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Summary of Doctoral Dissertation

Problem and Relevance of the Research

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is the strongest military alliance in
history. However, since its inception, the Alliance has been accompanied by complex
debates concerning burden and responsibility sharing. The question how the allies should
share organization’s costs and fund its activities has been the key source of political
discussions and disagreements among nations.*

The issue of burden sharing within the Alliance is pertinent both from policy
perspective and on the theoretical level. There are numerous academic studies aiming to
explain this issue from different theoretical perspectives. However, the economic theory
of alliances stands out as a systemic and consistent approach to analyse burden sharing
dynamics within NATO. This theory considers burden sharing as a collective action
problem. NATO is seen as an organization (a club), joined by states out of rational
considerations in pursuit of a particular benefit, i.e. collective security guarantees.
Having joined the Alliance, member states are believed to act as rational players, seeking
to maximize the utility obtained from the Alliance at a minimum cost. Therefore they
have an incentive to pursue a free riding strategy.? However, their burden sharing
behaviour is substantially influenced by the type of good (security guarantees) provided
by the Alliance.’

In the field of small state studies, small countries are characterized as unable to
ensure their own defence. They define their security first and foremost through the
Alliance membership rather than through building national military capabilities.* The
smaller the state, the more likely it is to have incomplete force structure and thus seek
closer integration into the collective security system.> Nevertheless, Alliance

! Alan Tonelson, ,,NATO Burden Sharing: Promises, Promises®, Journal of Strategic Studies, 23:3, 2000,
29-58.

2 Mancur Olson, Robert Zeckhauser, ,,An Economic Theory of Alliances*, The Review of Economics and
Statistics, 48:3, 1966, 266-279.

% For instance, at the beginning of the Cold War, the nuclear deterrent provided by the Alliance
(specifically by the United States) could be considered as a public good, available to all members of the
Alliance, since it was (a) non-excludable; (b) non-rival. As a result, the countries had an incentive to free
ride, as their security was ensured regardless of their own imput. See Jens Ringsmose, ,,NATO Burden-
Sharing Redux: Continuity and Change after the Cold War®, Contemporary Security Policy, 31:2, 2010,
319-338.

* Alyson JK. Bailes, Baldur Thorhallsson, ,,Instrumentalizing the European Union in Small State
Strategies”, Journal of European Integration, 35:2, 2013, 99-100; Robert Keohane, ,,‘Lilliputians’
Dilemmas: Small States in International Politics.” International Organization, 23(2), 1969, 297-304.

® Rob de Wijk, ,,The Implications for Force Transformation: The Small Country Perspective. Daniel S
Hamilton (eds), Transatlantic Transformations: Equipping NATO for the 21st Century, Center for
Transatlantic Relations, 2004; Arthur Grimes, James Rolfe, ,,Optimal defence structure for a Small
Country*, Defence and Peace Economics, 13:4, 2002, 271-286; Kjell Inge Bjerga, Torunn Laugen
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membership does not automatically guarantee their security, especially if bigger allies
are not interested in their specific problems or the overall efficiency of the system.

Global economic and financial crisis of 2008 has exacerbated the problems of
burden sharing within NATO, as its members drastically cut their defence budgets.®
Between 2008 and 2012 European countries reduced their military spending by more
than 50 billion US dollars. Such countries as Latvia, Bulgaria and Slovenia cut their
funding by 54%, 37% and 34% respectively.’

Moreover, rapid and largely uncoordinated reduction of military spending had
fundamental consequences for the overall efficiency and systemic stability of the
Alliance. This was due to the fact that (a) the capabilities of key allies to project military
power and conduct out-of-area operations were limited;® (b) political fragmentation,
uncoordinated capability development and increasing disparity within the Alliance
became deeper.® Growing U.S. discontent with disproportionate contribution of the
European countries has further fuelled systemic instability.

From the perspective of the economic theory of alliances, small states face a
security dilemma, which defines the research problem of the dissertation (Figure 1):

- On the one hand, in the context of growing systemic instability of NATO,
decreasing military spending of its leading members, increasing gap between the
over-contributing and under-contributing countries and growing US discontent,
small states face increasing pressure to provide their fair share to the Alliance.
They feel impelled to “pay an adequate membership fee” in exchange of external
security guarantees, which form the basis of their defence policy. Refusing to
assume a proportional burden could lead to their political isolation, sanctions and
reduced assurances, because the security provided by the contemporary Alliance is
of an excludable nature.’® This becomes especially relevant in the light of
weakening commitment of the hegemonic power.

Haaland, ,,Development of Military Doctrine: The Particular Case of Small States”, The Journal of
Strategic Studies Vol. 33, No. 4, 2010, 505-533

® NATO Parliamentary Assembly, ,,Budget Constraints: a Challenge to Alliance Cohesion?*, Committee
Report, Nov 2012. http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=2937 [2014.04.08]

"NATO, ,,Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence. Defence expenditures of NATO
Countries (1990-2013)“. http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_107359.htm [2014.04.08]

8 UK Parliament, Defence Committee, Ninth Report ,,Future Army 2020.
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmdfence/576/57603.htm  [2014.04.08];
Stephen Larrabee, Stuart E. Johnson, ,,NATO and the Challenges of Austerity”, RAND, 2012.
http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG1196.html [2014.04.08]; Clara O’Donnell, ,,The Implications
of Military Spending Cuts for NATO’s Largest Members®, Brooking Center on the United States and
Europe, 2012.

° Ellen Hallams, Benjamin Schreer, ,,Towards a Post-American Alliance: NATO Burden-Sharing After
Libya“, International Affairs, 88: 2, 313-327, 2012.

1% Jens Ringsmose, ,,Paying for Protection: Denmark’s Military Expenditure during the Cold War*,
Cooperation and Conflict, 44:73, 2009, 77-80; Ivan Dinev Ivanov, ,,The Relevance of Heterogeneous
Clubs in Explaining Contemporary NATO Politics“, Journal of Transatlantic Studies, Vol. 8, No. 4,
December 2010, 341-342.
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- On the other hand, reduced financial possibilities encourage free riding behaviour
among the small states, hampering their ability to adequately contribute and ensure
their full-fledged membership in the Alliance. Small countries tend to avoid
fulfilling their commitments, relying on the collective security guarantees at the
expense of bigger members. They are unwilling to “overpay” for their security
because even a disproportionately large contribution of a small state does little to
change the overall capacity of the Alliance.

Hence, this dissertation aims to answer the following questions: (a) what burden
sharing policy has been implemented by the small NATO states under such
circumstances; (b) what factors could explain their behaviour?

Figure 1. Research Problem and Research Questions (Small States’ Security
Dilemma)

Theoretical logic: small states’ behaviour from the perspective of the economic theory of alliances and small
state studies
- Strengthening national capabilities does not - National security is defined through membership
change the overall efficiency of the Alliance. in the Alliance rather than national capabilities.
- Collective defence guarantees are applied to - Security is an excludable “club” good.
all allies. - Contribution of the countries serves as a
- States are rational and seek to minimize ,membership fee®.
costs.
Free riding > 7 < Adequate input to NATO
- Reduced financial abilities. - Growing discontent of the United States.
- Directly limited possibilities to participate in - Systemic instability, hindered efficiency of the
activities of the Alliance (operations, Alliance.
capability development programs, etc.) - Enhanced pressure and incentive to ensure
proper contribution.
Practical circumstances: effects of the finafcial and economic crisis for the small countries

What burden sharing policy has been implemented by the small NATO states? What
factors could explain their behaviour?

Aim of the Research

The aim of this dissertation is to identify the main characteristics of small states’ burden
sharing behaviour and the factors determining their contribution to the Alliance, thus
revealing how do they respond to an intensified small states’ security dilemma.



