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THE IMPACT OF THE US MILITARY TRANSFORMATION ON RUSSIAN
AND CHINESE SECURITY POLICY

Summary

Research problem and relevance

During the period of Cold War, the United States did not have an offensive
military superiority over the Soviet Union which could have turned into a military and
political victory. The threat of mutual nuclear self-destruction eliminated the possibility
of such victory; besides, the US was forced to design a neutralization scheme of the
Soviet Union’s conventional (quantitative) advantage in Europe and to compete with the
Soviet Union in the field of conventional weapons innovation.

After the Cold War, the US remained the strongest military nation that did not
face any real threat from any other state after the collapse of the Soviet Union. However,
the US was concerned about maintaining a military advantage in the future which could
help to defeat any possible threats and thus, to ensure further US leadership in addressing
fundamental problems at the international stage.

The retention of the US military advantage after the Cold War was enabled by
three initiatives of the US military transformation: (a) transformation of conventional
forces, (b) development of missile defence systems and (c) long-range conventional
precision-strike capabilities. The transformation of conventional forces, which is
generally known as military revolution, was based on information technologies which
enabled the creation and interconnection of new intelligence/observation (sensors),
information management/transmission (command and control) and precision-guided
weapons systems, i.e. the so-called transformational “systems of systems”. The other two
initiatives of the US military transformation — long-range conventional precision-strike

programmes as well as missile defence programmes were aimed at protecting from and



fighting ‘rogue’ countries’ and terrorist organisations (the missile defence systems were
supposed to help the US to defend its territory against ballistic missile attacks, whereas
long-range conventional precision-strike capabilities had to provide the US president
with an opportunity to attack high-value targets (for example, WMD locations) and/or
“fleeting targets” (for example, terrorists’ meeting places) in an unexpected and
immediate manner.

The transformation of conventional forces enabled the US to gain an
unprecedented conventional superiority — the victory of the US conventional forces in
Irag (1991, 2003), Kosovo (1999) and Afghanistan (2001) proved that they can demolish
the conventional forces of other states at a large scale; whereas the missile defence and
long-range conventional precision-strike programmes enabled the US to seek the
advantage of a nuclear first strike capability. Such US military transformation presented
a big challenge for the opponent states, especially Russia and China, which openly
express the desire to build a multipolar world in which the power and influence of the
US would be counterbalanced by other great powers. The US military transformation
poses a real challenge to Russia and China as these countries consider the military power
to be one of the fundamental components of the nation’s general power enabling equal
relations with other world powers; besides, both Russia and China are capable to fight
large-scale conventional wars and can respond with nuclear strikes (in case they fall
under nuclear attacks).

It is reasonable to presume that the US military transformation has provoked the
vulnerability of Russian and Chinese conventional forces; furthermore their potential of
nuclear deterrence has lost its reliability (or it could soon become unreliable). In other
words, due to the US military transformation, both Russia and China were put under the
risk of losing capability to deter the US conventional and nuclear attacks in case the US
intended to perform such attacks. Such reasoning provides a basis to define the research
problem as an aim to understand whether and how the US military transformation
poses a threat to Russia and China’s security and in turn, how this affects Russian

and Chinese security policy towards the United States.

! For example, Iraq, Iran, North Korea.



The review of previous research has shown that a more thorough analysis of
Russia and China’s attitude towards the US military transformation (specifically, the link
between attitude and actual response) is practically non-existent; Russian and Chinese
military modernisation is more often analysed in the context of adoption of information
technologies that transform the military scene rather than in order to evaluate, whether
the adoption of these technologies stems from an attempt to respond to the US military
transformation (Kipp, 1997; Fravel, 2008; Sloan 2008).The major part of research works,
which examine the impact of the US military transformation on Russian and Chinese
military and security policy, in principle provide a general analysis of the modernisation
of Russian and Chinese military forces; however, these studies do not attempt to evaluate
the impact of the US military transformation on Russia and China’s security policy
(Gottemoeller, 2004; Pikayev, 2006; Schneider, 2008; Fravel&Medeiros, 2010; Fisher,
2010; Kamphausen&Lai&Scobell). Therefore, this research aims to fill this gap.

Scientific novelty of the research

Dissertation presents an original set of the US military transformation elements,
which  include the so-called transformational  “systems of  systems”
(intelligence/observation, information management/transmission and precision-guided
weapons systems), related to the US conventional forces’ transformation, the missile
defence systems and long-range conventional precision-strike capabilities. Such
identification of the essential elements of the US military transformation after the Cold
War was made because of the scale of their impact (and their potential impact) on
conventional military and nuclear deterrence (nuclear offence-defence balance).

The innovative research model on the impact of the US military transformation on
Russia and China’s security policy is presented in dissertation. This model is based on
the assumptions of the offence-defence balance theory and on the analytical instrument
(offence-defence balance) provided by this theory, which is adapted for the research
purpose. One of the main novelties and advantages of this research model is that it helps

to reveal the complex US military transformation influence on the modernisation of



Russian and Chinese armed forces, and also on Russian and Chinese security policy
towards the US.

This research is the first in Lithuania and probably one of a few worldwide which
aims to systematically evaluate the impact of the US military transformation on Russian

and Chinese military and security policy.

Research goal and objectives

The research goal - to examine the impact of the US military transformation on
Russia and China’s military and security policy since the end of the Cold War and until
2010. The framework of the researched time-period was chosen mainly due to the
specifics of the research itself as, in order to examine the impact of military
transformation on state’s security policy and at the same time to evaluate the other
countries’ response to the military transformation of the first country, a longer period of
time had to be explored.

The following objectives have been formulated to achieve the purpose of this
research:

1. To develop a research model to study the impact of the US military
transformation on Russia and China’s military and security policy based on the
offence-defence balance theory;

2. To examine if the US has developed offensively superior military capabilities
against Russia and China (analysis of the US military transformation’s military
component) and if the US, because of achieved (or potential) offensive
superiority, has started to pursue an aggressive security policy towards Russia and
China (analysis of the US military transformation’s political component);

3. To evaluate the impact of the military component of the US military
transformation on Russia and China’s military policy (researching if Russia and
China tried to develop offensively superior military capabilities) and the impact
of the US military transformation political component on Russia and China’s

security policy (researching how those countries responded to US security

policy).



Thesis statements

Based on the research conducted, the following thesis statements are defended in this
dissertation:

1. The military elements of the US military transformation after the Cold War are:
the transformation of conventional forces, missile defence systems and long-range
conventional precision-strike capabilities.

2. The transformation of the US conventional forces provided the United States
with conventional offensive superiority over Russian and Chinese conventional
forces; whereas the deployed missile defence systems and an initiation of long-
range conventional precision-strike capabilities development opened a possibility
for US to seek an offensive superiority in the nuclear offence-defence balance
against Russia and China.

3. Despite the fact that military transformation helped the US gain a conventional
offensive superiority and an opportunity to seek an offensive superiority in the
nuclear offence-defence balance, the US did not choose to pursue an aggressive
security policy towards Russia and China (instruments of military pressure or
military force were not used). The main reason for that was failure to gain and
partly reluctance to seek an offensive superiority in the nuclear offence-defence
balance, which could have helped the US achieve an absolute offensive
superiority over Russia and China.

