long chain of nuclear forces.”93 NATO deployed a mix of 

weapons of various types and ranges, all of which were considered usable; this was intended to signal 

flexibility, and thus further strengthen their value as a deterrent. In an emergency situation, TNWs 

could be moved closer to the region in crisis, in order to reassure the NATO members. By having a 

TNW capability, NATO secured a chain of events ranging in severity from conventional weapons to 

SNWs, thereby illustrating the conditions under which SNWs could theoretically be used. Thus the 

greatest value of TNWs was understood as increasing the credibility of NATO's greater nuclear posture 

by validating the concept of SNW use by the alliance. 

TNWs also help ensure that there a ladder of escalation is available to NATO, so that every 

threat to the security of their members does not merit the use of SNWs in response. The concept of an 

“escalation ladder” was first articulated by Herman Kahn, and describes how a nuclear state or alliance 

might ensure a war is limited, while at the same time, maintaining the threat of a nuclear war.94 It does 

so by moving from the bottom of the ladder – “subcrisis management” – to the top – “spasm or 

insensate war” – through incremental steps up the 44 rungs, in order to “test the water” while not 

committing to all-out nuclear war.95 TNWs are thus tightly bound to NATO's greater strategic 

deterrence strategy; without them, the alliance's escalation ladder is shortened, meaning that the 

chances of a conflict spiralling into an all-out nuclear offensive is increased.

As stated, in order to ensure the credibility of NATO's nuclear posture, TNWs must be tied to 

the strategic level of NATO's deterrence strategy. However, doing so serves to bind TNWs to structures 

outside of the control of the alliance; namely, it obligates NATO to come to the defence of its allies. In 
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such a context, the Baltic States could theoretically hold significant power. Should the security of any 

of the Baltic States be threatened, NATO would be obligated to respond to the threat, as is promised in 

Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Politically, the continued deployment of nuclear weapons by NATO gives the Baltic States an 

inordinate amount of power compared to their relatively small sizes. In order to signal its capability and

credibility, NATO would have to respond to any military intervention in the Baltic States; the Baltic 

States thus theoretically hold a carte blanche, in that NATO would risk its reputation as a security 

community if it did not respond to risks to the security of the Baltic States. 

Therefore, while the continued deployment of TNWs – as well as other nuclear weapons 

capabilities – serves to create a deterrent to aggression from outside the alliance, it also can feed into 

instability, given the obligation that NATO has to defend its members. The way in which NATO and its 

individual member states frame threats to their security is thus very important, as is the methods that 

the alliance employs to ensure the security of its members.

NATO's wider concept of security has broadened the security agenda since the end of the Cold 

War. As a result, the nature of NATO alliance has evolved to meet this shifting agenda, and has thus 

shifted from a military alliance to one with an important political dimension. However, the recent crisis

in Ukraine has served to underscore the continued importance of NATO's military capabilities and 

credibility. While NATO has worked to engage with Russia on a diplomatic level since the start of the 

crisis, the alliance has also taken steps to increase its military credibility. 

In March 2014, Latvia and Lithuania both announced plans to more than double their annual 

defence spending, in order to meet NATO's target of two percent of total GDP.96 On In June 2014, 

President Obama proposed an additional one billion US dollars to increase the US military presence in 
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eastern Europe. This money will cover ongoing land, sea, and air deployments in Eastern Europe; the 

movement of existing resources closer to the Russian border; and additional aid to Ukraine and 

Georgia.97

As a result of these shifts, NATO's nuclear dimension has also changed. However, though 

NATO's reliance on nuclear weapons – and TNWs specifically – has slowly diminished, they remain an

important part of the alliance's defence and deterrence policies, as part of the ladder of escalation 

concept. A challenge, however, has been the lack of cohesion within the alliance on the future of these 

weapons. This lack of cohesion is steeped in diverging understandings of security, and the purpose 

NATO serves in providing security to its member states.
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Chapter IV: Baltic Security Perspectives

The Baltic perspective on security has been shaped by the history, capabilities, and geostrategic 

location of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. For the Baltic States, the primary purpose of NATO has 

always been collective defence, as promised in Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty. The continued 

maintenance of NATO's defence and deterrence capabilities is, as a result, the primary focus of the 

Baltic States' participation in the alliance.98

The lasting legacy of the Soviet Union has ensured that the security concerns of the Baltic 

States are dominated by their relations with Russia. Though the Baltic States achieved independence 

over two decades ago, the preservation of their state sovereignty and territorial integrity remain key 

drivers in their interpretation of security.99 It is because of this legacy that the Baltic States view 

security – and particularly, how security is guaranteed through NATO – in terms of military capability. 

This perspective was emphasized under Soviet rule, and was reinforced by their experiences and 

relations with Russia post-USSR.

The Baltic States under the USSR

Following the end of World War II, the Baltic States were occupied by the Soviet Union for 

nearly 50 years. During the Cold War, the prevailing understanding of “security” was simple and stable:

security was equated with military power, and thus states were concerned mainly with the use of force, 

or prevention of the use of force. In other words, a realist understanding of international relations 

prevailed, wherein the greatest threat to the USSR was NATO's military capability.

As Soviet republics, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were ruled centrally from Moscow. By the 

final years of the USSR, the Soviet military had a strong foothold in the Baltic States: at the end of 
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1990, the Soviet Union had stationed two motor rifle divisions and one airborne division in Lithuania, 

one tank division in Latvia, and one motor rifle division in Estonia.100 Lithuania hosted three air force 

bases and one naval base, Latvia housed five air force bases and two naval bases, and Estonia had five 

air force bases and two naval bases.101 The quantity of Soviet troops stationed in the Baltic republics in 

the final years of the USSR was staggering. For example, at the end of the 1980s, approximately 

125,000 Soviet troops were stationed in Estonia alone – roughly 10 percent of the country's total 

population.102

On 11 March 1990, Lithuania declared itself to be an independent state, which provoked 

Moscow to impose economic sanctions on the republic, and eventually resort to military force. On 11 

January 1991, Soviet troops opened fire on a crowd in Vilnius, killing 14 people. Five days later, 

similar violence in Riga, Latvia left five dead. However, political and economic mayhem across the 

USSR meant that by August 1991, the Soviet Union had neither the will nor the means to prevent the 

Baltic States from breaking away; Estonia and Latvia joined Lithuania in declaring independence.

Russia-Baltic tensions since the dissolution of the USSR 

The Russian military in independent Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania

In independent Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, nation-building focused on the complete 

negation of the Soviet past.103 The Russian Federation – the legal successor state of the USSR – 

continued to be perceived by the Baltic States as a security threat. The regime of Boris Yeltsin, Russia's

first president post-USSR, not only refused to apologize for the Soviet crimes, but was also slow to 

withdraw Russian troops from the Baltic States, thereby planting early seeds of suspicion.104 At 

independence, approximately 130,000 Soviet – later Russian – troops remained stationed in naval, air, 

and land forces bases across the Baltic States.105 In Estonia, the Soviets continued to operate the 
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Paldiski nuclear submarine training centre, the largest facility in the former Soviet Union, and only one 

of its kind.106

The withdrawal of the former Soviet military from the Baltic States became a primary objective 

for Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, but despite their willingness to begin immediate negotiations, the 

Russian Ministry of Defence refused to name a start date for such discussions, and stated that such 

withdrawals would not begin until at least 1994, were unlikely to be completed before 2000, and would

be conditional on the three Baltic governments agreeing to pay for the construction of housing for the 

soldiers withdrawing to Russia.107 Even two months after the USSR officially recognized the 

independence of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, not only had the withdrawal of forces not begun, but 

the Soviet army continued to bring additional troops into the all three countries and conduct 

exercises.108 These actions were of particular concern to Estonia, because Soviet paratroopers were 

stationed only 45 minutes from the Riigikogu (parliament) in Tallinn; for this reason, the Estonian 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs suggested that United Nations (UN) peacekeepers be deployed until the 

Soviet military had been withdrawn.109

On 25 December 1991, the Soviet Army transitioned into the Russian Army, but the same 

problems remained in terms of troop withdrawals. In fact, the act of withdrawing Russia's forces was 

further complicated by the large presence of ethnic Russians that had moved to the Baltic States during 

the Soviet era, particularly in Estonia and Latvia. In Estonia, between 1934 and 1989, the number of 

Russian speakers climbed from 8.2 percent to 30.3 percent,110 and in Latvia, 34 percent of the 

population was ethnic Russian when the Soviet Union fell.111 In Lithuania, the ethnic Russian 

population at the end of the USSR was quite a bit less, at 9.4 percent. This was because Lithuania had a

much larger population and available workforce than Estonia and Latvia, and during the Soviet era the 

demand for Russian workers was much lower.112
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Post-independence, the rights and status of the ethnic Russian minorities living in Estonia, 

Latvia, and Lithuania came into question. From the perspective of the Baltic States, the ethnic Russian 

populations provided a justification for Russia's continued interference and troop presence in their 

territories. In 1992, Russian President Boris Yeltsin issued a decree that suspended the withdrawal of 

Russian troops due to his “profound concern” over the treatment of the Russian speaking minority in 

the Baltic States.113

In this context, Yeltsin attempted to establish these Russian troops as “peacekeepers,” and the 

situation reached such a degree of intensity that European Union (EU) and Organization for Security 

and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) monitoring missions were established in Estonia and Latvia.114 

Furthermore, during the early 1990s, Russian violations of Lithuanian airspace occurred regularly; in 

April and May 1994 alone, 194 airspace violations were reported along the Russia-Lithuanian border.115

Russian military withdrawals were not completed until 31 August 1994,116 and the base at 

Paldiski was not decommissioned until 30 September 1995.117 The final Russian military installation in 

the Baltic States, the Skrunda radar facility in Latvia, was formally handed over to Latvia on 22 

October 1999. The system was a key component of Russia's air-defence network between 1971 and 

1998, and Latvian officials were not allowed on the base at any time during the 1990s until the 

hand-over took place.118

This period complicated the post-Soviet relationships between each Baltic State and Russia, 

affected their perceptions of security and sovereignty, and resulted in a deep distrust of Russia. 