Research Objectives

1. To define the main characteristics of security provided by contemporary NATO
and assess their effect on burden sharing within the Alliance.

2. By employing economic theory of alliances and small state studies, to identify the
main features of the small states’ membership in a collective security system as
well as the factors shaping their burden sharing behaviour.

3. To develop an analytical framework designed for a comprehensive Alliance-wide
assessment and comparison of various burden sharing indicators between 2007
and 2012.

4. To conduct case studies of four small NATO states (Denmark, Greece, Latvia,
Czech Republic), identify trends and significant differences of their burden
sharing behaviour, and examine factors determining their contribution.

5. To explore research implications to the economic theory of alliances and NATO
transformation studies.

Hypothesis

Based on the economic theory of alliances and the field of small state studies, two
key features are identified, which define small allies’ relationship with NATO/USA
and help to explain the variation of their burden sharing behaviour:

(a) NATO’s role in country’s defence system;

(b) compatibility of priorities between national and NATO agendas.

Taking into account the increased incentive for the small states to ensure an
adequate contribution, the following research hypothesis is formulated: small states will
pursue a free riding strategy when (a) the role of NATO in solving their security
problems is insignificant and (b) their defence policy priorities are incompatible with
those of the Alliance.

Research Object and Case Selection

The object of this dissertation is burden sharing behaviour of small NATO states
between 2007 and 2012. Burden sharing behaviour includes (a) countries’ contribution
to NATO operations; (b) compliance with membership commitments; (c) development
of armed forces; (d) regional defence integration with other allies. Burden sharing
behaviour is defined as a set of defence policy measures which contribute to collective
goals of the Alliance.

! The United States has an exceptional position in NATO, because it plays a key role in (a) ensuring the
overall effectiveness of the organization; (b) shaping the priorities of its agenda. On the other hand, the
agendas of NATO and the US are not identical, as the decision making within the Alliance is based on
the compromise of all 28 allies.



Despite numerous attempts to define and conceptualize small countries, academic
references cannot offer a universal definition."® This dissertation employs four
“classic”™®® quantitative country size parameters: (1) population, (2) territory, (3)
economic capacity (GDP), (4) defence expenditures. Based on these indicators, three
groups of allies are identified: (1) large states (USA, Canada, Germany, France, United
Kingdom), (2) medium states (Italy, Turkey, Spain, Poland) and (3) small states
(Netherlands, Romania, Norway, Belgium, Greece, Portugal, Czech Republic, Hungary,
Denmark, Bulgaria, Slovakia, Croatia, Lithuania, Latvia, Albania, Slovenia, Estonia,
Luxembourg).™

Four small states were chosen for the empirical research, i.e. Denmark, Greece,
Latvia and Czech Republic. As these countries belong to different regions (Northern
Europe, Southern Europe, Eastern Europe and Central Europe), they have different sets
of key characteristics (such as threat assessment), which allows objective assessment of
the factors determining their burden sharing behaviour.

Research Methods

The analytical framework developed in this dissertation combines quantitative
and qualitative approaches. Quantitative analysis focuses on Alliance-wide burden
sharing assessment and comparison. Three quantitative indices™ have been designed for
this purpose: (a) index of contribution in ISAF operation (“Afghanistan Index”); (b)
index of compliance with NATO requirements (“Commitments Index”); and (c) index of
NATO membership costs and benefits (“Costs vs. Benefits Index”). These indices cover
the period between 2007 and 2012 and are used as tools to (a) compare all NATO
countries by ranking them on the basis of the overall index value as well as separate
indicators for each year; (b) assess changes (increase or decrease) in national
contribution; (c) reveal different dimensions of burden sharing behaviour (commitments,
operational contribution, input-output ratio etc.)

Qualitative perspective focuses on a comprehensive comparative analysis of four
NATO small states’ threat assessment, defence policy priorities, capability development,
regional defence integration, participation in NATO initiatives etc. Such examination

2 For a review see Jeanne A. K. Hey, Small States in World Politics: Explaining Foreign Policy
Behavior, Boulder, CO, 2003, 1-13; Matthias Maass, ,,The Elusive Definition of the Small State®,
International Politics, 46, no. 1, 2009.

3 Maurice A. East, ,,Size and Foreign Policy Behaviour: A Test of Two Models“. World Palitics. Vol.
25, No. 4, 1973, 557.

 Iceland is excluded from the research, as it is the only NATO country which does not possess armed
forces and military budget, therefore, it is not possible to compare its contribution with other member
states.

> Methodological guidelines for designing quantitative indices are well summarized by Gerardo L.
Munck, Jay Verkuilen, ,,Conceptualizing and Measuring Democracy: Evaluating Alternative Indices®,
Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 35, No. 1, February 2002, 5-34.



reveals the aspects of burden sharing behaviour that are not sufficiently reflected by the
quantitative indices.

Key Results and Conclusions

1. As aresult of substantial changes of the nature of NATO security guarantees, small
states’ abilities to free ride have been curtailed. The security provided by the
Alliance can be characterized as a “club” good: it is no longer equally available to
all NATO members. Such a change was determined by a wide perception of threats
and increasingly diverse functions of NATO as well as weaker U.S. commitment to
the Alliance. This incentivizes countries to ensure an adequate contribution, i.e. to
provide a “membership fee” in exchange of NATO security guarantees.

2. Empirical analysis has shown that small states responded to the security dilemma
by balancing between contradictory incentives of ensuring proper contribution vs.
pursuing a free riding strategy:

a)

b)

Countries showed increasingly less willingness to comply with NATO’s
requirements. Small states’ share systematically decreased between 2007 and
2012, even though the benefits provided by the membership mostly remained
unchanged. This trend is illustrated by the results of “Costs vs. Benefits Index”
and “Commitments Index”. For instance, the countries did not meet NATO
benchmarks for modernization of the armed forces or military spending. The
largest decline in “Commitments Index” and “Cost vs. Benefits Index” was
evident in Greece and Latvia, a smaller one — in Czech Republic and Denmark.
This trend might have negative long-term implications for the quality of their
membership in the Alliance.

Small states were determined to maintain their commitment to NATO military
operations. The “Afghanistan Index” demonstrates that the most important form
of contribution was their active participation in ISAF operation. It was often
sustained at the expense of their operational commitments elsewhere. This can
be interpreted as an effort to compensate for their reduced military spending and
unfulfilled requirements in order to maintain a reputation of a reliable ally.

Countries strengthened regional defence integration. This way they contributed
to the efficiency of NATO and helped mitigate the effects of the economic and
financial crisis. However, small states’ integration was rather moderate, they
remained cautious about functional specialization. Despite favourable external
and internal circumstances, multinational projects were basically limited to
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those areas of cooperation, which did not restrain states’ autonomy (such as
logistics, education). Developing niche expertise did not evolve into a
qualitatively new phase of defensive integration. Sovereignty sharing projects
were an exception rather than a rule.

3. Despite the above-mentioned trends, the indicators of NATO small states’ burden
sharing behaviour varied significantly. For instance, even though both Denmark
and Latvia managed to maintain a stable participation in ISAF operation, their input
varied greatly, as Danish contribution exceeded Latvian input more than twice.
Theoretical analysis has shown that in order to explain such variation in countries’
burden sharing behaviour, it is essential to take into account the importance of their
individual relationship with the Alliance. This relationship was explored by
focusing on two key factors: (i) the role of NATO in country’s defence system; (ii)
compatibility of priorities between national and NATO agendas:

a)

b)

A limited role of NATO in addressing Greece’s main national security
problems and fundamentally different agendas led to a radical free riding
strategy. The level of Greek participation in NATO operations was one of the
lowest in the Alliance. Greece maintained a large scale territorial defence
system, which did not meet NATO expectations, its capability development did
not correspond to NATQO’s priorities, and its commitments to the Alliance were
neglected.