4. Russia and China see the US military transformation as a process, which give to
US an offensive conventional superiority and a chance to seek offensive
superiority in the nuclear offence-defence balance. Russia and China react:

a) renewing/enhancing strategic offensive nuclear forces in order to ensure
defence dominance in the nuclear offence-defence balance;

b) developing transformational conventional capabilities in order to gain a
conventional offensive superiority, which is, in principle, the only way to

stabilize the conventional offence-defence balance.



5. The military modernization programme helped Russia prevent and China reduce
the chance to US to acquire an offensive superiority in the nuclear offence-
defence balance. However, both states failed to develop conventional capabilities,
which provide an offensive superiority, so they remained vulnerable to the US
conventional offensive advantage.

6. Russia and China’s failure to achieve conventional offensive advantage and an
offensive superiority in the nuclear offence-defence balance determined that both
countries reacted non-aggressively towards the US security policy. On the other
hand, Russia and China’s security policy in response to US security policy was
based on an objective to prevent the US to establish an even stronger US military
dominance over Russia and China and to use military pressure or military power

against Russia, China and their allies.

Methodology of the thesis

The research model on the impact of the US military transformation on Russia
and China’s security policy is based on the offence-defence balance theory. This theory
as well as its analytical instrument (offence-defence balance) provides this thesis with
theoretical and analytical approach. The research is carried out following these
assumptions of the offence-defence balance theory:

e The state, which has acquired military technology (and accordingly developed
military capabilities and modified military doctrine) that provides an offensive
superiority against other states, is likely to pursue an aggressive foreign policy. A
status quo-defending state will also be tended to pursue an aggressive foreign
policy because other countries with an offensive advantage will seek security
through expansion;

o If offence starts to dominate defence, other countries will seek to acquire the
military technology and military forces and/or to modify their military doctrine in

order to gain an offensive superiority;
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e The countries, which developed offensively superior military forces later than the
first state (which has done so already) will also try to pursue an aggressive foreign
policy because it is only an aggressive foreign policy that can guarantee security.
These assumptions of the offence-defence balance theory provide this research

with a theoretical interpretative context, i.e. they help to explain why the US military
transformation can become a threat to Russia and China’s security, and why Russia and
China’s security policy towards the United States can change in case these countries
succeed in developing offensively superior military forces (similarly as the US).

The analytical instrument of the offence-defence balance theory (offence-defence
balance) used in this thesis helps to explain how the US military transformation
influences Russian and Chinese military and security policy. In the research model on
the impact of the US military transformation on Russia and China’s security policy two
variables are identified: an independent variable (the US military transformation)
and a dependent variable (Russia and China’s military and security policy).

In this thesis the US military transformation is defined as a two-component
independent variable, i.e. consisting of military and political components. Such
definition stems from the notion that the impact of the state’s military transformation on
other countries is revealed through both military and political factors. This means that
the state, which pursues military transformation, can change its security policy towards
other countries, and therefore in reaction to the military transformation of the first state
these countries can not only modify the development of their military forces, but also
shape their security policy in response to that of the state that pursues military
transformation. According to this, the analysis of the military component of the
independent variable aims to evaluate the US military transformation by clarifying the
following: 1) Has the US developed conventional forces which undoubtedly provide it
with an offensive advantage against Russia and China in the conventional battlefield?;
2) Has the US developed military capabilities which undoubtedly provide it with an
offensive advantage in the nuclear offence-defence balance against Russia and China?;
whereas the analysis of the political component aims to explore whether the US security
policy towards Russia and China has become aggressive due to the implemented military
transformation.
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The US security policy’s (non)aggression is assessed according to whether the US
used any of the following means of military pressure and military force against Russia
and China:

— threatened Russia and China with military force in order to force these countries

to make decisions that are favourable to the US security policy;

— demonstrated military force;

— supplied military equipment to allies, the use of which is most effective during

offensive attacks and which is specifically intended against Russia and China;

— strengthened significantly its national military bases in the territories of its ally

countries, neighbouring or located nearby Russia and China.

In order to evaluate the above, in the case of Russia, the following security
policies of the US were analysed: 1) non-proliferation policy of nuclear weapon and
missile technologies; 2) NATO’s transformation and cooperation policy with new
NATO members; 3) support for Georgia policy, and in the case of China: 1) non-
proliferation policy of nuclear weapon and missile technologies; 2) cooperation policy
with allies in the Asian-Pacific region (bilateral alliance policy); 3) support for Taiwan
policy. These cases of the US security policies towards Russia and China were chosen to
be analysed as they enable a rather precise evaluation of the US security policy’s
(non)aggression towards Russia and China.

Russia and China’s military and security policies are defined as a dependent
variable also containing two components — military (military policy) and political
(security policy). The analysis of the military component of the dependent variable aims
to explore the following: 1) Do Russia and China treat the US military transformation as
a threat?; 2) If and how Russia and China respond to the US military transformation in
terms of the development of their national military forces? The analysis of the political
component of the dependent variable aims to explore whether Russia and China’s
response to the US security policy was an aggressive one. The aim of this analysis is to
reveal the link between the US security policy’s (non)aggressiveness and Russia and

China’s political response, also to evaluate the impact of Russia and China’s military
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response (achievements in military forces modernisation) on these countries’ reaction to

the US security policies.

Research conclusions

The main conclusions of the thesis are:

1. The US military transformation after the Cold War encompasses these elements:
transformation of conventional forces (enabled by the capabilities of
transformational “systems of systems” — gathering, processing and transmission
of information via all channels of military management and precision-guided
weapons systems), missile defence systems and long-range precision conventional
strike capabilities. However, of all these elements, the transformation of
conventional forces was the only element to provide the US with conventional
offensive superiority over Russia, China and other countries’ conventional forces;
whereas missile defence systems and long-range precision conventional strike
capabilities only provided with a possibility to seek an offensive advantage in the
nuclear offence-defence balance against Russia and China. Therefore, the US
gained only a partial (conventional) offensive advantage over Russia and China,
and remained vulnerable to potential Russian and Chinese nuclear counterstrokes
(although China’s capabilities to successfully respond with a nuclear
counterstroke have strongly diminished). It is highly important to stress that the
US did not actively seek to gain offensive advantage in the nuclear offence-
defence balance over Russia and China. This can be explained by the following
factors:

a) it would have meant a huge risk for the US to actively seek an offensive
advantage in the nuclear offence-defence balance in a relatively short
period of time (until 2010) and to succeed in gaining absolute offensive
superiority (both conventional and nuclear) as this would require
tremendous financial resources; however, allocation of necessary
financial resources would not guarantee a sought-after result (due to
reliability problems of technologies);
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b) Aggressive efforts of the US to pursue an offensive advantage over

Russia and China in the nuclear offence-defence balance would instigate
considerably more aggressive programmes of these countries’ military
modernisation that would in principle diminish, not increase the US
security;

By actively developing conventional offensive capabilities and refusing
to seek an offensive nuclear advantage in the short-term, the US could
expect to consolidate its conventional offensive superiority and by such
policy to reduce Russia and China’s mistrust of the US’ efforts to

enhance military domination.