Following the completion of the withdrawal of the Russian military, this mistrust continued to 

persevere.

During the 1990s, Russia performed several military operations in proximity to the Baltic 

States. In one such operation, in June 1999, Russia simulated a conventional Western attack on the 
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Kaliningrad enclave. When the Russian military “failed” to repel the attack, it “defeated” the virtual 

aggressor with nuclear weapons.119

Between 2003 and 2005, the military activity of Russia's Baltic Fleet increased substantially, 

including large scale exercises and equipment modernization.120 Furthermore, since 2003, the activities 

of the Russia-Belarus military grouping along the Baltic borders have intensified. For example, a 

common air defence system was created, programmes for weapons modernization were established, 

and several joint exercises have taken place.121

Partly as a result of continued Russian military pressure, and their perception of Russia as a 

security threat, all three Baltic States voiced their intentions to join NATO shortly after gaining 

independence. They began actively working toward this goal through the 1990s and into the early 

2000s.

The Baltic States in NATO

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania became members of NATO on 29 March 2004.122 However, 

despite their membership in the alliance, the Baltic States have continued to perceive Russia as a direct 

military threat to their sovereignty.

Following the Soviet collapse, Russia adjusted the old Soviet nuclear strategy to fit its new 

circumstances. In 1993, it explicitly rejected the USSR's no-first-use pledge, thereby indicating that it 

viewed nuclear weapons as a central facet of its military and security strategy.123 Russia has revised its 

national security and military strategy several times over the past 20 years, and each successive version

has placed a greater reliance on nuclear weapons as both a deterrent and a tool of retaliation.124

Even following the Baltic States accession to NATO, Russian military exercises and troop 

presence near the borders remained a concern. In 2009, the Russian military conducted the largest 
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military exercises to be conducted near NATO borders since the Cold War: Zapad-2009 and 

Ladoga-2009. At least 30,000 soldiers participated in the exercises, which stretched along the entire 

Russian border with the three Baltic States and Finland.125 The Zapad-2009 exercise ended with a 

simulated first-use nuclear attack on Poland following the hypothetical failure of Russia's conventional 

defences against NATO forces.126

In November 2011, then-Russian President Dmitry Medvedev announced that he intended to 

deploy nuclear-capable 9K720 Iskander short-range ballistic missiles to the Kaliningrad oblast, in order

to counter – if necessary – NATO's planned ballistic missile defence (BMD) shield in Europe.127 

Kaliningrad borders directly on Lithuania, and the 500-km range of these missiles is more than enough 

to reach Estonia and Latvia as well.128

Russia's most recent security strategy is its 2010 Military Doctrine. This document specifically 

states that the preeminent external military danger to Russia is “the desire to endow the force potential 

of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) with global functions carried out in international law

and to move the military infrastructure of NATO member countries close to the Russian Federation, 

including by expanding the bloc.”129 In addition, it claims that the deployment of troops from foreign 

states to territories contiguous with Russia or its allies is another serious threat to Russia.130 Russia thus 

still views NATO as a direct military threat, and retains the right to use nuclear weapons in response to 

NATO actions.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Soviet Union deployed an estimated 15,000 to 25,000 

TNWs.131 During the 1990s, Russian officials publicly claimed to be eliminating its warheads at a rate 

of approximately 2,000 per year, as part of the PNIs. However, many experts doubt the truth of this, 

arguing that Russia lacked the financial and technical means – not to mention the political will – for 

such a swift disarmament.132
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Currently, Russia is believed to deploy between 2,000 and 4,000 operational TNWs, and has an 

unknown number of additional TNWs in reserve.133 134 It is believed that this includes warheads for 

tactical aviation, naval nuclear-tipped cruise missiles, air defence missiles, and minimal ground forces 

capabilities.135 136 In addition, the Iskander missiles have a nuclear capability, and Russia continues to 

increase their numbers,137 including deploying some to the Kaliningrad oblast, which borders on 

Lithuania and Poland. 

Though NATO's conventional forces are considered superior to those of Russia – both in terms 

of numbers and overall quality – the small size of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania means that Russia 

would be advantaged in terms of its ability to deploy quickly to the Baltic region.138 Thus the ability of 

NATO to provide reinforcements, and the credibility of NATO's support, is extremely important to the 

Baltic States, given their continued conception of Russia as a security threat.

In addition to military exercises and the deployment of missiles near the Baltic States, Russia 

has taken several other actions perceived as threatening to the sovereignty of the Baltic States.

1. Status of ethnic Russians in the Baltic States

The status of ethnic Russians – particularly in Estonia and Latvia – remains a point of 

contention for Russia. Both Latvia and Estonia have been criticized by the OSCE and the Council of 

Europe for being too rigorous in their citizenship requirements, and employing restrictive language and

education policies that exclude and disadvantage ethnic Russians.139

Many ethnic Russians have not naturalized according to those procedures required by the 

Latvian government, and as a result, there are approximately 300,000 “non-citizens,” out of a total 

Latvian population of only two million people.140 In Estonia, 25 percent of the population is ethnically 

Russian. In 2012, the Estonian government rejected a proposal that would have allowed for those 

children born in Estonia to non-citizens to be granted citizenship.141
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Figure 4.1

Russian Minorities in the Baltic Countries (Stratfor)

2. Russian support for Baltic political parties

Moscow directly supports pro-Russian political parties in the Baltic States; these parties have 

seen considerable success in Latvia, and to a lesser extent in Estonia. In Latvia, the pro-Russian 

Harmony Centre party won more seats in the Latvian Saeima (parliament) than any other in the 

national elections on 17 September 2011: a total of 31 out of 100 seats.142 As a result, most of the other 

parties formed a coalition to exclude Harmony Centre from power. Harmony Centre has a co-operation 

agreement with Putin's party, United Russia.143 In Estonia, similar links have been identified between 

the Russian government and the pro-Russian Centre Party, which currently has 21 seats of 101 in the 

Riigikogu.144
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In Lithuania in 2003, elements of Russia's intelligence services and organized crime syndicates 

infiltrated the electoral campaign of a candidate for presidency, Rolandas Paksas, as well as his staff 

once he was elected president. After months of political turmoil, the Lithuanian government managed 

to impeach President Paksas in 2004.145

3. Tension over historical events and symbols

In recent years, tensions have returned or escalated between Russia and the Baltic States over 

contested historical events and symbols. For example, in April 2007, plans to relocate a Soviet 

memorial in Tallinn, Estonia led to riots in Tallinn and assaults against Estonian and Swedish diplomats

in Moscow.146 The movement of the “Bronze Soldier” from the centre of Tallinn to a military cemetery 

on the outskirts of the city was viewed entirely differently by ethnic Estonians and ethnic Russians: to 

Estonians, the statue represented oppression by the Soviet Union, while to the Russian minority – and 

Russia itself – it was a commemoration of fallen Soviet war heroes and a celebration of the defeat of 

Nazi Germany in the Second World War.147

On the day the Bronze Soldier incident began, a three-week wave of cyber attacks hit Estonia, 

in the first known incidence of such an assault on a nation-state.148 The attacks are widely believed to 

have originated in Russia, though whether or not they were sanctioned by the Russian government is 

unknown; the Russian government denies any involvement.149 The cyber attacks lasted from 25 April 

2007 until 04 May 2007, and resulted in several websites being made inaccessible, including the 

Estonian presidency and Riigikogu, nearly all Estonian government ministries, several national 

political parties, three of Estonia's six big news organizations, and two of Estonia's largest banks.150

Lithuania was also the target of a major cyber attack in June 2008, three days after legislation 

was passed by the Lithuanian Seimas (parliament) banning the display of Soviet symbols.151 In this 

attack, over 300 websites were assaulted using methods similar to those used in the attack on Estonia a 
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year earlier. Some websites were also vandalized through the use of Soviet hammer and sickle 

images.152

In response to the cyber attack against Estonia and Lithuania, NATO has taken precautionary 

steps to prevent future damage to its members and the greater alliance. Both the 2010 Strategic Concept

and the 2012 Chicago Summit Declaration recognize the need to better protect the NATO's information

and communications systems. In 2008, the NATO Co-operative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence 

was established in Tallinn.153 In June 2011, NATO adopted a cyber defence policy and associated 

Action Plan, which offers a clear vision of alliance plans to improve its cyber defence capabilities.154

4. Coercion through the energy sector

All three Baltic States are closely integrated into the Russian energy infrastructure, and Russia 

has used this connection to coerce them through a variety of means. Russia has engaged in the coercive

use of energy supplies as a tool for geopolitical influence in many of the countries of eastern Europe. 