The burden sharing behaviour of Latvia was determined by a contrasting
combination of the two explanatory factors. Being completely dependent on the
security guarantees provided by the Alliance, Latvia was motivated to ensure
politically visible contribution to the most important NATO activities. This way
it gained a possibility to attract desired attention to the security problems of the
Baltic region. The most visible was Latvia’s contribution to the mission in
Afghanistan, where it maintained a relatively large and stable input. However,
its free riding behaviour was evident in other areas of contribution: Latvia’s
input in other operations was very limited; it mostly disregarded its
commitments to NATO. The diverging defence policy agendas, i.e. Latvia’s
focus on regional defence problems vs. Alliance’s global crisis management
agenda, reduced country’s interest to actively engage in NATO activities.

In contrast to Latvia, burden sharing choices made by the Czech Republic were
determined by a relatively insignificant role of NATO in country’s defence
system and highly corresponding defence policy agendas. Even though the
Czech Republic does not face a direct military threat, it is interested in an
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overall efficiency of the Alliance and the benefits of political integration.
Moreover, it emphasizes asymmetric security challenges and crisis management
operations, which makes its defence policy agenda highly compatible with the
goals of the Alliance. This explains a rather active Czech participation in out-of-
area operations and correspondence to NATO priorities in the field on
capability development. On the other hand, the country did not rush into
reorganizing its armed forces based solely on NATO requirements and tried to
maintain a balance between organization’s priorities and national needs.

d) The contribution of Denmark was one of the highest in the Alliance. It can be
explained by substantial compatibility of defence policy agendas, similar threat
assessment and a close political partnership with the United States. Denmark
views NATO as an important platform for implementing a proactive security
and defence policy. It seeks to neutralize asymmetric security challenges by
projecting its military power beyond its borders. Denmark was among top
contributors in Afghanistan and other NATO crisis management operations.
During the years of economic crisis it prioritized capabilities required by the
Alliance, strengthened regional defence integration, and engaged in important
collective capability development initiatives.

4. The case studies confirmed the hypothesis that small states tend to pursue a free
riding strategy, when both factors defining the relationship with the Alliance are
negative, i.e. when (a) the role of NATO in solving their security problems is
insignificant and (b) their defence policy priorities are incompatible with those of
the Alliance. This is directly illustrated by the case of Greece. When only one of
the two factors is negative, states are likely to provide larger (but still limited)
contribution: the examples of Latvia and the Czech Republic demonstrate that such
countries strive to maintain a balance between national and NATO priorities, based
on their specific expectations from NATO and the level of dependency. Finally,
when the importance of NATO in country’s defence system is high and national
defence agenda corresponds to Alliance’s priorities, a country is likely to ensure a
substantial contribution, as shown by the case of Denmark.

5. The research shows that “membership fee” plays a different role in defence policies

of different countries. In accordance, four theoretical models of small states’
burden sharing behaviour were identified (Figure 2):
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Figure 2. Theoretical Models of Small States’ Burden Sharing Behaviour
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a) “Membership fee” as a symbolic contribution or a strategy of passive
membership in the Alliance. A small country, which is (a) not directly dependent
on NATO security guarantees and (b) sceptical towards NATO agenda priorities,
is likely to maintain a minimum input. A radical manifestation of such behaviour
could turn into a form of “protest” leading to a complete refusal to participate in
the activities of the organization or outright defiance of commitments.

b) “Membership fee” as a payment for security guarantees or a strategy of
selective contribution. A small country, which is (a) highly dependent on NATO
in terms of security and (b) remains dubious about Alliance’s defence policy
agenda, is bound to limit its input in politically visible fields of organizational
activity. This way it aims to maintain external security guarantees while
avoiding to fulfil other commitments.

C) “Membership fee” as a means to maintain the system or an ambivalent
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burden sharing behaviour. A small country, which (a) considers the role of the
NATO’s security guarantees as insignificant, and (b) has (partially)
correspondent defence policy agenda, is compelled to contribute to collective
tasks and does not neglect the commitments. Nevertheless, its contribution is not
substantial and might be unstable, as the country can decrease the input without
facing severe consequences.

d) “Membership fee” as a tool to ensure symmetric partnership or a proactive
burden sharing behaviour. If (a) NATO plays a key role in state’s defence
policy, and (b) its doctrine and threat assessment match NATO’s agenda, it is
keen to directly contribute to the effectiveness and operational efficiency of the
Alliance. Such mutual interdependency leads to a steadily high contribution.

6. The four burden sharing models should not be interpreted as strictly defined
categories that could be mechanically applied to any small country. Every model
depicts the basic set of the most important characteristics. A certain level of
variation of countries’ behaviour can be expected within each category.
Nevertheless, conceptualization of these models has an important added value and
could be applicable in further research. It enables prediction of their behaviour, and
assessment of possible effects of external changes on their contribution.

7. Several general characteristics of NATO transformation and Alliance-wide burden
sharing trends can be identified on the basis of this research. Large scale internal
disproportion, disparity of capabilities among the allies, lack of defence integration
within NATO, and neglect of commitments can be “diagnosed”. This leads to a
twofold conclusion. On the one hand, the trend of systemic instability and internal
fragmentation can be expected to grow. On the other hand, despite heterogeneity
and substantial internal disproportion, different interests can coexist as a result of
continuous “quid pro quo” exchanges fuelled by the specific nature of the security
provided by NATO (“club” good). This helps to explain Alliance’s endurance and
ability to adapt to constantly changing security environment.

Scientific Novelty of Research

1. This dissertation expands the scope and applicability of the economic theory of
alliances. The theory is based on a “top-down” approach as it focuses on burden
sharing incentives provided by the type of security (as a good) and other systemic
factors without trying to conceptualize different forms of interaction between
small states and the Alliance. By employing the small state studies’ perspective,
this research, in contrast, ,,individualizes” the analysis of their burden sharing
behaviour and reveals the dynamics within the small states’ group (,,bottom-up*

14



perspective). Four theoretical models of burden sharing behaviour provide an
integrated explanation of small states’ choices as they navigate between
contradictory incentives depending on the specifics of the relationship with the
Alliance.

2. This dissertation also supplements previous burden sharing studies from the
methodological perspective by employing additional indicators to measure states’
contribution. For instance, in previous Alliance-wide costs-benefits analyses
countries’ input to NATO were mainly limited to their defence budgets'®, thus
inadequately simplifying the political reality of the Alliance. In order to fill this
gap, this research (a) included more input variables to reflect the agenda of
contemporary NATO (such as participation in crisis management operations); (b)
employed qualitative perspective to reveal other aspects of their burden sharing
behaviour (such as decisions regarding capability development).

' For a review see Todd Sandler, Hirofumi Shimizu, ,,NATO Burden Sharing 1999-2010: An Altered
Alliance*, Foreign Policy Analysis, Volume 10, Issue 1, January 2014, 43-60.
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Daktaro disertacijos santrauka

Tyrimo aktualumas ir problema

Nors Siaurés Atlanto sutarties organizacija (NATO) yra stipriausias ir tvariausias
karinis aljansas istorijoje, nuo pat jkiirimo jj lyd€jo sudétingi debatai dél nasStos ir
atsakomybés pasidalijimo. Klausimas, kaip sgjungininkai turi pasidalinti organizacijos
iSlaikymo ir veiklos kastus, buvo vienas svarbiausiy politiniy diskusijy ir nesutarimy
objekty.!