2. Although the US acquired conventional offensive advantage over Russia and

China and could seek to gain nuclear first strike advantage, the US security policy

did not become aggressive towards those countries. According to the offence-

defence balance theory, the non-aggressiveness of the US security policy towards

Russia and China could be explained by such arguments:

a)

b)

The US did not acquire absolute offensive superiority over Russia and
China (neither conventional, nor nuclear), which would allow the US to
safely “dictate” its terms and impose military pressure upon these
countries. Overt US military pressure and threat of military force against
Russia and China would have probably provoked these countries to
threaten the US with nuclear attacks. The US would not have gained any
real benefit from that and its security would not have increased;

If the US, having acquired only the conventional offensive superiority,
would have tried to pursue an aggressive security policy towards Russia
and China, these countries would have undoubtedly tried to develop even
more aggressive programmes of military modernisation and they would
have tried to actively form a mutual military alliance as well as an
alliance with other countries in order to restrict the US military
dominance and aggression that made a direct impact on their security.
An aggressive US security policy would have provoked instant (perhaps
even military) conflicts in Georgia and in Taiwan, and it would have
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prevented the US from seeking a non-proliferation policy of nuclear
weapon and missile technologies;

c) An aggressive US security policy towards Russia and China would have
spoiled its relations with its allies in Europe and Asia-Pacific region; and
perhaps this would have even provoked some of its allies (especially
some countries of the Asia-Pacific region) to refuse military alliance
with the US.

3. The analysis of Russia and China’s military response to the US military
transformation has shown that these countries recognise the threat posed by the
US military transformation: both Russia and China consider the US military
transformation (with all of its elements) to be destabilizing; besides, according to
Russia and China, the US propagates unilateral use of military force in solving
international problems which stimulates power policy and enhances the US
hegemony. Thus, Russia and China realise that the US military transformation
helps to increase US offensive superiority, which is used in US foreign and
security policy.

4. Both Russia and China shared a similar response to the transformation of the US
conventional forces as both countries sought to develop transformation
capabilities of “systems of systems”, which can provide an offensive superiority
at conventional war. However, their military response to the transformation of US
conventional forces differed in a way that Russia did not put a lot of effort
(mainly due to the Ilimitation of financial resources) into absorbing
transformational “systems of systems” although Russia developed some
capabilities of these transformational systems. Whereas China sought to acquire
asymmetric capabilities which could be used against the US transformational
“systems of systems” and general conventional capabilities (e.g., aircraft carriers,
battleships, fighters, submarines) as well as to develop transformational “systems
of systems” and to modernize conventional forces in order to be able to fight
modern conventional wars in the future. Both Russia and China’s response to the
development and deployment of US missile defence and long-range conventional
strike capabilities was similar as both of these countries sought to strengthen their
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nuclear offensive capabilities in order ensure the stability of nuclear offence-
defence balance.

. The logic of Russia and China’s military response to the US military
transformation does not contradict the offence-defence balance theory in terms of
the assumption that if one state acquires offensive superiority, other countries will
also seek to gain the same offensive superiority as the only possibility to ensure
their own security. Russia sought to develop conventional capabilities which
would provide it with conventional offensive superiority over conventional forces
of other states; however a small defence budget did not allow Russia to achieve its
aim. Therefore, Russia decided to modernize strategic nuclear forces and to
prepare for a wider-scale modernisation of these forces as well as to reduce the
nuclear threshold. On the other hand, as predicted by the offence-defence balance
theory, Russia feels insecure due to the US conventional offensive superiority and
therefore it is actively engaged in the development of conventional capabilities
(thanks to the increase of the defence budget) that can provide it with
conventional offensive superiority. The general US conventional offensive
superiority enhanced by the conventional forces transformation posed a much
bigger threat to China than Russia due to the potential conventional conflict
between the US and China in Taiwan. Therefore, according to the offence-
defence balance theory, China aimed at acquiring symmetric and asymmetric
capabilities which would provide it with conventional offensive advantage.
Moderate modernisation of Chinese strategic nuclear forces is rather surprising,
taking into consideration the impact of the deployed US missile defence systems
(in its own territory) on the US and China nuclear offence-defence balance (which
is unfavourable to China). According to the offence-defence theory, the
development and deployment of US missile defence systems posed a real threat to
China’s nuclear deterrence potential, thus China had to immediately prevent the
development of US offensive advantage in the nuclear offence-defence balance.
However, it is likely that the modernisation of Chinese strategic nuclear forces
would have been significantly more rapid if the US had deployed a significantly
larger amount of missile defence systems.
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6. Russia and China’s political response to the US security policy could have been
aggressive (as defined in this thesis) despite the fact that the US did not use any
means of military pressure or military force. This conclusion is based on the fact
that Russia and China interpreted the US military transformation as a hegemonic
power strengthening tool and recognized the US security policy as an
embodiment of the hegemonic power policy. Russia and China’s aggressive
political response to the US security policy was restrained by the fact that both
Russia and China failed to develop capabilities that would provide conventional
offensive advantage against other countries’ conventional forces and they also
failed to develop missile defence systems (capable of defending against
intercontinental ballistic missiles armed with nuclear warheads) and long-range
precision conventional strike capabilities. According to the offence-defence
balance theory, Russia and China’s progress in absorbing capabilities that can
provide offensive advantage could have determined their aggressive security
policy towards the US.

7. The interpretation of the US military transformation and US security policy as
well as the incapacity of Russia and China in the period lasting after the end of
Cold War until year 2010 to develop military capabilities that would provide them
with offensive advantage, determined the logics of these states’ political response
to the US security policy. As it was seen in the three analysed cases, Russia and
China’s security policies towards the US was aimed to prevent the US from
creating conditions that enable expansion of military domination in the future and
use of means of military pressure and military force against Russia and China as
well as their allies. Moreover, Russia and China could not be certain that the US
would not try to benefit from conventional offensive advantage during the period
from the end of the Cold War to year 2010, e.g. that it would not use the “faits
accomplish” diplomatic tactics by rendering military forces to support the
independence of Taiwan and territorial integrity of Georgia. Therefore, Russia
and China sought to reduce the US-supporting military alliances (NATO and
bilateral alliances of the US and its allies in Asia-Pacific region): Russia pursued
a cooperation policy with NATO, by which it was seeking to prevent the
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deployment of NATO (and the US) military infrastructure near the Russian
borders and the development of NATO (and the US) missile defence systems in
Europe. Meanwhile, China sought to show its peaceful intentions to the US allies
in Asia-Pacific region and to secure informal guarantees that, in case of potential
military conflict between the US and China, the US allies would not support the
US. Russian security policy towards Georgia and Chinese security policy towards
Taiwan also show Russia and China’s attempts to weaken the US stand: in the
war of 2008 against Georgia, Russia disrupted the US policy of Georgian
integration into NATO; moreover, Russia continues the consolidation of its
achievements by successful diplomatic persuasion of G.W. Bush and Obama’s
administrations to refuse to sell offensive and defensive weapons to Georgia
(despite the further US support of Georgia’s aspirations for democracy, territorial
integrity and integration into NATO); China’s pressure on Taiwan (to initiate the
process of Taiwan’s integration in China) and the US (not to sell weapons to
Taiwan) poses a threat to the fundamental aim of the US — to seek a peaceful
solution to the conflict of China and Taiwan. In the non-proliferation policy of
nuclear weapon and missile technologies, Russia and China complied with the US
requirements to tighten their export control policy; however, on the other hand,
both Russia and China refused to comply with the US requirements to end
cooperation (in the field of nuclear and missile technologies) with their ally
countries (e.g. Russia with Iran, China with Pakistan).