Between 2000 and 2006, Russia cut off energy exports on approximately 40 occasions: most often, to 

former Soviet republics.155

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are exceedingly reliant on Russian energy: they each depend on 

Russia for approximately 90 percent of their oil and 100 percent of their gas.156 They remain heavily 

dependent on Russian energy because of a lack of domestic resources within their territories, and due to

the legacy of the Soviet-era infrastructure of pipelines, electricity, and gas grids, all of which remain 

connected to Russia.157

The most recent incidents in the Baltic oil industry include the halting of oil supplies to the 

Latvian port operator Ventspils Nafta in 2003 and to the Lithuanian oil refinery Mažeikiu Nafta in 

2006, as well as interruptions to oil supplies intended for Estonia by rail in May 2007.158 In the case of 

Ventspils Nafta and Mažeikiu Nafta, at the time of writing, the oil supply has not been restarted.
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The causes of these actions by Russia came as a result of the choices of the Baltic States to 

pursue policies at odds with Russian interests. The halting of oil supplies to Ventspils Nafta and 

Mažeikiu Nafta both came as a result of refusal by the Latvian and Lithuanian governments to allow 

Russian investment in the companies.159 The interruption of Estonia's energy supply followed the 

“Bronze Soldier” incident.

Russia has had considerably more success influencing the Baltic States through the gas sector 

than the oil sector for two reasons. First, oil is traded internationally, and all three Baltic States have the

capacity to import non-Russian oil through their terminals on the Baltic Sea, while Baltic gas import 

infrastructure is limited entirely to Soviet era pipelines and is wholly dependent on Russia. Second, 

Russia does not rely on the Baltic States as transit-ways to foreign markets, and as a result gas supply 

can be cut to the Baltic States without any interruption to supplies to western or central European 

countries.160

However, despite these factors, the Baltic States have never engaged in a “gas war” with Russia 

like Belarus and Ukraine have.161 This is likely because Russia's state-owned oil giant, Gazprom, owns 

controlling shares in all three Baltic national gas companies – Eesti Gaas, Latvijas Gaze, and Lietuvos 

Dujos – and thus is able to influence them quite directly.162 The 2004 Russian-Belorussian gas dispute 

did adversely affect Lithuania, however, as nearly all of Lithuania's gas supply from Russia transits 

Belarus.

5. Russian intelligence collection

Russian intelligence services are reportedly very active in all three Baltic States.163 Nearly every

year, Russian 'diplomats' are expelled from Tallinn, Riga, and Vilnius on charges of spying; the Baltic 

States, to Russia, are the simplest way to gain insight into the activities of NATO and the EU, and 

Russia has been fairly successful at infiltrating the Baltic intelligence apparatuses.164 
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In September 2008, for example, Estonian citizen Herman Simm was arrested for passing 

highly classified NATO information on cyber security and BMD to the Russians. At the time, Simm 

was the head of the Estonian state secret protection office, and he is alleged to have started working for 

the Russians in 1995. He was found guilty of treason in February 2009. It is still unknown how much 

data was shared by Simm, but it is certainly one of the largest NATO security breaches since the Cold 

War.165

6. Russian military intervention in other former Soviet republics

Possibly the largest causes for concern from the perspective of the Baltic States are the direct 

Russian military interventions into the sovereign territories of other former Soviet Republics. The 

Russian military incursion into Georgia in 2008 and Ukraine in 2014 were interpreted by the Baltic 

States as “evidence of a bellicose Russian approach to its neighbours,” in which Russia was willing to 

use hard power tactics to achieve political objectives, using the rights of ethnic Russians as a pretext.166

In August 2008, the Georgian armed forces responded to attacks by secessionists from its 

breakaway region of South Ossetia. In retaliation, Russia – who had peacekeepers deployed in the 

region – retaliated with a full-scale invasion into South Ossetia, as well as an increased military 

presence in Abkhazia, another secessionist province of Georgia, in order to protect its soldiers.167 The 

Russia-Georgia War (also known as the Five-Day War) resulted in the deaths of hundreds, created 

thousands of refugees, and injured relations between Russia and NATO.168 Russia still maintains a 

military presence in both South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and has recognized both provinces as 

independent states, despite minimal support from members of the international community.169

In November 2013, the abrupt decision of former Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych to 

pull out of a proposed association deal with the EU led to street protests across Ukraine, and to 

Yanukovych's eventual downfall. Continued unrest in the country, particularly in the east, gave Russia a
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pretext to annex the Ukrainian region of Crimea in March 2014.170 The current security situation in 

Ukraine at the time of writing remains volatile: pro-Russian separatists have taken key infrastructure in 

the provinces of Luhansk and Donetsk including police stations, city halls, and security service 

headquarters. Clashes between the Ukrainian military and separatists continue to be commonplace 

across the south and east of Ukraine. Russia retains a significant amount of troops on its border with 

Ukraine, and is arming separatists in Ukraine.

Due to these ongoing tensions, the general Baltic mindset toward Russia is one of ongoing 

insecurity. As the security strategies of the Baltic States thus take into account these concerns over 

Russia, their positions are relevant to NATO's internal debates over the continued future deployment of 

TNWs in Europe, and NATO's greater future security perspectives.

The construction of security in the newly independent Baltic States

As a result of their history as part of the Soviet Union, their continued tense relations with 

Russia, and ethnic tensions that have impacted their domestic politics, the security policies of the Baltic

States have evolved to include their continued support for the deployment of TNWs by NATO in 

Europe. The way in which Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania conceptualize security was developed around 

a military understanding of security that emphasized two main elements: the build-up of national armed

forces and integration into a military alliance, NATO.171

Thus, throughout the 1990s, discussions of Baltic security issues were made predominantly in 

light of the development of national armed forces and their aspirations to join NATO, and focused 

almost entirely on military security as both the cause and strategy of addressing insecurity. 

52



The creation of the Baltic national armed forces

At the time of the Soviet Union's dissolution, the newly established Baltic States had little in 

terms of military assets. Each had at their disposal only limited militia forces, parliamentary guards, 

border guards, and voluntary forces that were not professionally armed.172 Following the establishment 

of Baltic independence, the creation of national armed forces were deemed necessary by all three 

governments, and was seriously prioritized.

Though there were debates in all three nations regarding the possibility of refraining from 

developing national armed forces, this concept was rejected by all three for several reasons. First, 

though these national armed forces would be incapable of defending Baltic sovereignty, they could be 

used to address other external threats, such as civil unrest in neighbouring countries. Second, the very 

existence of Baltic armed forces could help to facilitate closer coordination and even integration into 

Western security structures. Third, the armed forces of all three Baltic States could be combined in the 

case of a security threat, making them more capable of addressing said threat. Fourth, the lack of a 

military and defence strategy could signal vulnerability to other countries. Fifth, armed forces could be 

used to address internal problem, such as organized crime, political instability, or natural disasters. 

Sixth, armed forces are widely viewed as one of the “symbolic and functional cores of the 

nation-state,” and thus an important element of the reconstructed, independent Baltic States.173

Among the populations of the Baltic States, trust in the new armed forces was limited, 

particularly in Latvia and Lithuania.174 Conscription was introduced in all three countries in order to 

ensure militaries of adequate size were formed, but many would-be conscripts resisted entering the 

armed forces, resulting in an alarmingly high number of deserters. Though effective conscription 

methods existed in the Baltic States during the Soviet era, they collapsed with the greater USSR. 

Post-independence, none of the Baltic States had the strong executive power and enforcement 
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capabilities necessary to ensure the principles of conscription were followed.175 To illustrate, in the 

autumn of 1992, Lithuania issued 17,034 draft notices, of which 11,517 were avoided;176 in Latvia in 

1996, 78 percent of potential recruits reportedly managed to avoid the draft.177

The construction and early functioning of the Baltic militaries had a distinctly “Soviet” feel, and

many Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian citizens, as well as external observers, saw it as simply a 

continuation of the ethical systems and abuses practised by the Soviet military.178 Not only did these 

new militaries rely on conscription as the USSR had, but they also retained a specifically Soviet 

mindset.

Col. (ret.) Gundars Zalkalns (US army), former defence adviser to Latvian President Guntis 

Ulmanis, argues that following the end of the Soviet Union, all three Baltic States suffered from what 

he calls the “Post-communist mindset.”179 The influence of this thinking was pervasive in the creation 

of the armed forces of these countries. Key elements of the Post-communist mindset observed in the 

new Baltic militaries included deliberate short-sightedness in planning; the avoidance of administrative 

systems and structures that encourage accountability but limit manoeuvrability; decision-making 

without proper regard for the feasibility of implementation; unnecessary crisis management; the 

illusion of situational control; a chronic avoidance of coordination and information exchange; a limited 

understanding of the value of public relations; administrative rigidity at the expense of results; and 

process-oriented management over a results-based focus.180

In addition, members of the new Baltic militaries practised rituals of harassment that had been 

typical of the Soviet Army. For example, dedovshchina – violence against first year conscripts by those 

in their second year of service – was reportedly commonplace.181 Gruppovshchina – harassment based 

on nationality – was also reported in the new national forces of the Baltic States, though not to the same

extent as it was seen in the Soviet era.182 The new Baltic militaries, however, were more ethnically 
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homogenous than that of the Soviet Union.

During the early 1990s, there were temporarily three types of armed forces present in the Baltic 

States at the same time: the regular forces, volunteer forces, and Russian armed forces.183 In addition, 

for a short period in May 1991, a temporary pro-Polish militia was erected as part of an attempt to 

create a Polish Autonomous Territorial Region within Lithuania.184

In all three countries, tensions between the volunteer and regular armed forces reigned, and 

these rivalries were facilitated and even encouraged by the Baltic governments. Volunteer forces saw 

themselves as the guardians of independence, and the true representatives of the national values of their

countries.185 Many of the regular forces members were formerly officers in the Soviet military, and thus

they were not entirely trusted by the volunteer forces or general populations. Further, the regular forces 

generally were disdainful of the volunteers, who they viewed as “hobby soldiers.”186 The politicization 

of these different forces was outlined through their assigned functions, but was not solidified in law, 

which led to further confusion and conflict.187 Initially, little legislative or civilian oversight existed 

over the militaries of any of the Baltic States.188 For these reasons, during the 1990s, the armed forces 

of the Baltic States were more frequently a source of insecurity than security.