Aljanso naStos pasidalijimo problematikos aktualumg ne tik politikos formavimo,
bet ir teoriniu lygmeniu liudija gausiis akademiniai tyrimai, analizuojantys ir aiSkinantys
naStos pasidalijimo klausimus 1§ jvairiy teoriniy perspektyvy: strateginés kultiiros,
grésmiy balanso, instituciniy veiksniy ir kt. Siuo poZidiriu issiskiria ir bene nuosekliausiai
sgjungininky indé¢lio pasiskirstymo tendencijas nagrin¢ja studijos, paremtos ekonomine
aljansy teorija, kuri yra pasitelkiama ir Sioje disertacijoje.

Remiantis §ia teorija, NATO yra traktuojamas kaip organizacija (klubas), kurios
nariai — racionaliai veikian¢ios nacionalinés valstybés — prisijungia prie Aljanso
tikédamiesi 1§ jo konkrecios naudos — kolektyvinio saugumo garantijy. Nors Salys turi
bendry tiksly, jy jgyvendinimg apsunkina individuallis interesai, kurie nebiitinai sutampa
su kolektyviniais siekiais.? Kitaip tariant, nastos pasidalijimas yra kolektyvinio veiksmo
problema. Racionalios Salys siekia maksimizuoti 1§ aljanso gaunamg nauda, todél jos
linkusios j nastos ir jsipareigojimy vengimo (free riding) elgesi. Saliy saveikai
organizacijos viduje ir naStos pasidalijimo elgesiui itin didele¢ reikSme¢ turi aljanso
teikiamo saugumo, kaip gérybes, pobudis.®

Mazyjy valstybiy studijose akcentuojama, kad jos néra pajégios savarankiskai
uztikrinti veiksmingos gynybos, todél savo saugumg visy pirma apibrézia ne Kkaip
nacionaliniy pajégumy vystyma, bet kaip naryste aljanse.* Kuo maZesné 3alis, tuo
didesné tikimybé, kad ji turés nesubalansuotas ginkluotgsias pajégas, atsisakydama
svarbiy gynybos sistemos elementy ir tapdama dar labiau integruota j kolektyvinio

! Alan Tonelson, ,,NATO Burden Sharing: Promises, Promises®, Journal of Strategic Studies, 23:3, 2000,
29-58.

2 Mancur Olson, Robert Zeckhauser, ,,An Economic Theory of Alliances*, The Review of Economics and
Statistics, 48:3, 1966, 266-279.

* Pavyzdziui, $altojo karo pradzioje, Aljanso (konkregiai — JAV) uztikrinamas branduolinis atgrasymas
galéjo buti laikomas vieSaja gérybe (public good), kadangi (a) jis buvo nevarzomai prieinamas visiems
sistemos veikéjams (non-excludability); (b) jo ,vartojimas® nesumazino gérybés kiekio kitiems
organizacijos nariams, nepriklausomai nuo jy skaic¢iaus (non-rival consumption). Tai skatino $alis vengti
nastos, kadangi saugumas buvo garantuojamas nepaisant jy paciy indélio. Zr. Jens Ringsmose, ,,NATO
Burden-Sharing Redux: Continuity and Change after the Cold War*“, Contemporary Security Policy,
31:2, 2010, 319-338.

4 Alyson J.K. Bailes, Baldur Thorhallsson, ,,Instrumentalizing the European Union in Small State
Strategies™, Journal of European Integration, 35:2, 2013, 99-100; Robert Keohane, ,,‘Lilliputians
Dilemmas: Small States in International Politics.* International Organization, 23(2), 1969, 297-304.



saugumo sistema.” Ta¢iau priklausomybé aljansui savaime negarantuoja saugumo, ypac
jet kiti sgjungininkai néra suinteresuoti specifiniy mazyjy valstybiy problemy sprendimu
ir visos sistemos veiksmingumu. Vienas didZiausiy rizikos veiksniy mazosioms Salims —
1Soriniy saugumo garantijy susilpnéjimas arba netekimas.

Mazyjy valstybiy narystés Aljanse ir nastos pasidalijimo problemas itin iSrySkino
2008 m. prasidéjusi globali ekonomin¢ ir finansy krizé, kurios tiesioginis rezultatas buvo
itin 7enkliai sumazinti sajungininky gynybos biudzetai.® 2008-2012 m. Europos 3alys
sumazino karines iSlaidas daugiau kaip 50 milijardy JAV doleriy. Pavyzdziui, tokios
mazosios valstybés kaip Latvija, Bulgarija ir Slovénija Siuo laikotarpiu apkarpe
finansavima atitinkamai 54%, 37% ir 34%.’

Be to, spartus ir tarp Saliy beveik nekoordinuotas gynybos iSlaidy maZzinimas
turéjo esminiy pasekmiy bendram Aljanso veiksmingumui ir sisteminiam stabilumui,
kadangi (a) buvo realiai apribotas svarbiausiy NATO valstybiy pajégumas projektuoti
karing galig ir vykdyti operacijas uz Aljanso riby;® (b) pagiléjo vidinio susiskaldymo,
nekoordinuotai vystomy pajégumy ir netolygaus rizikos pasidalijimo problemos.’ Sias
tendencijas dar labiau paastrino didé¢jantis JAV nepasitenkinimas neproporcingai mazu
Europos Saliy indéliu.

Zvelgiant per eckonominés aljansy teorijos prizme i§ maZyjy valstybiy
perspektyvos, Sie tarptautiniai procesai praktiSkai aktualizavo esminj prieStaravimg —
saugumo uZztikrinimo dilemg — maZzyjy Saliy gynybos politikoje, kuris ir apibrézia
disertacijos tyrimo problemg (Zr. 1 schemg):

- Viena vertus, maz¢jant svarbiausiy Aljanso valstybiy gynybos finansavimui,
didéjant atotriikiui tarp Saliy indélio sistemos viduje ir augant JAV
nepasitenkinimui dél neproporcingai mazos kity sgjungininky kontribucijos, kyla
rizika Aljanso veiksmingumui. Kadangi biitent naryst¢ NATO yra kertinis mazyjy
Saliy gynybos politikos pagrindas, iSauges sgjungininky spaudimas skatina jas
Inesti adekvaty ,narystés mokestj, t.y. uZztikrinti proporcingg kontribucijg i

®*Rob de Wijk, ,,The Implications for Force Transformation: The Small Country Perspective®. Kn. Daniel
S. Hamilton (sud.), Transatlantic Transformations: Equipping NATO for the 21st Century, Center for
Transatlantic Relations, 2004; Arthur Grimes, James Rolfe, ,,Optimal defence structure for a Small
Country“, Defence and Peace Economics, 13:4, 2002, 271-286; Kjell Inge Bjerga, Torunn Laugen
Haaland, ,,.Development of Military Doctrine: The Particular Case of Small States®, The Journal of
Strategic Studies Vol. 33, No. 4, 2010, 505-533.

® NATO Parliamentary Assembly, ,,Budget Constraints: a Challenge to Alliance Cohesion?*, Committee
Report, Nov 2012. http://www.nato-pa.int/Default.asp?SHORTCUT=2937 [zitiréta 2014.04.08]

"NATO, ,,Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence. Defence expenditures of NATO
Countries (1990-2013)“. http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_107359.htm [zitréta 2014.04.08]

8 UK Parliament, Defence Committee - Ninth Report ,,Future Army 2020.“
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmdfence/576/57603.htm [ZziGréta
2014.04.08]; Stephen Larrabee, Stuart E. Johnson, ,,NATO and the Challenges of Austerity*, RAND,
2012. http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG1196.html [Ziaréta 2014.04.08]; Clara O’Donnell, ,,The
Implications of Military Spending Cuts for NATO’s Largest Members*, Brooking Center on the United
States and Europe, 2012.