. The analysis of the impact of the US military transformation on Russian and
Chinese military and security policy has shown that the offence-defence balance
theory may be successfully applied for the interpretation of the security policy of
great powers. The offence-defence balance theory helped to explain the essential
insights of this thesis: why the US military transformation, which provided
conventional offensive advantage and possibilities to seek offensive advantage in
the nuclear offence-defence balance, did not provoke aggression in the US
security policy towards Russia and China, and most importantly — it helped to
explain the logics and nature of Russia and China’s military and political response
to the US military transformation. As there have been tremendous military
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changes in the world after the Cold War, enabled by new technologies and their
successful appliance in the military field, the potential of the offence-defence
balance theory to explain or even predict the security policy of great powers could
be used very widely.
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JAV KARINES TRANSFORMACIJOS POVEIKIS RUSIJOS IR KINIJOS
SAUGUMO POLITIKAI

Santrauka

Darbo aktualumas ir tyrimo problema

Saltojo karo laikotarpiu JAV neturéjo karinio puolimo prana$umo prie§ Soviety
Sajunga, kurj galéty paversti karine ir politine pergale. Abipusio branduolinio
susinaikinimo galimyb¢ tokios pergalés tikimybe paverté beveik nuline, be to, JAV buvo
priversta kurti Soviety Sgjungos konvencinio (kiekybinio) pranasumo Europoje
neutralizavimo planus ir varzytis su Soviety Sgjunga konvencinés ginkluotés inovacijy
srityje.

Po Saltojo karo JAV iiliko stipriausia kariniu poziiiriu valstybé, kuriai realios
gréesmes po Soviety Sgjungos zlugimo nekeélé jokia kita valstybé. Visgi JAV buvo itin
susirfipinusi karinio pranasumo iSlaikymu ateityje, kuris leisty susidoroti su visomis
Jmanomomis grésmémis ir taip uztikrinty tolesne JAV lyderyste sprendziant tarptautinei
sistemai svarbiausius klausimus.

JAV karinio pranasumo i§laikymo priemonémis po Saltojo karo tapo trys karinés
JAV tranformacijos iniciatyvos: (a) konvenciniy pajégy transformacija, (b) priesraketiniy
gynybos sistemy ir (c) ilgo nuotolio konvencinio smigio pajégumy kiirimas.
Konvenciniy pajégy transformacija, kuri paprastai tapatinama su karybos revoliucija,
buvo pagrjsta informacinémis technologijomis, kurios leido sukurti ir tampriai
tarpusavyje susieti naujas Zzvalgybos/stebéjimo, informacijosvaldymo/perdavimo ir
tiksliyjy ginkly sistemas (kitaip vadinamas transformacinémis ,,sistemy sistemomis®).
Kitos dvi JAV karinés transformacijos iniciatyvos — prieSraketinés gynybos ir ilgo
nuotolio konvencinio smiigio programos — buvo grindziamos siekiu apsiginti ir kovoti su
,piktavalémis® valstybémis® ir teroristinémis organizacijomis (priesraketinés gynybos

sistemos tur¢jo padéti JAV apsiginti nuo iSpuoliy balistinémis raketomis prie§ jos

2 & . \ .
Pvz. Irakas, Iranas, Siaurés Koré¢ja.
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teritorija, o ilgo nuotolio konvencinio smiigio pajégumai tur¢jo suteikti JAV prezidentui
galimybe staiga ir labai greitai konvenciniais ginklais smogti | ,,piktavaliy® valstybiy
branduoliniy ginkly saugojimo ar teroristy susirinkimo vietas).

Konvenciniy pajégy transformacija leido JAV jgyti beprecedenti konvencini
pranaSumg: JAV konvenciniy pajégy pergalés Irako (1991 m., 2003 m.), Kosovo (1999
m.) ir Afganistano konfliktuose (2001 m.) irode¢, kad jos gali sutriuskinti dideles kity
Saliy konvencines pajégas. Tuo tarpu prieSraketinés gynybos ir ilgo nuotolio konvencinio
smigio programos suteiké galimybe siekti realaus pirmojo branduolinio smigio
valstybéms, ypac¢ Rusijai ir Kinijai, atvirai reiSkian¢ioms siekj kurti daugiapolj pasaulj,
kuriame JAV jtaka buty atsverta (suvarzyta) kity didziyjy valstybiy galios. Rusijai ir
Kinijai JAV kariné transformacija kelia i$stkj ir dél to, kad jos karing galig laiko vienu
svarbiausiu bendros valstybés galios komponentu, leidZiant] uztikrinti lygiavert] jy
santykj su kitomis didZiosiomis valstybémis. Be to — tai valstybés, galinios kariauti
plataus masto konvencinius karus ir smogti atsakomuosius branduolinius smugius (jei
joms biity smogta branduoliniais ginklais).

Galima daryti prielaidg, kad dél JAV karinés transformacijos Rusijos ir Kinijos
konvencinés pajégos tapo pazeidziamos, o Siy valstybiy branduolinio atgrasinimo
potencialas tapo ne visai patikimas (arba tokiu greitai galéjo tapti). Kitaip tariant, dél
JAV karinés transformacijos Rusija ir Kinija patyré grésme prarasti pajéguma atgrasinti
JAV konvencinius ir netgi branduolinius smiigius, jei JAV tokius smiigius noréty atlikti.
Sie argumentai suteikia pagrinda darbo problemg apibrézti kaip siekj suprasti, ar ir
kaip JAV kariné transformacija kelia grésme Rusijos ir Kinijos saugumui, ir kaip
tai veikia Rusijos ir Kinijos saugumo politika JAV atzvilgiu.

Iki Siol atlikty tyrimy apzvalga parode, kad kiti autoriai placiau neanalizavo Rusijos
ir Kinijos poziiirio | JAV karing transformacija — konkreciai, sgsajos tarp pozilrio ir
atsako, o Rusijos ir Kinijos karing modernizacija paprastai analizavo informaciniy
technologijy, kei¢ianciy karybos veida, jsisavinimo kontekste, re¢iau bandydami vertinti,
ar Siy technologijy jsisavinimas yra susij¢s su reagavimu j JAV karing transformacija
(pvz., Kipp, 1997; Fravel, 2008; Sloan 2008). Didzioji dalis tyrimy, kuriuos galima
priskirti JAV karinés transformacijos poveikio Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir saugumo
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politikai tyrimams, i$ principo orientuojasi ] bendrg Rusijos ir Kinijos kariniy pajégy
modernizavimo analize¢, taCiau juose nebandoma jvertinti JAV karinés transformacijos
poveikio Rusijos ir Kinijos saugumo politikai (pvz., Gottemoeller, 2004; Pikayev, 2006;
Schneider, 2008; Fravel&Medeiros, 2010; Fisher, 2010; Kamphausen&Lai&Scobell) .

Disertacijoje atliekamu tyrimu biitent $ig spragg ir siekiama uzpildyti.

Tyrimo mokslinis naujumas

Disertacijoje pateikiamas originalus JAV Kkarinés transformacijos elementy
rinkinys,  kurj sudaro  vadinamos  transformacinés  ,sistemy  sistemos‘
(zvalgybos/steb¢jimo, informacijos valdymo/perdavimo ir tiksliyjy ginkly sistemos),
sietinos su JAV konvenciniy pajégy transformacija; prieSraketinés gynybos sistemos;
ilgo nuotolio konvencinio smiigio pajégumai. Toks esminiy JAV karinés transformacijos
elementy po Saltojo karo identifikavimas grindziamas jy poveikio (ir potencialaus
poveikio) mastu konvencinei karybai ir branduoliniam atgrasinimui (t.y., branduoliniam
puolimo-gynybos balansui).