The way in which the national armed forces were designed and implemented in all three Baltic 

States illustrates a conception of security of the state as directly linked to the military. The creation of 

armed forces for these countries was depicted from their inception as “necessary” and “natural” 

components of nation-state security.189 The new Baltic armed forces also followed many of the same 

implementation features as were used by the Soviet military. These ideas of security are no longer 

compatible with that of the greater NATO alliance.
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The NATO ambitions of the Baltic States

The ways in which the national armed forces of Baltic States evolved through the 1990s and 

into the early 2000s were based on their intent to one day join NATO. However, despite the Baltic 

ambitions for NATO membership, their views regarding NATO's purpose differed from that of the 

greater alliance.

Throughout the 1990s, the relationship between NATO and the Baltic States could be described 

as contradictory in a number of ways. First, following the release of the 1999 Strategic Concept, NATO

began to market itself as a political organization; the Baltic States, however, valued NATO as a military

alliance, and sought to join it as a way to guarantee their security through Article V. Second, NATO saw

its security role as extending across Europe, the Atlantic, and beyond; the Baltic States saw the alliance 

primarily as a means to collectively defend its members from outsiders; in their case, namely Russia. 

Third, NATO saw the 1994 PfP initiative as a way to stave off further NATO enlargement, while the 

Baltic States viewed it as a direct path to NATO membership. Lastly, NATO intended to establish 

security with Russia, while the Baltic States hoped to use NATO as a means to increase its security 

against Russia.190

Consequently, the Baltic States joined the PfP programme in 1994 and committed fully to 

meeting the necessary requirements for eventual membership in NATO.191 In the years leading up to 

their accession to the alliance, military spending increased considerably in all three countries. Between 

1996 and 2000, for example, military expenditures more than doubled in Estonia and more than tripled 

in Lithuania.192 The Baltic States committed to increasing their military spending to the two percent 

target set by NATO. At the time of writing, however, only Estonia has succeeded in meeting this 

target.193

Since becoming members of NATO in 2004, the Baltic States have sought to both contribute to 
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and benefit from the military dimension of the alliance. NATO's requirements for force interoperability 

helped the armed forces to evolve out of the Soviet legacy. For example, the Baltic navies have all 

focused on developing mine countermeasures and monitoring capabilities, and their air forces have 

focused on surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities for enhanced air and land defence potential.194

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania all took part in NATO's International Security Assistance Force 

(ISAF) operations in Afghanistan and its Kosovo Force (KFOR) mission. From June 2012 onwards, 

they began contributing to a joint unit within the NATO Response Force (NRF): the Baltic Battalion 

(BALTBAT) is a single infantry battalion with 800 service personnel from the three countries.195

In terms of NATO's direct contributions to Baltic security, the most visible is the Baltic Air 

Policing Mission (BALTAP). This task has been carried out by other NATO allies on a rotational basis 

since 2004, and is intended to protect the sovereign territory and airspace of the Baltic States.196 

BALTAP is considered vital to the security of the Baltic States, as none of the three countries possess 

fighter jets of their own.

The NRF is also viewed by the Baltic States as of significant importance to the Article V 

commitments. Because of its geographic location and limited armed forces, the availability of a rapid 

reinforcement capability is perceived as necessary. Since joining NATO, Baltic officials have 

persistently requested reassurances from NATO through contingency planning and military exercises.197

Given the recent history of cyber attacks against the Baltic States, co-operation with NATO on cyber 

security has also become a priority.

The current Baltic perspective on TNWs

For the Baltic States, the primary purpose of NATO is collective defence through a commitment

to Article V. A priority of the Baltic States, then, is the continued credibility of NATO's nuclear 
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deterrent. They are therefore wary of any alliance policies that might weaken this deterrent.

The Baltic States advocate for the NATO's continued reliance on nuclear weapons for two major

reasons. First, they see nuclear weapons as a method of offsetting the weight of potential Russian 

intimidation. Second, they view nuclear weapons as a symbolic representation of the US and NATO's 

commitment to use the full range of their military strength to defend alliance members, and underscores

a positive relationship with the US. Both of these reasons relate back to the Baltic perception of 

security as linked solely to the military, and their perception of TNWs as an assurance of NATO's 

strategic commitment to collective defence. 

As stated, there are a number of different ways through which the Baltic States continue to view

Russia as a threat to their security, and the majority of these fears are based in a military understanding 

of security. The continued classification of NATO as a defence alliance for the protection of their 

territory is thus of utmost importance to the Baltic States198 Speaking to the Parliament of Canada's 

Standing Committee on National Defence on 17 May 2012, Rasa Jukneviciene, then Minister of 

National Defence for Lithuania, stated that her country's main concern is “Russia's intention to 

dominate the region and the Baltic States.”199

Two important caveats limit the participation of the Baltic States in the formulation of NATO's 

nuclear policy. First, the Baltic States are covered by the “Three No's” policy, a commitment made to 

Russia by NATO in 1997 not to base any nuclear weapons on the territories of the former Warsaw Pact 

countries.200 Second, none of the Baltic States have adequate air force capabilities to accompany and 

facilitate the hypothetical use of nuclear weapons.201 Currently, the Baltic States rely on BALTAP to 

preserve the sovereignty of their airspace.

However, though these caveats once were followed by NATO, and thus the Baltic perspective 

on TNW deployments was controlled, current developments in the relationship between Russia and 
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Ukraine have led NATO to reassess its position on increased military involvement in and with the 

Baltic States, and may even lead to a shift in the perspective of the greater alliance toward retaining 

these capabilities, as part of a larger strategic shift within the alliance on NATO's military role, and the 

place of nuclear deterrence. 

The Baltic States support for NATO's continued reliance on TNWs is based in a continued 

belief in a military threat from Russia, and the need, therefore, for NATO to retain a credible deterrent 

and operational capability to address Russian aggression. The fear of Russian aggression, as perceived 

by the Baltic States, also feeds into a continued characterization of security as solely related to the 

military, which has advised the Baltic States' perspectives on NATO's greater strategic role in the 

international system.
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Chapter V: TNWs, Intra-alliance politics, and NATO's competing strategic visions 

NATO is in the midst of a serious strategic culture clash regarding how security for the alliance 

can be best achieved: through military or political means. Among alliance member states, there are 

differing views regarding the strategic vision for NATO's future role in the world, and subsequently, the

necessity of continuing to deploy American TNWs in Europe. The divergence within the alliance on 

NATO's strategic vision is plainly illustrated by the intra-alliance tensions that exist regarding TNWs. 

These divergences have meant that NATO has been forced to take a generally ambivalent position 

concerning TNW deployments, and thus has opted to retain the status quo, despite the fact that these 

weapons and their delivery systems are ageing to the point of obsolescence.

In addition, current developments in Ukraine, and Russia's involvement in this crisis, have led 

to increased calls from alliance members for NATO to make more credible military guarantees in 

eastern Europe, in order to reassure its members from central and eastern Europe, and especially the 

Baltic States. NATO has responded to the concerns of these members in several ways, most notably by 

increasing its military presence in the Baltic States.

Though NATO has thus far been silent concerning any plans to deploy more TNWs in Europe, it

is possible that the current crisis in Ukraine might lead to the resurrection and intensification of this 

debate. However, while this crisis has led to a greater emphasis on NATO's military strength, it is likely

that future military initiatives will focus on other methods of deterrence, such as BMD. Nevertheless, 

without a common understanding of security, and NATO's role in ensuring it for its members, the 

alliance will be unable to articulate a clear position on TNWs, or its greater strategic outlook. Thus the 

status quo will simply continue, and NATO will be paralysed in indecision. 
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Alliance ambiguity on TNWs

The Baltic States value TNWs as a deterrent to possible Russian aggression, which they still 

view as a threat. While NATO has transitioned into a political alliance, the Baltic States continue to 

emphasize and value the military component of the alliance over other facets.

In the case of TNWs, NATO's member states have differing views regarding the continued 

deployment of these weapons in Europe; of particular note are the views of the Baltic States, who 

vehemently prefer to continue the inclusion of these weapons as part of NATO's defence strategy. The 

alliance's current collective position on TNWs is outlined in several recent documents and decisions: 

the 2010 Tallinn Principles, the 2010 NATO Group of Experts report, 2010 Strategic Concept, and 

2012 DDPR. However, because NATO decision-making requires consensus, these policies are 

ambiguous in terms of their intent concerning the future of the deployment of American TNWs in 

Europe. Due to the ambiguity of NATO's position on TNWs, the alliance bis weakened: therein is the 

danger of NATO's lack of cohesion.

The competing views in NATO regarding American TNWs in Europe indicates a lack of fit 

between the security perspectives of the Baltic States and the NATO alliance as a whole. Such a 

cleavage within NATO suggests an overall lack of unity in the alliance, and particularly concerning the 

future purpose and priorities of NATO.

Competing strategic visions for the NATO alliance

Within NATO there exists a strategic culture clash on how to achieve security, wherein there are

competing visions within the alliance on this subject, as evidenced by the Baltic nuclear case study. 

These divergences and competing strategic visions have forced NATO as a whole to take a generally 

ambiguous stance on TNWs, in order to appease all members of the alliance.

61



During the Cold War, the concept of security was very stable: security was viewed primarily in 

terms of military prowess. In the Baltic States, this thinking perseveres 25 years later. It was illustrated 

early in the Baltic independence, initially in these countries' focus on the swift build-up of troops, and 

next in terms of their goals regarding NATO membership.