% Ellen Hallams, Benjamin Schreer, ,,Towards a Post-American Alliance: NATO Burden-Sharing After
Libya“, International Affairs, 88: 2, 313-327, 2012.
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organizacijos veikla, tokiu biidu siekiant iSlaikyti iSorines saugumo garantijas.
Esant galimybei organizacijos viduje saugumg paskirstyti netolygiai,
neprisiimdamos joms tenkancios naStos, mazosios Salys rizikuoja politine
izoliacija, sankcijomis ir Aljanso saugumo garantijy susilpnéjimu.10 Tai ypac
aktualu tuo atveju, kai susvyruoja svarbiausio aljanso kreditoriaus ir politiniy
reformy variklio — hegemoninés galios — jsipareigojimai.

- Kita vertus, maz¢jan€ios nacionalinés finansinés galimybés, prieSingai, skatina
mazyjy Saliy naStos vengimo elgesi, tiesiogiai apriboja galimybes jnesti adekvaty
indélj ir uztikrinti visaverte naryst¢ Aljanse, kadangi sumazéja tam reikalingi
iStekliai. Mazosios valstybés yra linkusios i$sisukinéti nuo jsipareigojimy ir siekti
uzsitikrinti saugumg kity sgjungininky saskaita, pasikliaudamos kolektyvinémis
garantijomis. Net ir neproporcingai didelé mazyjy valstybiy kontribucija i§ esmés
nekeicia bendro aljanso pajégumo ir saugumo lygio (sistemg i§ esmes iSlaiko
didziyjy valstybiy skiriami resursai), todél jos néra suinteresuotos ,,permoketi* uz
savo naryste.

Taigi kyla klausimai, (a) kokig politikg Siomis aplinkybémis vykdo mazosios
NATO valstybes, reaguodamos | prieStaringas paskatas?; (b) kokie veiksniai sglygoja ir
leidZia paaiSkinti jy elgesj?

% Jens Ringsmose, ,,Paying for Protection: Denmark’s Military Expenditure during the Cold War*,
Cooperation and Conflict, 44:73, 2009, 77-80; Ivan Dinev Ivanov, ,,The Relevance of Heterogeneous
Clubs in Explaining Contemporary NATO Politics“, Journal of Transatlantic Studies, Vol. 8, No. 4,
December 2010, 341-342.
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Schema 1. Tyrimo problema ir klausimai (maZyjy valstybiy saugumo uZtikrinimo
dilema)

Teoriné logika: mazyjy Saliy elgesys, remiantis ekonomine aljansy teorija ir mazyjy valstybiy
studiiomis.
- Nacionaliniy pajégumy stiprinimas nekeicia - Saugumg lemia ne nacionaliniai pajégumai, bet
bendro Aljanso veiksmingumo. Aljanso ir hegemono teikiamos garantijos.
- Kolektyvinés gynybos garantijos galioja - Saugumas — ,.klubo gérybé®, jo reikia
visoms Salims. nusipelnyti.
- Saliy racionalumas, siekis minimizuoti - Saliy kontribucija (pvz., gynybos biudzetas) kaip
kastus. »harystés mokestis*.
- Sumazéjusios finansinés galimybés. - Augantis JAV nepasitenkinimas.
- Tiesiogiai apribotos galimybés dalyvauti - Grésme sistemos efektyvumui, vidinis
Aljanso veikloje (operacijose, pajégumy nestabilumas.
vystymo programose ir kt.). - [Saugges spaudimas ir poreikis jnesti proporcinga
indélj.

Praktinés aplinkybés: finansinés | irizés poveikis mazosioms valstybéms.

Kokig nastos pasidalijimo politika vykdo mazosios NATO valstybés? Kas
leidzia paaiskinti jy elgesj?

Darbo tikslas

Disertacijoje sickiama atskleisti mazyjy NATO Saliy naStos pasidalijimo elgesio
specifikg bei §j elgesj salygojanéius veiksnius ir nustatyti, kaip mazosios valstybés
sprendzia joms Kylancig saugumo uztikrinimo dilema.

Darbo uzdaviniai:

1. Atskleisti Siuolaikinio Aljanso teikiamo saugumo pobidj bei charakteristikas ir
jvertinti jy nulemtas paskatas sgjungininky nastos pasidalijimo elgesiui.

2. Vadovaujantis ekonomine aljansy teorija ir mazyjy valstybiy studijomis,
identifikuoti svarbiausius mazyjy Saliy narystés kolektyvinio saugumo sistemoje
bruozus ir jy nastos pasidalijimo elges] saglygojancius veiksnius.

3. Identifikuoti galimas mazyjy NATO Saliy naStos pasidalijimo elgesio formas ir
sukonstruoti tyrimo modelj, kurio pagrindu biity galima nuosekliai iStirti ir
palyginti visy sgjungininky kontribucijos rodiklius 2007-2012 m.
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4. I$nagrinéti keturiy mazyjy NATO S$aliy (Danijos, Graikijos, Latvijos, Cekijos)
naStos pasidalijimo elgesj ir ji lémusius veiksnius; palyginti iStirty atvejy
rezultatus, nustatant bendras Saliy elgesio tendencijas ir reikSmingus skirtumus.

5. Jvertinti atlikto tyrimo implikacijas ekonominei aljansy teorijai ir reikSme NATO
transformacijos studijoms.

Tyrimo hipotezé

Remiantis ekonominés aljansy teorijos pateikiamu Siuolaikinio Aljanso
charakteristiky aiskinimu ir jvertinus jj 1§ mazyjy valstybiy studijy perspektyvos,
disertacijoje identifikuojami du kertiniai veiksniai, apibréziantys mazyjy valstybiy
santykj su NATO ir JAV': (a) Aljanso vaidmuo Salies gynybos sistemoje (3io veiksnio
svarbg iSrySkina iSsiplétes NATO grésmiy spektras); (b) suderinamumas tarp
nacionaliniy ir Aljanso prioritety (jo svarbag lemia pakitusios indélio | NATO formos).

Atsizvelgiant ] Siuos veiksnius ir sisteminio nestabilumo salygomis iSaugusj
poreiki jnesti adekvaty indélj, darbe keliama hipotezé, kad mazosios valstybés linkusios
vengti nastos (vykdyti free riding politika) tuomet, kai (a) NATO svarba jy gynybos
sistemoje yra maza ir (b) jy ir Aljanso gynybos politikos darbotvarkés prioritetai
nesutampa.

Darbo objektas ir atveju atranka

Sio tyrimo objektas yra mazyjy NATO valstybiy nastos pasidalijimo elgesys
2007-2012 m., kuris apima (a) jy kontribucija Aljanso vykdomose operacijose; (b)
NATO jsipareigojimy (reikalavimy) laikymasi; (c) ginkluotyjy pajégy plétra; (d)
(regioning) gynybing¢ integracijg. Nastos pasidalijimo elgesys tyrime yra apibréziamas
kaip Salies jgyvendinamy gynybos politikos priemoniy, kuriomis prisidedama prie
kolektyviniy organizacijos tiksly realizavimo, visuma.