Disertacijoje suformuotas inovatyvus JAV karinés transformacijos poveikio Rusijos
ir Kinijos saugumo politikai tyrimo modelis. Sis modelis remiasi puolimo-gynybos
balanso teorijos prielaidomis ir Sios teorijos siilomu pagrindiniu analitiniu instrumentu,
kuris adaptuojamas tyrimo tikslui. Didziausia Sio tyrimo modelio naujove ir privalumu
reikéty laikyti tai, kad jo pagalba atskleidziamas kompleksiskas JAV karinés
transformacijos poveikis tiek Rusijos ir Kinijos kariniy pajégy modernizavimui, tiek ir
Siy valstybiy saugumo politikai JAV atzvilgiu (tiriamai per JAV saugumo politikas
Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu).

Taip pat disertacijos tyrimas yra pirmasis Lictuvoje ir vienas i§ nedaugelio netgi
tarptautiniu mastu, kuriame bandoma sistemiskai jvertinti JAV karinés transformacijos

poveikj Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir saugumo politikai.
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Darbo tikslas ir uzdaviniai

Darbo tikslas — istirti JAV karinés transformacijos poveikj Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei
ir saugumo politikai. JAV karinés transformacijos poveikis Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir
saugumo politikai tiriamas laikotarpyje nuo Saltojo karo pabaigos iki 2010 m. Tokio
tyrimo laikotarpio pasirinkimg didzia dalimi nulémé pati tyrimo specifika, kadangi iStirti
karinés transformacijos poveikj valstybés saugumo politikai ir tuo paciu jvertinti kity
valstybiy atsaka ] pirmosios valstybés karine transformacija jmanoma tik tiriant ilgesnj
laikotarpi.

Darbe keliamam tikslui jgyvendinti formuluojami Sie uzdaviniai:

1. Suformuoti JAV Karinés transformacijos poveikio Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir
saugumo politikai tyrimo modelj, remiantis puolimo-gynybos balanso teorija;

2. Istirti, ar JAV sukiiré puolimo pranasumg prie§ Rusijg ir Kinijg turinéius
karinius pajégumus (JAV karinés transformacijos karinio déemens analizg) ir
ar JAV dél jgyto ar potencialiai galimo puolimo pranasumo pradé¢jo vykdyti
agresyvig saugumo politika Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu (JAV Kkarinés
transformacijos politinio démens analizé);

3. Ivertinti JAV karinés transformacijos Karinio démens poveikj Rusijos ir
Kinijos karinei politikai (iStyrus, ar Rusija ir Kinija sieké jgyti puolimo
pranasumg turin€ius karinius pajégumus) ir JAV karinés transformacijos
politinio démens poveiki Rusijos ir Kinijos saugumo politikai (iStyrus, kaip

Sios valstybés reaguoja § JAV saugumo politika).

Ginamigji teiginiai

Atlikto tyrimo pagrindu disertacijoje ginami Sie teiginiai:

1. JAV Kkarinés transformacijos po Saltojo karo elementais laikytini:
konvenciniy pajégy transformacija, prieSraketinés gynybos sistemos ir ilgo
nuotolio tikslaus konvencinio smiigio pajégumai.

2. JAV konvenciniy pajégy transformacija leido JAV jgyti konvencinj puolimo
pranaSumg prie§ Rusijos ir Kinijos konvencines pajégas, o sukurtos ir
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dislokuotos priesraketinés gynybos sistemos bei pradéti kurti ilgo nuotolio
tikslaus konvencinio smiigio pajégumai atveére JAV galimybes siekti puolimo
pranaSumo branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse prie§ Rusijg ir Kinija.

. Nepaisant karinés transformacijos déka jgyto konvencinio puolimo
pranaSumo ir realios galimybés siekti branduolinio puolimo pranaSumo, JAV
nepasirinko vykdyti agresyvios saugumo politikos Rusijos ir Kinijos
atzvilgiu, t.y., taikyti karinio spaudimo ir karinés jégos priemoniy.
Svarbiausia to prieZastis — nesugeb¢jimas jgyti ir i§ dalies nenoras siekti jgyti
puolimo pranasumg branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse, kuris JAV
biity galéjes suteikti absoliuty puolimo pranasuma pries§ Rusijg ir Kinija.

. Rusija ir Kinija JAV karin¢ transformacijg vertina kaip didinancig JAV
puolimo pranasuma konvenciniame puolimo-gynybos balanse ir atveriancia
kelius JAV siekti puolimo pranasumo branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos
balanse. Jy reagavimas:

a) Atnaujinami/stiprinami puolamieji strateginiai branduoliniai pajégumai,
siekiant uztikrinti gynybos dominavimg branduoliniame puolimo-
gynybos balanse;

b) ,Isisavinami“ transformaciniai konvenciniai pajégumai, siekiant jgyti
konvencin] puolimo pranaSuma, kas yra vienintelis kelias i§ esmés
stabilizuoti konvencinj puolimo-gynybos balansa.

. Rusija savo kariniy pajégy modernizacijos programos déka uzkirto kelig, o
Kinija itin sumazino JAV galimybes jgyti puolimo pranasuma
branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse. Visgi nei viena i§ valstybiy
nesugebéjo jgyti konvencinj puolimo pranasuma suteikianciy pajégumy, taigi
liko pazeidziamos dé¢l JAV turimo konvencinio puolimo pranasumo.

. Rusijos ir Kinijos nesugebéjimas jgyti konvencinio puolimo pranasumo ir juo
labiau puolimo pranasumo branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse lémé
tai, kad Sios valstybés j JAV saugumo politika jy atzvilgiu reagavo
neagresyviai. Kita vertus, Rusijos ir Kinijos atsakomoji saugumo politika
buvo pagrijsta siekiu uzkirsti kelig JAV susikurti aplinkybes, galindias ateityje
dar labiau jtvirtinti JAV karinj dominavimg prie§ Rusijg ir Kinija, o prireikus
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net ir nevarzomai naudoti karinj spaudimg ir karing jéga pries Rusijg ir Kinija

bei jy sgjungininkes.

Darbo metodologija

JAV Kkarinés transformacijos poveikio Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir saugumo politikai
tyrimo modelis suformuotas, remiantis puolimo-gynybos balanso teorija. Si teorija ir jos
naudojamas analitinis instrumentas (puolimo-gynybos balansas) suteikia disertacijos
tyrimui teoring ir analiting prieigg. Darbe remiamasi Siomis puolimo-gynybos balanso
teorijos prielaidomis:

= Valstybe, jgijusi puolimo pranasumg prie§ kitas valstybes suteikiancig karine
technologija, karinius pajégumus ir/arba atitinkamai adaptavusi karing doktrina,
bus linkusi vykdyti agresyvig uzsienio politikg. Status quo ginanti valstybé taip
pat taps labiau linkusia vykdyti agresyvig uzsienio politikg, nes puolimo
pranasumag jgijusios kitos valstybés bus linkusios j ekspansija;

* Puolimui pradéjus dominuoti prie§ gynyba, kitos valstybés sieks jgyti puolimo
pranaSumg suteikianc¢ig karing technologija, karinius pajégumus ir/arba
modifikuoti karing doktring;

= Veéliau (nei pirmoji valstybé) puolimo pranaSumg suteikianCius karinius
pajégumus jgijusios valstybés taipogi bus linkusios vykdyti agresyvig uzsienio
politika, kadangi tik agresyvi uzsienio politika garantuoja sauguma.