Simultaneous to the Baltic States' continued focus on the military dimension of security, 

following the end of the Cold War, NATO began to transition into a political alliance, rather than a 

solely military structure. Due to a lack of focus on the upkeep of NATO's conventional authority on the 

part of its member states, and because of the alliance's intent to reduce nuclear weapons, it became 

necessary for NATO to embrace political authority.

Despite this transition, external factors – namely, the ongoing crisis in Ukraine – have given 

NATO new cause to increase focus on its military dimension, and particularly how it relates to the 

Baltic States. This new focus may lead to new debates regarding the deployment of American TNWs in

Europe.

NATO's Response to the 2014 Crisis in Ukraine

The current crisis in Ukraine has incited pre-existing tensions within NATO regarding the 

strategic focus of the alliance. NATO's post-Cold War transformation into an international crisis 

management actor was predicated largely on the perception that Russia no longer posed a threat to the 

alliance's member states.202 However, recent developments in NATO's eastern neighbourhood have led 

to many members to call for an increased focus on collective defence, as it is enshrined in Article V of 

the North Atlantic Treaty.203

In response to Russia's annexation of Crimea and support for separatists in Ukraine – what 

NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen has dubbed, “the most serious crisis in Europe since 
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the fall of the Berlin Wall”204 – NATO has significantly bolstered its presence in its eastern European 

member states, and particularly in the Baltic States. Though it has not yet made moves to increase its 

TNW presence, other actions taken by the alliance indicate that it is unlikely that NATO's European 

TNWs will be decommissioned anytime soon.

NATO has taken many military actions to reassure its members and allies, as well as to rebuke 

Russia. First, NATO has strengthened its military and political cooperation with Ukraine, including 

providing military trainers and aiding in modernization efforts.205 Though no promises have been made 

regarding the potential for the enlargement of NATO to include Ukraine, NATO has been openly 

supportive of the new Ukrainian government. 

Second, the BALTAP mission has been boosted from four fighter jets to 12.206 When the Polish 

Air Force took over the mission in May with four MiG-29 'Fulcrum' fighters, it was joined by four 

Eurofighter Typhoons from the UK and four F-16 Fighting Falcons from Denmark.207 In addition, on 10

July 2014, the Government of Canada announced that in September 2014 it would begin sending 

CF-18s to patrol as part of BALTAP.208 As part of BALTAP, NATO member fighter jets have reportedly 

been forced to scramble several times in May and June 2014, in response to the presence of Russian 

aircraft along the borders of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.209 

Third, since March 2014, NATO's airborne warning and control system (AWACS) surveillance 

aircraft have been conducting twice daily monitoring flights; one over Poland and one over Romania.210

Fourth, NATO has suspended all “practical” civilian and military cooperation with Russia in the 

framework of the NATO-Russia Council.211 Fifth, the alliance sent part of its naval rapid reaction force 

to the Baltic Sea, including four minesweepers and a support vessel.212

In addition, some NATO allies have individually provided non-lethal aid to Ukraine, and also 

taken part in joint military exercises, though not under the banner of NATO. The crisis in Ukraine has 
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led to renewed discussions over NATO's military role in Europe and internationally. At the time of 

writing, Ukraine is deeply entrenched in a civil war, and it is unlikely that the conflict will see a quick 

resolution. 

The future of NATO's TNW deployments

The crisis in Ukraine has renewed focus on the strength of the US commitment to European 

security. Despite significant reductions in US troops stationed in Europe since the Cold War, the 

administration of President Barack Obama has asserted that the US remains committed to the defence 

of its fellow NATO member states.213 The cornerstone of this commitment is not TNWs, but the 

European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA), a BMD programme.214 The US has missile defence ships

stationed in the Mediterranean and a US radar in Turkey. Interceptor sites are planned to be deployed in

Romania in 2015 and Poland in 2018.215

Because Ukraine is not a member of NATO, the alliance is under no obligation to respond to 

threats to its sovereignty. However, the recent crisis in Ukraine has meant that NATO is under increased

pressure to ensure that its member states – particularly those in geographic proximity to Russia – are 

reassured about their continued security. This has led to an increase in NATO's military presence in the 

east, and particularly in Poland and the Baltic States.

However, while the crisis in Ukraine has led to renewed discussions about NATO's military role

in Europe, it is unlikely to do more than simply draw attention away from the TNW debate. Instead, 

NATO will continue to focus on an increased air policing presence, and the development of improved 

BMD capabilities. NATO wants to deter Russian aggression, but has so far preferred to achieve this 

result through conventional warfare postures.

Opponents of the withdrawal of the B-61 bombs from Europe insist that Russia's invasion of 
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Crimea and provocations in Ukraine proper prove that the Cold War threat has not abetted, and that in 

fact NATO must ensure Russia is contained and deterred.216 Such a deterrent, as NATO has traditionally

postured it, includes a nuclear component. According to Kahn's escalation ladder concept, the deterrent 

value of TNWs is attached to its position in limiting the ease in which a conflict can escalate into 

all-out nuclear war. TNWs extend the ladder of escalation by providing additional steps that NATO 

could theoretically utilize in a crisis situation. 

However, the crisis in Ukraine has also called into question the deterrent capability of TNWs. 

The argument for the continued deployment of TNWs as a reassurance measure for the Baltic States 

relies on the place of TNWs in the ladder of escalation. Russia has not been dissuaded from pursuing 

interests in Ukraine, and NATO has relied on conventional means in an attempt to ease the fears of the 

Baltic States. Yet, Baltic security has not been threatened, and NATO has not threatened the use of 

TNWs. 

NATO's Article V guarantees have increased the political authority of the Baltic States; should 

their security be threatened, NATO will have no choice to come to their aid, or risk losing credibility. 

However, NATO has treated the Ukrainian crisis very gently, walking a fine line between supporting 

the Ukrainian government, working to reassure its eastern members, and trying to avoid conflict with 

Russia. Given the current state of NATO-Russia relations, and the political authority that Article V 

grants NATO members, it is likely that NATO will not pursue enlargement in the near future; extending

membership to countries such as Moldova, Georgia, or Ukraine risks inciting confrontation with 

Russia. 

On 19 May 2014, Secretary-General Rasmussen stated that NATO would continue to respect the

promises made in the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act, and thus the alliance has no intention of 

basing nuclear weapons in the newer member states in eastern Europe, or permanently basing 
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additional “substantial combat forces” there.217 Nevertheless, it is possible that the issue will be further 

debated when NATO leaders meet for a conference in Wales in September 2014. 

The current situation in Ukraine has impacted the way that NATO interacts with Russia, and 

has, in some ways, validated the concerns of the Baltic States. As a result of the crisis, NATO has 

suspended all military cooperation with Russia, and also strengthened its military presence in the Baltic

States. So far, however, this increased presence has not extended to establishing additional TNW 

deployments in Europe. Nor, in fact, have these developments led to heightened debates in NATO over 

TNWs specifically. They have, however, resulted in an increased emphasis by NATO on its general 

military capabilities, particularly in eastern Europe.

It is likely that the continued crisis will turn the pendulum back toward a greater military role 

for NATO in its neighbourhood. However, NATO will have to decide the most efficient and effective 

way to focus this role, and it is unlikely that TNWs will provide the security counterbalance necessary 

to reassure the Baltic States and others entirely. Given the lack of support amongst many alliance 

members for TNWs when compared to other defence apparatuses, it is unlikely that TNWs will be fully

embraced by the alliance, and instead the status quo will continue to prevail, and NATO will accept 

“indecision” as a strategy for the future of American TNW deployments in Europe. Meanwhile, these 

weapons and their delivery systems will continue to age, and the need to have discussions on their 

retirement, refurbishment, or replacement will become more and more necessary.

For the Baltic States, the current crisis in Ukraine has reinforced their pre-existing views on 

security, and specifically their feeling that a strong military capability is necessary to NATO, in order to

protect against Russian aggression. Regardless of whether or not this view is justified, it can only 

become more entrenched, given the way in which the NATO-Russia relationship has dissolved since 
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the beginning of 2014. Whether it is through a focus on TNWs or another form of military deterrence, 

it seems certain that the Baltic States will continue to focus and rely on the military aspects of NATO’s 

security strategy. This will, in turn, affect the overall posture of NATO, which relies on consensus and 

compromise in the formation of its policies.

67



Bibliography

Asmus, Ronald D. (18 August 2008). “NATO's Hour,” The Wall Street Journal Europe. Accessed at 
<http://online.wsj.com/article/SB121900703869747813.html>.

Assenova, Margarita (March 2003). The Debate on NATO's Evolution: A Guide. Washington D.C.: 
Center for Strategic and International Studies.

The Atlantic Council (27 March 2014). “Baltic Republics Pledge More Defense Spending as Ukraine 
Crisis Continues,” The Atlantic Council. Accessed at 
<http://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/natosource/baltic-republics-pledge-more-defense-spending-as-uk
raine-crisis-continues>.

Beardsley, Kyle and Victor Asal (2013). “Nuclear-Weapons Programs and the Security Dilemma,” in 
Matt Fuhrmann, Adam Stulberg, eds., The Nuclear Renaissance and International Security. Stanford: 
Stanford University Press. Accessed at 
<http://www.posse.gatech.edu/sites/posse.gatech.edu/files/Nuclear%20Weapons%20Programs%20and
%20the%20Security%20Dilemma.pdf>.

BBC Staff (19 November 2010). “Obama: Missile Defence Shield for all NATO Members.” British 
Broadcasting Corporation. Accessed at <http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-11711042>.