Siekiant jgyvendinti S$ioje disertacijoje keliamus uZzdavinius, kyla poreikis
suklasifikuoti 28 NATO priklausanc¢ias valstybes, jvardijant, kurios i§ jy priskirtinos
mazyjy kategorijai. Mazosios valstybés sampratai ir apibrézimui akademinéje literatiiroje
skiriamas itin didelis démesys, tatiau universalios definicijos néra.’? Siame darbe

" JAV laikomos integralia Aljanso dalimi, tadiau joms tenka i$skirtinis vaidmuo, kadangi: (a) JAV i§
principo uztikrina organizacijos funkcionalumg ir efektyvuma (tiek kolektyvinés gynybos, tiek kriziy
valdymo prasme); (b) JAV atlieka kertinj vaidmenj formuojant NATO politikos darbotvarke, kitaip
tariant, strateginiame lygmenyje Kkertiniai JAV prioritetai yra perkeliami j Aljanso funkcinj profilj. Todél
tikrinant tyrimo hipotez¢ darbe yra atsizvelgiama ir | dviSalio nagrin¢gjamy mazyjy valstybiy santykio su
JAV specifika. Kita vertus, NATO ir JAV darbotvarké bei prioritetai néra identiski, kadangi Aljansas
funkcionuoja visy 28 sajungininky kompromiso pagrindu.

2 Apzvalga zr. Jeanne A. K. Hey, Small States in World Politics: Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior,
Boulder, CO, 2003, 1-13; Matthias Maass, ,,The Elusive Definition of the Small State*, International
Politics, 46, no. 1, 2009.
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remiamasi Kketuriais klasikiniais™ kickybiniais valstybiy dydZio parametrais: (1)
populiacijos dydis, (2) teritorijos dydis, (3) ekonominis pajégumas (BVP), (4) gynybos
iSlaidos. ISvedus bendrg rodiklj, sudaromas visy NATO $aliy dydzio reitingas. Remiantis
juo, identifikuojamos trys svarbiausios Aljanso Saliy grupés (eilés tvarka pagal dydi): (1)
didziosios (JAV, Kanada, Vokietija, Pranciizija, Jungtiné¢ Karalysté), (2) vidutinés
(Italija, Turkija, Ispanija, Lenkija) ir (3) mazosios valstybés (Olandija, Rumunija,
Norvegija, Belgija, Graikija, Portugalija, Cekija, Vengrija, Danija, Bulgarija, Slovakija,
Kroatija, Lictuva, Latvija, Albanija, Slovénija, Estija, Liuksemburgas)."

Empirinei analizei pasirinktos keturios mazosios Aljanso Salys — Danija, Graikija,
Cekija ir Latvija. Salys atrinktos siekiant atspindéti kuo platesnj svarbiausiy tyrimo
kintamyjy spektra, visy pirma, grésmiy vertinimg ir Saliy gynybos politikos darbotvarkiy
prioritetus. Daroma prielaida, kad skirtinguose regionuose (Siaurés Europoje, Piety
Europoje, Centrinéje Europoje ir Ryty Europoje) esanCioms Salims budingi skirtingi
kertiniy charakteristiky rinkiniai, o jy tyrimas leis objektyviai jvertinti nastos
pasidalijimo elgesj salygojanius veiksnius ir pagristai apibendrinti mazyjy NATO
valstybiy elges;j.

Tyrimo metodai

Disertacijoje konstruojamas tyrimo modelis, kuriame siekiama derinti kiekybing
ir kokybine prieigas. Kiekybiné¢ analiz¢ skirta Saliy naStos pasidalijimo elgesio
jvertinimui ir palyginimui viso Aljanso mastu. Siuo tikslu pasitelkiami trys specialiai
$iam tyrimui sukurti kiekybiniai indeksai: ** (a) ,,Kontribucijos Afganistane indeksas*,
(b) ,,Jsipareigojimy laikymosi indeksas® ir (¢) ,,Indélio ir naudos indeksas®.

Sie indeksai leidzia (a) palyginti visas NATO valstybes tarpusavyje, sudarant jy
reitingg tiek pagal bendrg indekso rezultata, tiek pagal atskirus rodiklius kiekvienais
metais; (b) nustatyti kiekvienos Salies kontribucijos pokytj 2007-2012 m. laikotarpiu,
tokiu budu jvertinant, ar ji iSaugo/sumazéjo; (c) atskleisti skirtingas valstybiy naStos
pasidalijimo elgesio dimensijas (reikalavimy laikymosi, operacinés kontribucijos,
indélio-naudos santykio ir kt.).

Kokybin¢ lyginamoji analizé (atvejo studijos) orientuota ] sistemingg keturiy
mazyjy Saliy gynybos politikos dokumenty ir 2007-2012 m. priimty sprendimy analize,
apimancia jy grésmiy vertinimg, gynybos politikos prioritetus, ginkluotyjy pajégy plétra,
regioninés gynybinés integracijos tendencijas, dalyvavima NATO iniciatyvose. Si

3 Maurice A. East, ,,Size and Foreign Policy Behaviour: A Test of Two Models*. World Politics. Vol.
25, No. 4, 1973, 557.

' Islandija yra nejtraukiama j tyrima, kadangi ji vienintelé i§ visy NATO nariy neturi ginkluotyjy pajégy
ir gynybos biudzeto, todél nejmanoma objektyviai palyginti jos kontribucijos su kitais sgjungininkais.

' Kiekybiniy indeksy konstravimo metodologijos gaires zr. Gerardo L. Munck, Jay Verkuilen,
,»Conceptualizing and Measuring Democracy: Evaluating Alternative Indices*, Comparative Political
Studies, Vol. 35, No. 1, February 2002, 5-34.
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analiz¢ leidzia (a) iStirti Saliy kontribucija sglygojancius veiksnius; (b) atskleisti tuos jy
nastos pasidalijimo elgesio aspektus, kuriy neapima kiekybiniai indeksai.

Svarbiausi rezultatai ir iSvados

1. Pasikeitus NATO teikiamo saugumo pobidZiui, mazyjy Aljanso Saliy galimybes
vengti naStos sumazéjo. Platus grésmiy bei funkcijy spektras, iSauges
heterogeniSkumas tarp sgjungininky ir sumazéje hegemoninés galios jsipareigojimai
lémé tai, kad Siuolaikinio NATO uztikrinamam saugumui yra budingi ,,klubo*
gérybés bruozai. Jis nebéra nevarzomai prieinamas visiems sistemos dalyviams. Tai
skatina valstybes, siekian¢ias pasinaudoti Aljanso garantijomis ir priemonémis, jnesti
,harystés mokestj*.

2. Empirinis tyrimas atskleidé, kad, spresdamos saugumo uztikrinimo dilema, mazosios
valstybés sieke balansuoti tarp prieStaringy nastos vengimo ir adekvataus indélio
krypCiy. Polinkj laviruoti rodo jy kontribucijos pokyciai skirtingose nastos
pasidalijimo elgesio kategorijose:

a) Viena vertus, Salims buidingi mazéjantys jsipareigojimai Aljansui. Jy prisiimta
nasta nagrin¢jamu laikotarpiu (2007-2012 m.) nuosekliai maz¢jo, nors iS$
Aljanso gaunama nauda i§ esmés nepakito. Tai demonstruoja ,,Indélio-naudos*
ir ,Jsipareigojimy laikymosi® indeksy rezultatai. PavyzdZiui, Salys nesilaike
NATO keliamy reikalavimy dél investicijy 1 ginkluotés modernizavima.
DidZziausias jsipareigojimy ir indéliy nuosmukis pastebimas Graikijoje ir
Latvijoje, mazesnis — Cekijoje ir Danijoje. Tai gali turéti ilgalaikiy neigiamy
pasekmiy sgjungininky narystés Aljanse galimybéms ir kokybei.