Sios teorinés puolimo-gynybos balanso teorijos prielaidos suteikia disertacijos
tyrimui teorin] aiSkinamaji konteksta, t.y., leidzia paaiskinti, kodél JAV kariné
transformacija gali tapti grésme Rusijos ir Kinijos saugumui ir kodél gali pasikeisti
Rusijos ir Kinijos saugumo politika JAV atzvilgiu, jei Sioms valstybéms kaip ir JAV
pavykty ,.jsisavinti“ puolimo pranasumg suteikiancius karinius pajégumus.

Darbe pasitelkiamas analitinis puolimo-gynybos balanso teorijos instrumentas
(puolimo-gynybos balansas) suteikia galimybe¢ paaiskinti, kaip pasireiskia JAV karinés
transformacijos poveikis Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir saugumo politikai. Suformuotame
JAV Kkarinés transformacijos poveikio Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir saugumo politikai
tyrimo modelyje iSskiriami du kintamieji: nepriklausomas kintamasis (JAV kariné

25



transformacija) ir priklausomas kintamasis (Rusijos ir Kinijos kariné ir saugumo
politika).

JAV kariné transformacija (nepriklausomas Kkintamasis) disertacijoje
apibréziama kaip dviejy démeny Kintamasis: karinio démens ir politinio démens.
Tokj apibrézima lemia suvokimas, kad valstybés karinés transformacijos poveikis kitoms
valstybéms atsiskleidZia ne tik per karinius, taciau ir per politinius veiksnius. Tai reiskia,
kad wvalstybé, jgyvendinanti karing transformacija, dél Sios transformacijos gali Kkeisti
savo saugumo politikg kity valstybiy atzvilgiu — taigi kitos valstybés | pirmosios
valstybés karing transformacija gali reaguoti ne tik koreguodamos savo kariniy
pajégumy plétra, bet ir modeliuodamos savo saugumo politikas kaip atsaka j karing
transformacija vykdancios valstybés saugumo politikg. Atsizvelgiant | tai,
nepriklausomojo kintamojo karinio démens analizéje siekiama jvertinti JAV karing
transformacija, iSsiaiSkinant: (1) ar JAV sukiiré konvencinius pajégumus, kurie
vienareiksmiskai suteikia jai puolimo pranasumq konvencinio miisio lauke pries Rusijg
ir Kinijg?; (2) ar JAV sukiré karinius pajégumus, kurie vienareiksmiskai suteikia jai
puolimo pranasumg branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse pries Rusijq ir Kinijg?, 0
politinio déemens analizéje iSsiaiSkinant, ar JAV saugumo politika Rusijos ir Kinijos
atzvilgiu dél vykdytos karinés transformacijos tapo agresyvi?

JAV saugumo politikos (ne)agresyvumas vertinamas pagal tai, ar JAV prie§ Rusijg ir
Kinijg taike Sias karinio spaudimo ir karinés jégos priemones:

— QGrasino karine jéga, sieckdama priversti Rusijg ir Kinijg priimti JAV palankius

saugumo politikos sprendimus;

— Demonstravo karing jéga;

— Tieke sgjungininkams ginkluote¢, kurios panaudojimas yra palankiausias puolimo

metu ir akivaizdziai nukreiptas prie$ Rusija ir Kinija;

— Zenkliai stiprino savo nacionalines karines bazes sajunginiy valstybiy

teritorijose, besiribojanciose su ar esanciose netoli Rusijos ir Kinijos teritorijy.

JAV saugumo politikos ne(agresyvumas) Rusijos atzvilgiu vertintas, analizuojant
Sias JAV saugumo politikas: (1) Branduoliniy ginkly ir rakety technologijy neplatinimo
politika; (2) NATO transformacijos ir bendradarbiavimo su naujosiomis NATO narémis
politika; (3) Paramos Gruzijai politikg, o Kinijos atZvilgiu: (1) Branduoliniy ginkly ir
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rakety technologijy neplatinimo politikg; (2) Bendradarbiavimo su sgjungininkémis
Azijos-Ramiojo vandenyno regione politika (dvisaliy aljansy politikg); (3) Paramos
Taivaniui politikg. JAV saugumo politiky Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu atvejai pasirinkti
tikslingai, kadangi biitent Sios politikos leidZia gana tiksliai nustatyti JAV saugumo
politikos Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu (ne)agresyvuma.

Rusijos ir Kinijos kariné ir saugumo politikos (priklausomasis kintamasis) taip
pat analizuojamas kaip dvieju démeny Kintamasis: karinis démuo (kariné politika)
ir politinis démuo (saugumo politika). Karinio démens analizéje siekiama iSsiaiskinti:
(1) ar Rusija ir Kinija JAV karing transformacijg vertina kaip grésme?,; (2) ar ir kaip
Rusija ir Kinija reaguoja j JAV karing transformacijq, kurdamos savo nacionalinius
karinius pajégumus? Politinio déméns analizéje vertinama, ar Rusijos ir Kinijos
reagavimas j JAV saugumo politikq buvo agresyvus (tiriamas Rusijos ir Kinijos atsakas j
JAV vykdyta saugumo politika jy atzvilgiu)? Sio démens analizéje siekiama atskleisti
rySio tarp JAV saugumo politikos (ne)agresyvumo ir Rusijos bei Kinijos politinio atsako
pobidj ir jvertinti Rusijos bei Kinijos karinio atsako (kariniy pajégumy modernizacijos

pasiekimy) poveikj Siy valstybiy reagavimui j JAV saugumo politikas.

Darbo isvados

Pagrindinés disertacijos iSvados:

1. JAV Kkarinés transformacijos po Saltojo karo elementais laikytini: konvenciniy
pajégy transformacija (jgalinta trijy transformaciniy ,,sistemy sistemy*
pajégumy: pazangiy informacijos rinkimo, informacijos apdorojimo ir jos
perdavimo visomis karinio vadovavimo grandimis pajégumy bei tiksliyjy
ginkly pajégumy), priesraketinés gynybos sistemos ir ilgo nuotolio tikslaus
taikymo konvenciniy smigiy pajégumai. Taciau 1§ Siy JAV karinés
transformacijos elementy tik konvenciniy pajégy transformacija suteiké JAV
konvencinj puolimo pranaSumg prie§ Rusijos, Kinijos ir visy kity valstybiy
konvencines pajégas, tuo tarpu prieSraketinés gynybos sistemos ir ilgo
nuotolio tikslaus taikymo konvenciniy smuigiy pajégumai tik atvéré kelig siekti
puolimo pranasumo branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse prie§ Rusijg ir
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Kinijg. Taigi JAV jgijo tik dalinj (konvencinj) puolimo pranaSumg prie§ Rusija
ir Kinijg, o branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse liko pazeidziama galimy
atsakomyjy Rusijos ir Kinijos branduoliniy smiigiy (nors Kinijos galimybés
s¢kmingai smogti atsakomgj; branduolin] smiigj ir stipriai sumaZz¢jo). Itin
svarbu atkreipti démesj ] tai, kad JAV netgi vengé aktyviau siekti jgyti
puolimo pranaSumg branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse prie§ Rusijg ir
Kinijg. Tai galima bty paaiskinti Siais veiksniais:

a) Agresyviai siekti puolimo pranasumo branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos
balanse santykinai trumpu laikotarpiu (iki 2010 m.) ir, pavykus tai
pasiekti, jgyti absoliuty puolimo pranaSumg — tiek konvencinj, tiek
branduolinj — JAV biity buve labai rizikinga, nes branduolinio puolimo
pranaSumo jgijimas pareikalauty milziniSky finansiniy resursy, o jy
skyrimas savaime negarantuoty siekiamo rezultato (del technologijy
patikimumo problemos);

