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Estonia’s official security policy documents, in common with those of most states of
the Euro-Atlantic area, recognise a wide range of global security challenges including
those related to globalisation and shifting power balances in the world, the spread
of information technology, climate change and resource pressures, the limitations of
arms control regimes, and terrorism.!" Nonetheless, Estonia’s main security policy
concern, which arises from its assessment of its immediate security environment,
is Russia. The official security policy documents are measured and unemotional on
this subject but, day to day, it dominates security policy considerations and is a
source of national anxiety. Analysts have noted that, ‘Russia looms large in Estonia’s
security thinking and its geopolitical calculations, most often as a potential source of
threats to national security’.'?

In order to address this and other challenges Estonia, one of the smallest of “small
states” in Europe, exhibits many of the security seeking behaviours typical of
this group, such as participating in multilateral agreements and multinational
institutions, and relying on large powers for protection.'”® It thus places the
transatlantic relationship and the continued engagement of the United States in
European affairs at the heart of its security and defence policies. As its recently
revised National Security Concept notes, in one of three statements in the document
emphasising the importance of US engagement in European security:

The involvement of the United States in the European security co-operation
is a central element for the security of Estonia, as well as that of Europe. The
strong transatlantic commitment is manifested in the presence of the United
States in Europe, co-operation within NATO, and the relations between the
European Union and the United States.

11 The views expressed in this paper are the author’s, and do not necessarily represent the positions
of the ICDS or the Estonian Ministry of Defence.

Erik Mannik, Estonia’s Views on Security in 2010 (Tallinn: International Centre for
Defence Studies, 2011), 4, http://www.icds.ee/index.php?id=73&type=98&L=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_
news%5D=865&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=71&cHash=d9273a0a90, accessed 25 January 2011.

12 Tomas Jermalavic¢ius and Erik Mannik, “Security Foresight of a Small Ally: The Case of Estonia,”
in Long Range Forecasting of the Security Environment, papers presented at the RTO System Analysis

and Studies Panel Specialists’ Meeting, Stockholm, Sweden, 11 - 12 April 2011, RTO Meeting Proceedings
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13 Jeanne A K Hey, “Introducing Small State Foreign Policy;” in Small States in World Politics:
Explaining Foreign Policy Behaviour, ed. Jeanne A K Hey (Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2003),
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14 Government of the Republic of Estonia, National Security Concept, unofficial translation (Tallinn,
2010), 11.
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The continued credibility and effectiveness of NATO and — closely associated — the
continuing engagement of the US are thus Estonia’s main security policy objectives. Its
principal strategy for securing these goals is to position itself as a “good Ally”, willing and
able to contribute to the Euro-Atlantic security agenda to the greatest extent possible in
the expectation that the other Allies will recognise and support its own security interests.
One means of delivering this strategy is its contribution to international operations
which, given the size of its armed forces and general population, is substantial.'> Estonian
troops generally operate abroad without national caveats; they have served since 2003
in Afghanistan including, since 2006, alongside UK forces in the turbulent Helmand
province. Other measures include its outreach activities by which it shares its own
transition experiences with other states undergoing similar developments, in particular
Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine and Afghanistan;'¢ its cultivation and dissemination of
expertise in the specialist area of cyber security, a field in which Estonia works hard to
“punch above its weight” (its activities include advocating for cyber security, providing
advice on the development of cyber strategies, and creating and hosting the NATO
Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence);!” and its commitment to spend 2%
of GDP on defence in 2012 which, if achieved, would make it one of only a handful of
Allies to meet this NATO target.!®

At the same time, amongst themselves, Estonians demonstrate a dogged lack of
faith in the reliability and effectiveness of the transatlantic link, as noted by their
President Toomas Hendrik ITlves:

In [West European] states, continual discussions are not held about whether
NATO will help or whether the contingency plans are sufficient. Or: ‘it will take
them hours to get here, but days for NATQO’. Issues such as ‘for how long will we
be able to resist them?’, ‘will it be enough for NATO to get here?’ etc., are debated
over and over again, in every programme, in every opinion piece. And objections
are made: it will be enough, etc. The discussion goes on and on and on.

15 The Estonian Defence Forces’ main international effort is Afghanistan, to which it currently
contributes 154 personnel: NATO, International Security Assistance Force (ISAF): Key Facts and Figures, 6
January 2012, http://www.isaf.nato.int/images/stories/File/2012-01-06%20ISAF%20Placemat.pdf, accessed
23 January 2012. The peacetime army consists of around 2 800 regulars and 2 000 conscripts: “Estonia,” in
The Military Balance 2011, edited by James Hackett (London: Routledge for the International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 2011), 101.

16 Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Estonia), “Overview of Estonian development co-operation,” Ministry
of Foreign Affairs (Estonia), http://www.vm.ee/?q=en/node/4084, accessed 25 January 2012.
17 Luukas Ilves, “E-Eesti valispoliitika” (e-Estonian Foreign Policy), Diplomaatia 98 (October

2011): 3. English translation at http://www.diplomaatia.ee/index.php?id=242&L=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_
news%5D=1329&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=425&cHash=479414b863, accessed 24 January 2012

18 Only five allies — Albania, France, Greece, UK, US - met this target in 2010. NATO, “Financial and
Economic Data Relating to Defence;” Communiqué PR/CP(2011)27 (Brussels: NATO, March 2011) http://
www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_71296.htm?mode=pressrelease, accessed 23 January 2012.