b) Kita vertus, valstybés pasizyméjo siekiu i$laikyti indélj operacijose. Svarbiausia
ju kontribucijos ;| NATO iSraiSka nagrinéjamu laikotarpiu buvo dalyvavimas
ISAF operacijoje. ,,Indélio Afganistane indeksas® rodo, kad visos valstybes
iSlaiké auksta dalyvavimo prioritetinéje Aljanso misijoje tempa, daznu atveju —
kity operaciniy jsipareigojimy saskaita. Tai galima traktuoti kaip siekj pateisinti
nacionaliniy gynybos biudZety mazinimg ir kity reikalavimy nesilaikyma, taip
iSlaikant patikimo sajungininko reputacijg ir iSvengiant JAV nepasitenkinimo.

c) Be to, Salys buvo linkusios stiprinti regioning integracija, taip prisidédamos prie
Aljanso, kaip integruotos kolektyvinio saugumo sistemos, efektyvumo ir atsako
1 krize. Taciau tai buvo daroma gana nuosaikiai, Salys iSlaiké atsargy poziiirj |
gynybiniy funkcijy perdavimg kitoms valstybéms. Nepaisant funkcinei
specializacijai itin palankiy iSoriniy ir vidiniy salygy, daugiasaliai projektai
daugiausia buvo vykdomi nacionalinio suvereniteto poziiiriu maziau jautriose
srityse, vengiant darby pasidalijimo, kuris buvo labiau iSimtis, nei taisyklé.
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Salims biidinga specializacija vystant niSine ekspertize neperé¢jo j kokybiskai
naujg gynybinés integracijos fazg. Todél regioninio bendradarbiavimo plétros
reikSmé tiesiogiai stiprinant viso NATO, kaip ,vientiso organizmo®,
veiksminguma buvo ribota.

3. Nepaisant bendry balansavimo tendencijy, kurias atskleidzia mazyjy Saliy

kontribucijos poky¢iai, jy prisiimtos naStos rodikliams biidingi Zenklis skirtumai.
Pavyzdziui, nors tiriamu laikotarpiu ir Danijos, ir Latvijos indélis Afganistane i$liko
gana stabilus, jo dydis skyrési daugiau nei dvigubai. Siekiant paaiSkinti Saliy nastos
pasidalijimo elgesio variacija, ypatingas démesys tenka individualiam Saliy santykiui
su Aljansu, kurj apibrézia du kertiniai veiksniai : (a) NATO vaidmuo Salies gynybos
sistemoje; (b) nacionaliniy ir Aljanso gynybos politikos darbotvarkiy
suderinamumas.

a) Graikijos atveju, suvarzytas NATO vaidmuo sprendziant kertinius S$alies
saugumo klausimus ir 1§ esmés besiskirianc¢ios darbotvarkés, jskaitant
nesutampant] poziiir] ] grésmiy vertinimg, salygojo kraStuting nastos vengimo
politikg. Graikijos dalyvavimo NATO operacijose lygis buvo vienas Zemiausiy
tarp visy sgjungininky, ji i§laiké Aljanso prioritety neatitinkanciag plataus masto
teritorinés gynybos sistema, neplétojo NATO tikslams reikalingy pajégumuy,
atsainiai zilir¢jo ] jsipareigojimy laikymasi ir perskirsté sumazéjusius resursus
indélio Aljanse saskaita.

b) Latvijos nastos pasidalijimo elgesj nulémé prieStaringas svarbiausiy veiksniy
derinys. Visiska priklausomybé nuo Aljanso ir JAV teikiamy saugumo garantijy
skatino Salj selektyviai jnesti ,,parodomaja* kontribucijg ] prioritetines NATO
veiklos sritis, taip jgyjant galimybe pritraukti derama démesj Baltijos regiono
saugumo problemy sprendimui. Svarbiausia Latvijos selektyvaus indé¢lio
1SraiSka tapo misija Afganistane (santykinai didelé¢ ir stabili kontribucija), taciau
kitose srityse buvo pastebimas siekis vengti jsipareigojimy: tai iliustruoja
visiSkai apribotas dalyvavimas kitose NATO operacijose ir rySkus Aljanso
keliamy reikalavimy nesilaikymas. Salies gynybos politikoje dominuojantys
regioniniai saugumo klausimai mazino jos suinteresuotumg prisidéti prie
globalios Aljanso darbotvarkés jgyvendinimo, tai apribojo paskatas aktyviai
jsilieti | organizacijos veiklg.

¢) Cekijos nastos pasidalijimo elgesio pasirinkimai, priesingai, buvo salygoti
santykinai mazo tiesioginio NATO vaidmens Salies gynybos sistemoje ir
zenkliai sutampancios gynybos politikos darbotvarkés (Salis skiria daug

W W —

Nors Cekija nesusiduria su tiesioginiy kariniy grésmiy problema, ji islieka
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suinteresuota bendru Aljanso sisteminiu veiksmingumu ir jo teikiamais
politinés integracijos privalumais. Viena vertus, tai leidZia paaiSkinti gana
aktyvy Cekijos dalyvavima kriziy valdymo operacijose ir Aljansui reikalingy
pajégumy plétroje. Kita vertus, Salis neskub¢jo reorganizuoti ginkluotyjy pajegy
tik pagal NATO reikalavimus ir stengési balansuoti tarp organizacijos prioritety
ir nacionaliniy poreikiy.

d) Danijos kontribucija yra viena auksS¢iausiy Aljanse tarp visy sgjungininky, tai
salygojo 1§ esmes sutampancios gynybos politikos darbotvarkes ir grésmiy
vertinimas bei glaudi partnerysté su JAV. Danija mato Aljansa kaip itin svarbig
platformg proaktyvios saugumo politikos jgyvendinimui, siekiant neutralizuoti
jai aktualiausias asimetrines grésmes ir projektuoti karing galig uz Salies riby.
Danijai biidingas itin aktyvus dalyvavimas NATO kriziy valdymo operacijose.
Ekonominio sunkmecio sglygomis ji perskirsté resursus vystydama Aljanso
prioritetus atitinkanius pajégumus, stiprino regioning¢ gynybing integracija,
jsitrauke  svarbias kolektyviniy pajégumy vystymo iniciatyvas.

4. Atvejy studijos patvirtino hipoteze, kad maZosios valstybés linkusios vengti nastos,
kai (a) NATO svarba jy gynybos sistemoje yra maza ir (b) jy ir Aljanso gynybos
politikos darbotvarkés prioritetai nesutampa. Tai tiesiogiai iliustruoja Graikijos
atvejis. Esant kitokiam veiksniy iSsidéstymui, Salys linkusios jneSti didesng
kontribucijg. Pozityvus abiejy veiksniy pasireiSkimas jgalina itin auks$ta indélj
(Danijos atvejis), o esant prieStaringam jy rinkiniui, Salys balansuoja tarp
nacionaliniy poreikiy ir organizacijos prioritety (Latvijos, Cekijos atvejai),
priklausomai nuo konkreciy liikesc¢iy i§ Aljanso ir NATO vaidmens sprendziant Saliai
aktualias saugumo problemas.

5. Atliktas tyrimas parodé, kad ,,narystés mokesciui® atskiry Saliy gynybos politikoje
tenka skirtingas vaidmuo. Vertinant nasStos pasidalijimo elgesj, svarbu ne tik
kontribucijos dydis, bet ir jai tenkanti paskirtis. Tai leido konceptualizuoti keturis
teorinius mazyjy valstybiy nastos pasidalijimo elgesio modelius (zr. 2 schemg):
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Schema 2. Teoriniai mazyjy $aliy nastos pasidalijimo elgesio modeliai

Santykis su NATO darbotvarkés prioritetais
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NATO svarba Salies gynybos sistemoje

»Nario mokestis* kaip simboliné kontribucija arba pasyvios narystés Aljanse
strategija. Mazoji valstybé, kuri (a) neturi tiesioginiy Aljanso saugumo
garantijy poreikio ir (b) pasizymi skeptiSku poZiiriu ;| NATO darbotvarkes
prioritetus, yra linkusi apsiriboti minimaliu indéliu. Krastutine tokio elgesio
forma gali pasireik$ti kaip savotiSkas ,protestas® — visiSkas atsisakymas
dalyvauti organizacijos veikloje ir atviras jsipareigojimy ignoravimas.