b) JAV politika agresyviai siekti puolimo pranasumo branduoliniame
puolimo-gynybos balanse pries Rusijg ir Kinija iSprovokuoty zymiai
agresyvesnes $iy valstybiy karinés modernizacijos programas, kurios i$
principo sumazinty, o ne padidinty JAV sauguma;

c) JAV, vykdydama itin aktyviai tik konvencinio puolimo pranaSumo
isisavinimo politikg (multiplikuodama konvencing galig transformaciniy
»sistemy sistemy* pagalba) ir atsisakydama politikos siekti trumpu
laikotarpiu jgyti branduolinj puolimo pranasumg, galéjo tikétis
konsoliduoti puolimo pranaSumg konvenciniame puolimo-gynybos
balanse, sukeldama maziau jtarimy Rusijai ir Kinijaid¢l jos siekio
jtvirtinti karinj dominavima pries §ias valstybes.

2. Nors JAV jgijo konvencinj puolimo pranaSuma prie$ Rusijg ir Kinijg ir gal¢jo
siekti branduolinio puolimo pranasumo, JAV saugumo politika Siy valstybiy
atzvilgiu netapo agresyvi. Atsizvelgiant | puolimo-gynybos balanso teorija,
JAV saugumo politikos neagresyvuma Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu galima

paaiskinti $iais argumentais:
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a) JAV nejgijo absoliutaus puolimo pranaSumo — tiek konvencinio, tiek
branduolinio — prie§ Rusijg ir Kinija, kuris buty leides JAV saugiai
,.diktuoti savo sglygas Sioms valstybéms ir prie§ jas nevarzomai taikyti
karinio spaudimo priemones. Atviras JAV Karinis spaudimas ir
grasinimas karine jéga Rusijai ir Kinijai buty greiiausiai iSprovokaves
Siy valstybiy grasinimg branduoliniais ginklais ir neblity atneSes
apCiuopiamos naudos JAV — ty., JAV saugumas dél to tikrai nebiity
padidéjes;

b) Jeigu JAV, turédama tik konvencinj puolimo pranasuma, biity pradéjusi
vykdyti agresyvig saugumo politika Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu,
neabejotina, kad Rusija ir Kinijja buty vykdzZiusios dar agresyvesnes
karinés modernizacijos programas ir aktyviai formavusios tarpusavio
karinj aljansg ir karinius aljansus su kitomis valstybémis, kuriais bty
siekiama suvarzyti JAV karinj dominavimg ir karinj agresyvuma,
keliant] tiesioging grésme jy saugumui. Agresyvi JAV saugumo politika
biity iSprovokavusi greitus (ir galbiit net karinius) konfliktus Gruzijoje ir
Taivanyje, sutrukdziusi JAV siekti branduoliniy ginkly ir raketiniy
technologijy neplatinimo politikos tiksly;

C) Agresyvi JAV saugumo politika Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu biity
sugadinusi JAV ir jos sajungininky Europoje ir Azijos-Ramiojo
vandenyno regione santykius ir galbut net paskatinusi $iy sgjungininky,
ypac kai kuriy Azijos-Ramiojo vandenyno regiono Saliy, norg atsisakyti
sgjunginiy rysiy su JAV.

3. Rusijos ir Kinijos karinio atsako j JAV karine¢ transformacijg analizé parodeé,
kad Sios valstybés suvokia atsiradusig grésme del JAV karinés transformacijos
pobudzio: tiek Rusija, tiek Kinija JAV karing transformacija (visus karinés
transformacijos elementus) vienareikSmiskai vertina kaip destabilizuojancia,
be to, jos JAV laiko valstybe, linkusia vienaSaliSkai naudoti ir naudojancia
karing jéga, sprendziant tarptautines problemas, kas, Rusijos ir Kinijos
pozitriu, skatina jégos politikos tendencijas pasaulyje ir stiprina JAV
hegemonija. Taigi Rusija ir Kinija JAV karing¢ transformacijg suvokia kaip
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didinancig JAV puolimo pranasumg, kurj JAV siekia iSnaudoti ir i8Snaudoja,
vykdydama savo uZsienio ir saugumo politika.

. Rusijos ir Kinijos reagavimas j JAV konvenciniy pajégy transformacijqg buvo
panaSus tuo, kad abi Salys stengési iSplétoti transformaciniy ,,sistemy sistemy*
pajégumus, suteikiancius puolimo pranaSumg konvenciniuose karuose. Taciau
Sty Saliy karinis atsakas 1 JAV konvenciniy pajégy transformacijg skyrési tuo,
kad Rusija skyré¢ mazai pastangy (pagrinde de¢l finansiniy apribojimy)
jsisavinti transformacines ,sistemy sistemas®, nors plétojo atskirus Siy
transformaciniy sistemy pajégumus, tuo tarpu Kinija sieke igyti asimetrinius
pajégumus, galimus panaudoti prie§ JAV transformacines ,,sistemy sistemas*
ir bendruosius konvencinius pajégumus (pvz., lektuvneSius, antvandeninius
kovos laivus, naikintuvus, povandeninius laivus), o taip pat — jsisavinti
transformacines ,,sistemy sistemas‘ ir modernizuoti konvencines pajégas, kad
ateityje buty galima kariauti modernius konvencinius karus. Rusijos ir Kinijos
atsakas, reaguojant j JAV priesraketinés gynybos kirimq ir dislokavimqg bei
ilgo nuotolio konvenciniy smiigiy pajégumy kiirimg, buvo panaSus, nes abi
Salys stiprino puolamuosius branduolinius pajégumus, turincius iSlaikyti
stabily branduolinj puolimo-gynybos balansg.

. Rusijos ir Kinijos karinio atsako j JAV karing transformacijg logika
neprieStarauja puolimo-gynybos balanso teorijos prielaidai, kad, vienai i$
valstybiy jgijus puolimo pranaSuma, kitos valstybés sieks jgyti tokj pat
puolimo pranasuma, nes tik taip bus galima siekti uzsitikrinti savo sauguma.
Rusija sieké sukurti konvencinius pajégumus, suteikian¢ius konvencinj
puolimo pranasuma prie§ kity valstybiy konvencines pajégas, taciau d¢l mazo
gynybos biudZeto neturéjo galimybiy to pasiekti. Dél to Rusija pasirinko
logiska kelia — modernizuoti strateging puolamgja branduoling ginkluote ir
pasirengti platesnés apimties S$iy pajégy modernizacijai bei mazinti
branduolinio ginklo panaudojimo slenkstj. Kita vertus, kaip puolimo-gynybos
balanso teorija ir numato, Rusija jautési nesaugi dél JAV konvencinio puolimo
pranaSumo, todél vis aktyviau (esant galimybéms didinti gynybos biudZeta)
plétojo konvencinj puolimo pranasumg suteikiancius konvencinius pajégumus.
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JAV bendrasis konvencinis puolimo pranasumas ir jj didinanti konvenciniy
pajégy transformacija Kinijai kél¢ daug didesne grésme nei Rusijai dél gana
tikétino konvencinio JAV ir Kinijos konflikto Taivanyje, todél Kinija, kaip
puolimo-gynybos balanso teorija ir teigia, stengési pati jgyti kovencinj
puolimo pranaSumg suteikianCius asimetrinius ir simetrinius pajégumus.
Nuosaiki  Kinijos strateginés puolamosios branduolinés ginkluotés
modernizacija, atsizvelgiant 1 JAV dislokuoty priesraketinés gynybos sistemy
(savo teritorijoje) poveikj JAV ir Kinijos branduoliniam puolimo-gynybos
balansui (kuris yra nepalankus Kinijai), 1§ dalies stebina. Vertinant i§ puolimo-
gynybos balanso teorijos pozitrio tasko, JAV kuriamos ir dislokuojamos
prieSraketinés gynybos sistemos kélé gana realig grésme Kinijos branduolinio
atgrasinimo potencialui, tad Kinija tur¢jo kuo grei¢iau uzkirsti kelig
besiformuojan¢iam JAV puolimo pranaSumui branduoliniame puolimo-
gynybos balanse. Visgi manytina, kad Kinijos strateginiy branduoliniy pajégy
modernizacija biity buvusi Zymiai spartesné, jei JAV biity dislokavusi gerokai
didesnj kiekj prieSraketiniy gynybos sistemy, galin¢iy numusti tarpZemynines
balistines raketas.