BBC Staff (23 April 2014). “Ukraine Crisis Timeline,” British Broadcasting Corporation. Accessed at 
<http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-26248275>.

Belkin, Paul, Derek E. Mix, and Stephen Woehrel (16 April 2014). “NATO: Response to the Crisis in 
Ukraine and Security Concerns in Central and Eastern Europe,” Congressional Research Service. 
Accessed at <http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R43478.pdf>.

Berg, Eiki and Piret Ehin (2009). Identity and Foreign Policy: Baltic-Russian Relations and European 
Integration. England: Ashgate Publishing Ltd.

Best, Marina (2013). “The Ethnic Russian Minority: A Problematic Issue in the Baltic States,” Verges: 
Germanic & Slavic Studies in Review 2, No. 1.

Binnendijk, Hans and Catherine McArdle Kelleher (January 2012). “NATO Reassurances and Nuclear 
Reductions: Creating the Conditions,” Transatlantic Current 2. 

British American Security Information Council (February 2014), “B61 Bombs in Europe and the U.S. 
Life Extension Program: Briefing.” Accessed at 
<http://www.basicint.org/sites/default/files/basicfinalb61_fact_sheetfeb2014.pdf>.

Buzan, Barry (1983). People, States, and Fear: The National Security Problem in International 
Relations. Great Britain: Wheatsheaf Books Ltd. 

Canadian House of Commons Standing Committee on National Defence  (17 May 2010). Evidence 

68



(Number 041, 1
st
 Session, 41

st
 Parliament). Accessed at 

<http://www.parl.gc.ca/HousePublications/Publication.aspx?
DocId=5601110&Language=E&Mode=1&Parl=41&Ses=1>.

Chase, Steven (11 July 2014). “Canadian Fighter Jets to Help Patrol Baltic Skies,” The Globe and 
Mail. Accessed at 
<http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/canadian-fighter-jets-to-help-patrol-baltic-skies/article
19560184/>.

Childs, Nick (October 13, 2010). “NATO Considers New Mission Statement,” British Broadcasting 
Corporation. Accessed at <http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-11538523>.

Clunan, Anne L (2009). The Social Construction of Russia's Resurgence: Aspirations, Identity, and 
Security Interests. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Croft, Adrian (17 April 2014). “NATO to Send Ships to Baltic to Bolster Defense of Eastern European 
Allies,” Reuters. Accessed at 
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/04/17/us-ukraine-crisis-nato-idUSBREA3G1ZD20140417>.

Deutsch, Karl et al. (1955). Political Community and the North Atlantic Area. Greenwood Press: 
Westport.

Dodge, Michaela (18 February 2014), “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Critical for Transatlantic 
Security,” The Heritage Foundation, Backgrounder #2875. Accessed at 
<http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/02/us-nuclear-weapons-in-europe-critical-for-transatlan
tic-security>.

The Economist Staff (November 11, 2010). “Fewer Dragons, More Snakes,” The Economist. Accessed 
at <http://www.economist.com/node/17460712>.

Foradori, Paolo (2013), “Deabting the Last Remaining Case of the Forward Deployment of Nuclear 
Weapons,” in Paolo Foradori, ed., Tactical Nuclear Weapons and Euro-Atlantic Security: The Future of
NATO. New York: Routledge. 

Goldstein, Donald M, Shafritz, Jay M and Phil Williams (Editors) (2006). Classic Readings and 
Contemporary Debates in International Relations. USA: Thomson Higher Education (3rd Edition). 

Goldfarb, Zachary A and Karen Deyoung (3 June 2014). “U.S. Pledges $1B to Boost Military Presence 
in E. Europe, Urges NATO Allies to Boost Funding,” The Washington Post. Accessed at 
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/europe/hagel-prods-europeans-to-pay-fair-share-of-nato-expen
ses/2014/06/03/91dabc1e-eb29-11e3-b98c-72cef4a00499_story.html>.

Górka-Winter, Beata and Marek Madej (Editors) (2010). NATO Member States and the New Strategic 
Concept: An Overview. Warsaw: Polski Instytut Spraw Miêdzynarodowych. Accessed at 
<http://www.pism.pl/zalaczniki/PISM_Report_NATO_ENG.pdf>.

69



Grigas, Agnia (August 2012). “Legacies, Coercion and Soft Power: Russian Influence in the Baltic 
States,” Chatham House Briefing Paper on Russia and Eurasia Programme. Accessed at 
<http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Russia%20and
%20Eurasia/0812bp_grigas.pdf>. 

Grigas, Agnia (July 2013). “Energy Policy: The Achilles Heel of the Baltic States,” in A. Grigas, A. 
Kasekamp, K. Maslauskaite, L. Zorgenfreija, eds., The Baltic States in the EU: Yesterday, Today, and 
Tomorrow. Jacques Delors Institute. 

Haftendorn, Helga (March 1991). “The Security Puzzle: Theory-Building and Discipline-Building in 
International Security,” International Studies Quarterly 35, No. 1.

Ingram, Paul (2011). “NATO's Nuclear Deterrence Posture and Baltic Security.” British American 
Security Information Council Roundtable Report.

Ingram, Paul (May 2011). “Opportunities for NATO in the Deterrence and Defense Posture Review,” in
Paul Ingram and Oliver Meier, eds., Reducing the Role of Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe: 
Perspectives and Proposals on the NATO Policy Debate. Arms Control Association and British 
American Security Information Council Report.

James, Carolyn, “Preventing Nuclear Use: Internationally-Controlled Theater Missile Defenses Among 
Non-Super-Arsenal States,” Centre for Military and Strategic Studies. 3.

Jennings, Gareth (08 April 2014). “NATO to Significantly Bolster Baltic Air Policing Mission,” IHS 
Jane's Defence Weekly. Accessed at 
<http://www.janes.com/article/36545/nato-to-significantly-bolster-baltic-air-policing-mission>.

Kamp, Karl-Heinz (September 2010). “NATO's Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Beyond “Yes” or “No,” 
NATO Research Paper 61. 

Kenney, Padraic (2006). The Burdens of Freedom: Eastern Europe Since 1989. Nova Scotia: Fernwood
Publishing Ltd. 

King, Charles (November/December 2008). “The Five-Day War,” Foreign Affairs. Accessed at 
<http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64602/charles-king/the-five-day-war>.

Kulesa, Łukasz (May 2011). “Polish and Central European Priorities for NATO's Future Nuclear 
Policy,” in Paul Ingram and Oliver Meier, eds., Reducing the Role of Tactical Nuclear Weapons in 
Europe: Perspectives and Proposals on the NATO Policy Debate. Arms Control Association and 
British American Security Information Council Report.

Lejins, Atis (Editor) (1999). Baltic Security Prospects at the Turn of the 21st Century. Helsinki: 
Kikimora Publications. 

Lewis, Jeffrey (5 September 2012), “A Steal at $10 Billion,” Foreign Policy. Accessed at 
<http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/09/05/a_steal_at_10_billion>.

70

http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Russia%20and%20Eurasia/0812bp_grigas.pdf
http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Russia%20and%20Eurasia/0812bp_grigas.pdf


Mälksoo, Maria (November 2008). “NATO's New Strategic Concept: What is at Stake for Estonia?” 
International Centre for Defence Studies. Accessed at <http://www.icds.ee/fileadmin/failid/Maria
%20Malksoo%20-%20%20NATO%20New%20Strat%20Concept%20Policy%20Paper.pdf>.

McSweeney, Bill (1999). Security, Identity, and Interests: A Sociology of International Relations. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mearsheimer, John J. (2006). “Structural Realism,” in Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki, and Steve Smith, eds., 
International Relations Theories: Discipline and Diversity, 3rd Edition. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.

Meier, Oliver (May 2011). “NATO's New Strategic Concept and the Future of Tactical Nuclear 
Weapons,” in Paul Ingram and Oliver Meier, eds., Reducing the Role of Tactical Nuclear Weapons in 
Europe: Perspectives and Proposals on the NATO Policy Debate. Arms Control Association and 
British American Security Information Council Report.

Meier, Oliver and Simon Lunn (January/February 2014). “Trapped: NATO, Russia, and the Problem of 
Tactical Nuclear Weapons,” Arms Control Today. Accessed at 
<https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2014_01-02/Trapped-NATO-Russia-and-the-Problem-of-Tactical-Nu
clear-Weapons>.

Milne, Richard (27 March 2014). “Baltic States Pledge More Defence Spending as US Presses Allies,” 
Financial Times. Accessed at 
<http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/f5342e40-b5ae-11e3-81cb-00144feabdc0.html#axzz35NQXWAuh>.

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Latvia (2008). “Foreign Minister Riekstins and NATO 
Secretary General Share Opinion on Collective Security as Principal Mission Also Under NATO's New 
Strategic Concept.” News release. Accessed at <http://www.mfa.gov.lv/en/security/news/4455/?
pg=11492>.

Möller, Frank (2007). Thinking Peaceful Change: Baltic Security Policies and Security Community 
Building. New York: Syracuse University Press.

Mole, Richard C. M. (2012). The Baltic States from the Soviet Union to the European Union: Identity, 
Discourse and Power in the Post-Communist Transition of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. London: 
Routledge. 

Morozov, Viatcheslav (2004). “Russia in the Baltic Sea Region: Desecuritization or Deregionalization,”
Cooperation and Conflict 39.

The Moscow Times Staff (22 October 1999). “Russia Pulls Last Troops Out of Baltics,” The Moscow 
Times. Accessed at 
<http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/russia-pulls-last-troops-out-of-baltics/271030.html>.