»Nario mokestis* kaip imoka uZ saugumo garantijas arba selektyvios
kontribucijos strategija. Mazoji valstybé, kuri (a) yra stipriai priklausoma nuo
NATO jsipareigojimy ir (b) néra suinteresuota Aljanso darbotvarkéje
dominuojanciais uzdaviniais, yra linkusi jneSti indél; politiSkai matomose
organizacijos veiklos srityse, taip sickdama iSlaikyti iSoriniy saugumo garantijy
patikimumg. Nors tiesioginio intereso prisidéti prie prioritetiniy NATO ir
hegemoninés galios tiksly jgyvendinimo néra, $alis turi stiprig paskatg islaikyti
,parodomaja“ kontribucija, kadangi visiSkai vengiant nastos gali nukentéti jos
gyvybiniai interesai.
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C) ,Nario mokestis® kaip indélis i sistemos palaikymg arba ambivalentiskas
naStos pasidalijimo elgesys. Mazoji valstybé, (a) kuriai tiesioginé Aljanso
saugumo garantijy svarba yra menka, ir (b) kurios gynybos politikos
darbotvarkée (iS dalies) sutampa su NATO prioritetais, yra linkusi prisidéti prie
kolektyviniy uZzdaviniy realizavimo ir nevengia jsipareigojimy, tafiau jos
kontribucija néra labai aukSta ir gali biti nestabili, kadangi ja sumaZinusi
valstybé nerizikuoja tiesioginiu saugumo situacijos pablogéjimu.

d) ,,Nario mokestis“ kaip priemoné uZtikrinti simetriSka partneryste arba
proaktyvus naStos pasidalijimo elgesys. Mazoji valstybé, kurios gynybos
politikoje (a) Aljansui tenka didelis vaidmuo sprendziant aktualius saugumo
klausimus, ir (b) kurios doktrina ir grésmiy vertinimas sutampa su NATO
prioritetais, yra linkusi aktyviai dalyvauti organizacijos veikloje ir tiesiogiai
prisidéti prie Aljanso veiksmingumo ir operacinio efektyvumo uZtikrinimo.
Abipuses priklausomybes rySys leidzia tikétis stabiliai aukstos kontribucijos.

6. Darbe iSskirty keturiy nastos pasidalijimo modeliy nereikéty traktuoti kaip grieztai
apibrézty, vienareikSmiy ir nekintanciy kategorijy, kurias buty galima mechaniskai
taikyti bet kuriai maZajai valstybei. Kiekvienas modelis nusako bazinj svarbiausiy
charakteristiky rinkinj, taciau jo rémuose galimi skirtingi veiksniy ,,intensyvumo*
laipsniai ir atitinkamai — tam tikra Saliy elgesio variacija. Vis délto, toks teorinis
skirtingy modeliy konceptualizavimas turi svarbig pridéting verte ir gali buti
panaudojamas tolesniuose tyrimuose: priskyrus valstybes vienam ar kitam tipui,
atsiranda galimybé prognozuoti jy elgesi, jvertinti galimg iSoriniy veiksniy
pasikeitimo poveik] ir geriau paaiskinti nastos pasidalijimo tendencijas viso Aljanso
mastu.

7. Disertacijoje atliktas tyrimas leidZia identifikuoti ir keleta bendresniy NATO
transformacijos ir nastos pasidalijimo problematikos charakteristiky, taip
jsijungdamas ] platesne akademing diskusija, kurioje siekiama ,,diagnozuoti® viso
Aljanso biikle. Galima konstatuoti akivaizdziai augancig disproporcijg organizacijos
viduje, gil¢jant] pajégumy atotriikj tarp sajungininky, siekj vengti didesnés gynybinés
integracijos Vvisos organizacijos mastu, gana atsainy pozilirj ] jsipareigojimy
laikymasi. Sios jzvalgos veda prie dvejopy isvady. Viena vertus, tai leidzia numatyti,
kad NATO sisteminio nestabilumo ir fragmentacijos tendencijos ilgainiui tik stiprés.
Kita vertus, biitent Aljanso teikiamo saugumo, kaip ,.klubo“ gérybés, bruozai ir
nuolatiniai ,,quid pro quo* pagrindu vykdomi mainai organizacijos viduje leidzia
suderinti labai skirtingus Saliy interesus net ir esant didelei indélio disproporcijai ir
akivaizdziam heterogeniSkumui tarp sajungininky. Tai paaiSkina organizacijos
ilgaamziskumg, tvarumg ir gebéjimg prisitaikyti prie besikeiianCios saugumo
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aplinkos.
Tyrimo mokslinis naujumas

1. Tyrimo rezultatai leidZia praplésti ekonominés aljansy teorijos taikymo ribas. Si
teorija akcentuoja tai, kad Aljanso teikiamo saugumo pobiidis nulemia mazyjy Saliy
elgesio paskatas (poziris ,,i$ virSaus*), taciau nebandoma konceptualizuoti skirtingy
ju saveikos su Aljansu formy. Pasitelkiant mazyjy valstybiy studijas atliktas tyrimas
leidzia prisidéti prie Sios spragos uzpildymo, ,individualizuojant* jy nasStos
pasidalijimo elgesio tyrimg (poZilris ,,i$ apacios®), atskleidziant viding mazyjy Saliy
grupés dinamikg ir neapsiribojant jy, kaip ,,nastos vengejy®, statuso patvirtinimu arba
atmetimu. Teoriniy elgesio modeliy iSskyrimas pateikia integruota skirtingy mazyjy
valstybiy pasirinkimy paaiSkinimg ir leidzia suprasti, kaip jos laviruoja tarp
prieStaringy paskaty, priklausomai nuo jy santykj su Aljansu apibrézianciy veiksniy
pasireiskimo.

2. Disertacija naStos pasidalijimo tyrimams suteikia naujumo metodologijos poziiiriu.
Ankstesnés studijos apsiribojo gana siauru jtraukiamy Saliy kontribucijos rodikliy
spektru. Pavyzdziui, sajungininky indélio-naudos santykio tyrimuose®® salies indélio j
Aljansg matavimas apsiribojo vieninteliu rodikliu — Salies gynybos iSlaidomis, taip
neadekvaciai supaprastinant NATO politing realybe. Siekiant uZpildyti Sig spraga,
Siame tyrime (a) jtraukiami papildomi kiekybiniai rodikliai, uztikrinant, kad darbe
konstruojami indeksai atspindéty tiriamo laikotarpio specifikg ir leisty objektyviai
palyginti svarbiausias kontribucijos formas (dalyvavimas operacijose, isipareigojimy
laikymasis ir kt.); (b) pasitelkiami kokybiniai Saliy prisiimtos nastos pjiviai
(pavyzdziui, nagrinéjant sprendimus dél Saliy ginkluotyjy pajégy plétros). Tai leido
nuosekliau jvertinti valstybiy naStos pasidalijimo elgesio rodiklius ir pokycius.

' Apzvalgg zr. Todd Sandler, Hirofumi Shimizu, ,NATO Burden Sharing 1999-2010: An Altered
Alliance*, Foreign Policy Analysis, Volume 10, Issue 1, January 2014, 43-60
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