. Rusijos ir Kinijos politinis atsakas 1 JAV saugumo politika, nepaisant Sioje
politikoje nenaudoty karinio spaudimo ir karinés jégos priemoniy, gal¢jo buti
agresyvus (taip, kaip tai apibréziama Sioje disertacijoje): §ig iSvada galima
pagristi tuo, kad Rusija ir Kinija JAV karing transformacija vertino kaip
hegemono galig stiprinant] jrankj, o JAV saugumo politika suvoké kaip
hegemono jégos politikos 18raiSka. Rusijos ir Kinijos agresyvy politinj atsaka i
JAV saugumo politikas ribojo tai, kad tiek Rusija, tieck Kinija nesp¢jo sukurti
pajégumy, suteikianciy konvencinj puolimo pranasumg prie§ kity valstybiy
konvencines pajégas, ir nesugebéjo sukurti priesraketiniy gynybos sistemuy,
galinCiy patikimai numusti tarpZemynines balistines raketas, ginkluotas
branduolinémis kovinémis galvutémis, ir ilgo nuotolio tiksliyjy konvenciniy
ginkly. Puolimo-gynybos balanso teorijos poziiiriu, biitent Rusijos ir Kinijos
pazanga, jsisavinant puolimo pranasumg suteikian¢ius pajégumus, biity l€émusi
Rusijos ir Kinijos agresyvig saugumo politika JAV atzvilgiu.
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7. JAV karinés transformacijos ir JAV saugumo politikos vertinimas bei Rusijos
ir Kinijos nepajégumas laikotarpyje nuo Saltojo karo pabaigos iki 2010 m.
jsisavinti puolimo pranasumg suteikian¢iy kariniy pajégumy nulémé Siy
valstybiy politinio atsako j JAV saugumo politikg logika: Rusijos ir Kinijos
saugumo politika (trijuose analizuotuose atvejuose) JAV atzvilgiu buvo
pagrista siekiu uZkirsti kelig JAV sukurti aplinkybes, leisianc¢ias JAV ateityje
dar labiau jtvirtinti karinj dominavimg, o prireikus ir nevarZomai naudoti
karinio spaudimo ir karinés jégos priemones prie§ Rusijg ir Kinijg bei jy
remiamas valstybes (tradicines sgjungininkes). Be to, Rusija ir Kinija negalé¢jo
biti tikros, kad JAV ir esamu laiku (nuo Saltojo karo pabaigos iki 2010 m.)
nenuspres pasinaudoti konvencinio puolimo pranaSumo teikiamomis
galimybémis — karine jéga palaikyti Taivanio nepriklausomybe ir Gruzijos
teritorinio vientisumo siekj. Dél to Rusija ir Kinija sieké silpninti JAV
remiancius karinius aljansus (NATO ir dvisalius JAV ir jos sajungininky
Azijos-Ramiajame vandenyne aljansus): Rusija vykdé bendradarbiavimo su
NATO politikg, kuria buvo siekiama uzkirsti keliag NATO (ir JAV) karinés
infrastruktiiros slink¢iai prie Rusijos sieny, NATO (ir JAV) prieSraketinés
gynybos Europoje suformavimui, tuo tarpu, Kinija sieké jtikinti JAV
sajungininkes Azijos-Ramiojo vandenyno regione taikiomis savo intencijomis
Ju atzvilgiu ir gauti neformalias garantijas, kad jos potencialaus JAV ir Kinijos
karinio konflikto atveju neteikty paramos JAV. Rusijos vykdyta saugumo
politika Gruzijos atzvilgiu, o Kinijos — Taivanio atzvilgiu taipogi rodo Rusijos
ir Kinijos bandymus susilpninti JAV pozicijas: Rusija 2008 m. karu pries
Gruzija sugriove JAV politikg integruoti Gruzija 1 NATO, o sékmingu
diplomatiniu spaudimu G.W.Busho ir B.Obamos administracijoms neparduoti
puolamyjy ir netgi gynybiniy ginkly Gruzijai jtvirtino savo laiméjimus
(nepaisant tolesnés JAV paramos Gruzijos demokratijos, teritorinio vientisumo
ir integracijos | NATO siekiams); Kinija spaudimu Taivaniui (pradéti Taivanio
prisijungimo prie Kinijos procesa) ir JAV (neparduoti ginkly Taivaniui) kelig
grésme pagrindiniam JAV tikslui — siekti taikaus ir neprievartinio Kinijos ir
Taivanio konflikto sprendimo. Branduoliniy ginkly ir raketiniy technologijy
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neplatinimo politikoje Rusija ir Kinija sutiko su JAV keliamais reikalavimais
sugrieztinti savo eksporto kontrolés politikg, kita vertus, tiek Rusija, tiek
Kinija atsisaké sutikti su JAV reikalavimais visiSkai nutraukti
bendradarbiavimg (branduoliniy ir raketiniy technologijy srityje) su
valstybémis, kurias jos laiko savo tradicinémis sgjungininkémis (pvz., Rusija —
su Iranu, Kinija su Pakistanu).

. JAV karinés transformacijos poveikio Rusijos ir Kinijos karinei ir saugumo
politikai tyrimas parodé, kad puolimo-gynybos balanso teorija gali buati
sekmingai taikoma, aiSkinant Siuolaikine didZiyjy valstybiy saugumo politika.
Puolimo-gynybos balanso teorija padéjo paaiskinti pagrindines Sios
disertacijos jzvalgas: kodél JAV kariné transformacija, suteikusi konvencinj
puolimo pranasumg ir atvérusi kelius siekti puolimo pranaSumo
branduoliniame puolimo-gynybos balanse, nelémé agresyvios JAV saugumo
politikos Rusijos ir Kinijos atzvilgiu, o svarbiausia — padéjo paaiskinti Rusijos
ir Kinijos karinio ir politinio atsako j JAV karin¢ transformacijg logika ir
pobidj. Kadangi pasaulyje po Saltojo karo stebime itin didelius kariavimo
pokyc¢ius, nulemtus naujy technologijy ir jy sékmingo pritaikymo karyboje,
puolimo-gynybos balanso teorijos potencialas paaiskinti (didziyjy) valstybiy

saugumo politikg ir netgi ja prognozuoti galéty biiti dar labiau iSnaudotas.
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