The New York Times Editorial Board (26 May 2013). “Throwing Money at Nukes,” The New York 

71



Times. Accessed at <http://www.nytimes.com/2013/05/27/opinion/throwing-money-at-nukes.html?
_r=0>.

Nies, Susanne (2003). “Between Chirac, Bush and Putin: The Baltic States, From Factors to Actors in 
the New Europe,” Baltic Defence Review 1, No. 9.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (1991). Strategic Concept 1991. Accessed at 
<http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_23847.htm>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (1999). Strategic Concept 1999. Accessed at 
<http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_27433.htm>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (1 April 2004). “Seven New Members Join NATO.” Accessed at 
<http://www.nato.int/docu/update/2004/03-march/e0329a.htm>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2010). Strategic Concept 2010. Accessed at 
<http://www.nato.int/lisbon2010/strategic-concept-2010-eng.pdf>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (20 May 2012). Deterrence and Defence Posture Review. Accessed 
at <http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_87597.htm?mode=pressrelease>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (22 October 2013). “NATO and Cyber Defence.” Accessed at 
<http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_78170.htm?>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2014). “NATO – Partnerships: a cooperative approach to security.”
Accessed at <http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_84336.htm?>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization Co-operative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence (April 2013). 
“History.” Accessed at <http://www.ccdcoe.org/423.html>.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization Group of Experts (17 May 2010). NATO 2020: Assured Security; 
Dynamic Engagement: Analysis and Recommendations of the Group of Experts on a New Strategic 
Concept for NATO. Accessed at <http://www.nato.int/strategic-concept/expertsreport.pdf>

North Atlantic Treaty Organization Parliamentary Assembly (2010). “U.S. Non-Strategic Nuclear 
Weapons in Europe: A Fundamental NATO Debate,” NATO Parliamentary Assembly Committee 
Report. Accessed at <http://www.nato-pa.int/default.asp?SHORTCUT=2083>.

Office of the President of the Russian Federation, Paragraph 8, The Military Doctrine of the Russian 
Federation (2010). Accessed at 
<http://carnegieendowment.org/files/2010russia_military_doctrine.pdf>.

Rafferty, Kirsten (June 2003). “An Institutionalist Reinterpretation of Cold War Alliance Systems: 
Insights for Alliance Theory,” Canadian Journal of Political Science 26, No. 2.

72



Reuters Staff (19 May 2014). “NATO Does Not Plan to Put Nuclear Arms, New Troops in Eastern 
Europe,” Reuters. Accessed at 
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/05/19/us-ukraine-crisis-rasmussen-idUSBREA4I0GQ20140519>

Riigikogu: The Parliament of Estonia (10 December 2013). “Factions.” Accessed at 
<http://www.riigikogu.ee/index.php?id=34618>.

Sauer, Tom (23 June 2014). “Ukraine Shows Uselessness of NATO Nukes in Europe,” Bulletin of 
Atomic Scientists. Accessed at 
<http://thebulletin.org/ukraine-shows-uselessness-nato-nukes-europe7257>.

Shetty, Shatabhisha, Ian Kearns, and Simon Lunn (2012). “The Baltic States, NATO and Non-Strategic 
Nuclear Weapons in Europe.” European Leadership Network Occasional Paper. 

Šleivytē, Janina (2010). Russia's European Agenda and the Baltic States. London: Routledge.

Stratfor Staff (28 April 2014). “NATO: The Evolution of the Alliance,” Stratfor.

Stratfor Staff (9 May 2014). “Poland: Jets Scrambled Over Past Week as Russian Jets Near Baltic 
Airspace,” Stratfor. Accessed at 
<http://www.stratfor.com/sample/situation-report/poland-jets-scrambled-over-past-week-russian-jets-ne
ar-baltic-airspace>.

Thies, Wallace J. (2003). Friendly Rivals: Bargaining and Burden-shifting in NATO. New York: M.E. 
Sharpe, Inc.

Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (1991). Accessed at 
<http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/starthtm/start/start1.html>.

Traynor, Ian (17 May 2007). “Russia Accused of Unleashing Cyberwar to Disable Estonia,” The 
Guardian (17 May 2007). Accessed at 
<http://www.theguardian.com/world/2007/may/17/topstories3.russia>.

Turzuolo, Eric (2006). NATO and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Regional Alliance, Global Threat. 
London: Routledge. 

United States of America Department of Defense (April 2010), Nuclear Posture Review Report. 
Accessed at <http://www.defense.gov/npr/docs/2010%20nuclear%20posture%20review
%20report.pdf>.

73



Urbalis, Vaidotas and Kestutis Paulauskas (2008). “NATO's Deterrence Policy – Time for Change,” 
Baltic Security & Defence Review 10. Accessed at 
<http://www.bdcol.ee/files/files/documents/Research/4_%20Vaidotas%20Urbelis-Kestutis
%20Paulauskas-NATO%20Nuclear%20Deterrence-Time%20for%20Change.pdf>.

Wæver, Ole (1995). “Securitization and Desecuritization,” in Ronnie D. Lipschutz, ed., On Security. 
New York: Columbia University Press.

Walt, Stephen M. (1991). “The Renaissance of Security Studies,” International Studies Quarterly Vol. 
35, No. 2. Accessed at <http://links.jstor.org/sici?
sici=0020-8833%28199106%2935%3A2%3C211%3ATROSS%3E2.0.CO%3B2-4>.

Walt, Stephen (Spring 1998). “International Relations: One World, Many Theories,” Foreign Policy.

Woolf, Amy F. (19 December 2012). “Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons.” Congressional Research 
Service Report for Congress.

Zalkalns, Gundars  (August 2002). “Security Concepts and the Build-Up of Armed Forces in Latvia,” 
The Military in Transition: Restructuring and Downsizing the Armed Forces of Eastern Europe. Bonn 
International Center for Conversion, Brief 25. Accessed at 
<http://www.bicc.de/uploads/tx_bicctools/brief25.pdf>.

74



1 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Article 56, North Atlantic Treaty Organization Strategic Concept 1991 (1991). 
2 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Article 17, Strategic Concept 2010 (2010). 
3 Article 31, Strategic Concept 2010. 
4 Walt, Stephen, “International Relations: One World, Many Theories,” Foreign Policy (Spring 1998), 31.
5 Ibid.
6 Mearsheimer, John J., “Structural Realism,” in Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki, and Steve Smith, eds., International Relations 

Theories: Discipline and Diversity, 3rd Edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press (2006), 71-72.
7 Rafferty, Kirstin, “An Institutionalist Reinterpretation of Cold War Alliance Systems: Insights for Alliance Theory,” 

Canadian Journal of Political Science Vol.36, No. 2 (June 2003), 344.
8 Walt, Stephen, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” International Security Vol. 9, No. 4 (Spring 

1985), 33.
9 Articles 7 to 15, Strategic Concept 2010.
10 Foradori, Paolo, “Debating the Last Remaining Case of the Forward Deployment of Nuclear Weapons,” in Paolo 

Foradori, ed., Tactical Nuclear Weapons and Euro-Atlantic Security: The Future of NATO. Routledge: Oxon (2013). 4.
11 Woolf, Amy F, “Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons,” Congressional Research Service Report for Congress (December 19, 

2012). 6.
12  Ibid 5.
13 Foradori 5.
14 Ingram, Paul, “NATO's Nuclear Deterrence Posture and Baltic Security,” British American Security Information 

Council Roundtable Report (15 March 2011). 7.
15 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “Seven New Members Join NATO,” (1 April 2004). 
16 Haftendorn, Helga, “The Security Puzzle: Theory-Building and Discipline-Building in International Security,” 

International Studies Quarterly 35, No. 1 (March 1991). 4.
17 Möller, Frank, Thinking Peaceful Change: Baltic Security Policies and Security Community Building, New York: 

Syracuse University Press (2007). 10.
18 Buzan, Barry, People, States, and Fear: The National Security Problem in International Relations, Great Britain: 

Wheatsheaf Books Ltd (1983). 3.
19 Ibid 4.
20 Ibid 7.
21 Wæver, Ole, “Securitization and Desecuritization,” in Ronnie D. Lipschutz, ed., On Security, New York: Columbia 

University Press (1995). 
22 Ibid. 
23 Buzan 7.
24 Wæver.
25 Möller 9.
26 Assenova, Margarita, The Debate on NATO's Evolution: A Guide, Washington D.C.: Center for Strategic and 

International Studies (March 2003). 4.
27 Ibid. 
28 Ibid 8.
29 Ibid 11.
30 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “NATO – Partnerships: a cooperative approach to security” (2014). 
31 Deutsch, Karl et al., Political Community and the North Atlantic Area, Greenwood Press: Westport (1955).
32 Möller 13.
33 Ibid 22.
34 McSweeney, Bill, Security, Identity, and Interests: A Sociology of International Relations, Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press (1999). 14.
35 Beardley, Kyle and Victor Asal, “Nuclear-Weapons Programs and the Security Dilemma,” in Matt Fuhrmann, Adam 

Stulberg, eds., Stanford: Stanford University Press (2013). 342. 
36 Ibid.
37 Ibid 344.
38 Ibid 344-345.
39 Foradori 8.
40 Binnendijk, Hans and Catherine McArdle Kelleher, “NATO Reassurances and Nuclear Reductions: Creating the 

Conditions,” Transatlantic Current 2 (January 2012). 1.
41 Ibid 2.
42 Ibid.
43 Dodge, Michaela, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Critical for Transatlantic Security,” The Heritage Foundation, 

Backgrounder #2875 (18 February 2014).



44 Foradori 9.
45 Ibid.
46 Ibid.
47 Dodge.
48 Foradori 9.
49 Ibid.
50 Dodge.
51 Binnendijk and Kelleher 2.
52 Foradori 9.
53 Paragraph 15, Strategic Concept 1991.
54 Paragraph 7, Strategic Concept 1991.
55 Paragraph 24, Strategic Concept 1991.
56 Paragraph 24, Strategic Concept 1991.
57 Paragraph 36, Strategic Concept 1991.
58 Paragraph 38, Strategic Concept 1991.
59 Foradori 2.
60 Dodge.
61 Ibid.
62 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Paragraph 42, Strategic Concept 1999 (1999). 
63 Paragraph 46, Strategic Concept 1999.
64 Stratfor Staff, “NATO: The Evolution of the Alliance,” Stratfor (28 April 2014).
65 NATO Parliamentary Assembly, “U.S. Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Fundamental NATO Debate,” 

NATO Parliamentary Assembly Committee Report (2010). 
66 NATO Group of Experts (17 May 2010). NATO 2020: Assured Security; Dynamic Engagement: Analysis and 

Recommendations of the Group of Experts on a New Strategic Concept for NATO. 11.
67 NATO Group of Experts 43.
68 Binnendijk and Kelleher 4.
69 Article 17, Strategic Concept 2010.
70 Article 26, Strategic Concept 2010. 
71 Ingram and Meier 1.
72 Sauer, Tom, “Ukraine Shows Uselessness of NATO Nukes in Europe,” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists (23 June 2014). 
73 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Article 24, Deterrence and Defence Posture Review (20 May 2012). 
74 Article 11, DDPR.
75 Article 25, DDPR.
76 Article 26, DDPR.
77 Meier, Oliver and Simon Lunn, “Trapped: NATO, Russia, and the Problem of Tactical Nuclear Weapons,” Arms 

Control Today (January/February 2014). 
78 Foradori 10.
79 Ibid.
80 Ibid. 
81 Meier.
82 The New York Times Editorial Board, “Throwing Money at Nukes,” The New York Times (26 May 2013).
83 Lewis, Jeffrey, “A Steal at $10 Billion,” Foreign Policy (5 September 2012). 
84 Ibid. 
85 Foradori 10.
86 Ingram.
87 Meier and Lunn.
88 Ibid.
89 Stratfor Staff (28 April 2014).
90 Ibid.
91 Meier and Lunn.
92 Kamp, Karl-Heinz, “NATO's Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Beyond 'Yes' or 'No,' NATO Defense College Research 

Paper 61 (September 2010). 3.
93 Ibid. 
94 James, Carolyn, “Preventing Nuclear Use: Internationally-Controlled Theater Missile Defenses Among 

Non-Super-Arsenal States,” Centre for Military and Strategic Studies. 3.
95 Ibid. 
96 The Atlantic Council, “Baltic Republics Pledge More Defense Spending as Ukraine Crisis Continues,” The Atlantic 



Council (27 March 2014). 
97 Goldfarb, Zachary A and Karen Deyoung, “U.S. Pledges $1B to Boost Military Presence in E. Europe, Urges NATO 

Allies to Boost Funding,” The Washington Post (3 June 2014).
98 Shetty, Shatabhisha, Ian Kearns, and Simon Lunn, “The Baltic States, NATO and Non-Strategic Nuclear Weapons,” 

European Leadership Network Occasional Paper (December 2012). 3-4.
99 Ibid 5.
100 Möller (2007), 87.
101 Ibid.
102 Ibid 88.
103 Morozov, Viatcheslav, “Russia in the Baltic Sea Region: Desecuritization or Deregionalization,” Cooperation and 

Conflict 39 (2004). 319.
104 Möller (2007), 214.
105 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 5.
106 Ibid.
107 Mole, Richard C. M., The Baltic States from the Soviet Union to the European Union: Identity, Discourse and Power in 

the Post-Communist Transition of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. London: Routledge (2012). 121.
108 Ibid.
109 Ibid.
110 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 5.
111 Best, Marina, “The Ethnic Russian Minority: A Problematic Issue in the Baltic States,” Verges: Germanic & Slavic 

Studies in Review 2, No. 1 (2013). 34.
112 Ibid.
113 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 5-6.
114 Ibid 6.
115 Möller (2007), 215.
116 Mole 128.
117 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 6.
118 The Moscow Times Staff, “Russia Pulls Last Troops Out of Baltics,” The Moscow Times (22 October 1999). 
119 Möller (2007), 215.
120 Šleivytē, Janina, Russia's European Agenda and the Baltic States, London: Routledge (2010). 147.
121 Ibid.
122 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “Seven New Members Join NATO,” North Atlantic Treaty Organization (29 March 

2004). 
123 Woolf 18.
124 Ibid.
125 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 6.
126 Ibid.
127 Ibid 7.
128 Ibid.
129 Office of the President of the Russian Federation, Paragraph 8, The Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation (2010).
130 Ibid.
131 Woolf 21.
132 Ibid.
133 Meier and Lunn.
134 Woolf 21.
135 Ibid.
136 Ingram 4.
137 Ibid. 
138 Woolf 6-7.
139 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 7.
140 Ibid.
141 Ibid.
142 Ibid 8.
143 Ibid.
144 Riigikogu: The Parliament of Estonia, “Factions” (10 December 2013). 
145 Šleivytē 146.
146 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 8.
147 Ibid.



148 Traynor, Ian, “Russia Accused of Unleashing Cyberwar to Disable Estonia,” The Guardian (17 May 2007). 
149 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 8.
150 Traynor.
151 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 9.
152 Ibid.
153 North Atlantic Treaty Organization Co-operative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence, “History” (April 2013). 
154 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “NATO and Cyber Defence” (22 October 2013). 
155 Grigas, Agnia, “Legacies, Coercion and Soft Power: Russian Influence in the Baltic States,” Chatham House Briefing 

Paper on Russia and Eurasia Programme (August 2012). 4.
156 Ibid 3.
157 Ibid.
158   Ibid 4.
159 Ibid.
160 Ibid 6.
161 Ibid.
162 Ibid.
163 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 9.
164 Šleivytē 146.
165 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 9.
166 Ibid.
167 King, Charles, “The Five-Day War,” Foreign Affairs (November/December 2008). 
168 Ibid.
169 Ibid.
170 BBC Staff, “Ukraine Crisis Timeline,” British Broadcasting Corporation (23 April 2014). 
171 Möller (2002) 48.
172 Möller (2007) 88.
173 Ibid 261.
174 Ibid 263.
175 Ibid 264.
176 Ibid 263.
177 Ibid 263.
178 Ibid 265.
179 Zalkalns, Gundars, “Security Concepts and the Build-Up of Armed Forces in Latvia,” The Military in Transition: 

Restructuring and Downsizing the Armed Forces of Eastern Europe. Bonn International Center for Conversion, Brief 25
(August 2002). 37.

180 Ibid 37-38.
181 Möller (2002) 50.
182 Ibid.
183 Möller (2007) 270.
184 Ibid 270.
185 Ibid 273.
186 Möller (2002) 50.
187 Möller (2007) 273.
188 Möller (2002) 50.
189 Möller (2007) 272.
190 Ibid 273.
191 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 11.
192 Möller (2002) 50.
193 Milne, Richard, “Baltic States Pledge More Defence Spending as US Presses Allies,” Financial Times (27 March 2014).
194 Shetty, Kearns, Lunn 12.
195 Ibid 13.
196 Ibid.
197 Ibid.
198 Canadian House of Commons Standing Committee on National Defence, Evidence (Number 041, 1

st
 Session, 41

st
 

Parliament) (17 May 2010). 
199 Ibid.
200 Urbalis, Vaidotas and Kestutis Paulauskas, “NATO's Deterrence Policy – Time for Change,” Baltic Security & Defence 

Review 10 (2008). 98.



201 Ibid 99.
202 Belkin, Paul, Derek E. Mix, and Stephen Woehrel, “NATO: Response to the Crisis in Ukraine and Security Concerns in 

Central and Eastern Europe,” Congressional Research Service (16 April 2014). 1.
203 Ibid.
204 Ibid 2.
205 Ibid.
206 Jennings, Gareth, “NATO to Significantly Bolster Baltic Air Policing Mission,” IHS Jane's Defence Weekly (08 April 

2014).
207 Ibid.
208 Chase, Steven, “Canadian Fighter Jets to Help Patrol Baltic Skies,” The Globe and Mail (11 July 2014). 
209 Stratfor Staff, “Poland: Jets Scrambled Over Past Week as Russian Jets Near Baltic Airspace,” Stratfor (9 May 2014). 
210 Belkin, Mix, and Woehrel 3.
211 Ibid.
212 Croft, Adrian, “NATO to Send Ships to Baltic to Bolster Defense of Eastern European Allies,” Reuters (17 April 2014). 
213 Belkin, Mix, and Woehrel 15.
214 Ibid.
215 Ibid 16.
216 Sauer. 
217 Reuters Staff, “NATO Does Not Plan to Put Nuclear Arms, New Troops in Eastern Europe,” Reuters (19 May 2014). 


	Urbalis, Vaidotas and Kestutis Paulauskas (2008). “NATO's Deterrence Policy – Time for Change,” Baltic Security & Defence Review 10. Accessed at <http://www.bdcol.ee/files/files/documents/Research/4_%20Vaidotas%20Urbelis-Kestutis%20Paulauskas-NATO%20Nuclear%20Deterrence-Time%20for%20Change.pdf>.
	Wæver, Ole (1995). “Securitization and Desecuritization,” in Ronnie D. Lipschutz, ed., On Security. New York: Columbia University Press.