19 Toomas-Hendrik Ilves, “Skeptik Saulusest Pauluseks,” (From Saul the Sceptic to Paul),
Diplomaatia 91 (March 2011): 4. English translation at http://www.diplomaatia.ce/index.
php?id=242&L=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=1239&tx_ttnews[backPid]=575&cHash=915a7e9300, accessed 24
January 2012.
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This doubt leads Estonia to emphasise, in its national security documents, its
maintenance of an, ‘initial independent defence capability ... to ensure the rapid
response thatisapre-requisite for carrying out collective defence under circumstances
of an unexpected attack,” and to promise potential aggressors that its military defence
planning, ‘will incorporate paramilitary operations, such as guerrilla activity and
resistance movements.””” To support these aspirations, Estonia is one of the few
European states (and even fewer NATO states) that still maintain conscription.

In the Alliance, it leads Estonia, along with other Central and East European
states, to press for reassurance and for measures that would demonstrate NATO'’s
continuing commitment to their territorial sovereignty and defence. These efforts
have included lobbying for: a renewed emphasis on collective defence in the new
strategic concept;?' the development of Baltic defence contingency plans within
NATO and concrete measures to ensure their effectiveness;?> measures to enhance
the Alliance’s conventional and nuclear deterrence, continued US presence in
Europe and NATO military exercises in the Baltic states;* and a long term NATO
solution for air policing in the Baltic states.?

It is in this broader context that Estonia views the US Ballistic Missile Defence
(BMD) programme. Its position is relatively straightforward and can be summarised
in a few key points. First, it generally believes that the US BMD programme is a
good thing. This is not because it perceives a particular threat to its territory or
population from the use of ballistic missiles by “rogue” actors, which is referred to only
once, obliquely, in the National Security Concept and National Defence Strategy.”
Intellectually, Estonia values missile defence as a means to deter aggression by denial
and sees it as a complement to - but certainly not a replacement for - other means of
deterrence. The main attraction of the BMD programme, however, is as an important
demonstration of continued US presence in and commitment to Europe, hence the
importance of its European-based components. In an open letter to President Barack
Obama, written in 2009 by a group of politicians and academics from Central and
Eastern Europe, including two Estonian signatories (one of whom, Mart Laar, is

20 Ministry of Defence (Estonia), National Defence Strategy. Estonia (Tallinn: Ministry of Defence,
2010), 11.

21 Pal Jonson, The Debate about Article 5 and its Credibility. What is it all about? Research paper no.
58 (Rome: NATO Defense College, 2010), 3-4.

22 No author, “Europe.view. Border controls,” The Economist, 14 January 2010. http://www.
economist.com/node/15268095, accessed 24 January 2012.

23 Ministries of Defence of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, “Joint Communiqué of the Ministerial

Committee,” December 2 2011, Kaunas, Lithuania, http://www.mod.gov.ee/files/kmin/img/files/2011-12-
02_3B_Kaunases.pdf, accessed 24 January 2012.

24 Ministry of Defence (Estonia), “Laar: Baltic air policing is a good example of smart defence,”
News, 13 December 2011, http://www.kmin.ee/en/laar-baltic-air-policing-is-a-good-example-of-smart-
defence, accessed 24 January 2012.

25 ‘Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery increases the threat
of armed conflicts and the danger of weapons of mass destruction becoming available to terrorists’
Government of the Republic of Estonia National Security Concept, 6.
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currently Estonia’s defence minister) this point was made quite explicitly:

Regardless of the military merits of this [BMD] scheme and what Washington
eventually decides to do, the issue has nevertheless also become - at least in
some countries - a symbol of America’s credibility and commitment to the
region.”

Estonia maintains this support despite its natural concern over Russia’s threats to
deploy Iskander missiles close to its borders and more recently in Kaliningrad, moves
which Russia claims are in response to the missile defence programme, but are more
likely intended for domestic consumption.?” This is closely related to the second
key point: Estonia does not believe that the US missile defence plans should be
moderated in response to any concerns expressed or demands made by Russia. This
is both because it regards these concerns as illegitimate — here, it follows the US line
that the programme is clearly not directed against Russia, but against “rogue” states,
notably Iran — and because it believes that the US and NATO should not show
weakness by giving in to Russia’s manoeuvring. There is perhaps an element of zero-
sum thinking here - that Russia’s gains would be the Alliance’s losses, particularly
the losses of its more vulnerable members whose security depends upon a strong,
consistent NATO. In this respect, the 2009 open letter to Obama also asserted:

The small number of missiles involved cannot be a threat to Russia’s strategic
capabilities, and the Kremlin knows this. We should decide the future of the
programme as allies and based on the strategic plusses and minuses of the
different technical and political configurations. The alliance should not allow
the issue to be determined by unfounded Russian opposition. Abandoning the
programme entirely or involving Russia too deeply in it without consulting
Poland or the Czech Republic can undermine the credibility of the United
States across the whole region.?

Despite this view, however, Estonia demonstrated a characteristic unwillingness to
risk upsetting the Americans when the incoming Obama administration cancelled
the US’s bilateral BMD agreements with Poland and the Czech Republic. Although
Foreign Minister Urmas Paet met with Hilary Clinton on the day the announcement
was made, the subject was apparently not discussed; this was in sharp contrast
with the Lithuanian response, with which many Estonians undoubtedly agreed, of
publicly condemning the cancellation as a capitulation to Russian pressure.? On the
26 David Hayes, “East-central Europe to Barack Obama: an open letter;” OpenDemocracy, 24

July 2009, http://www.opendemocracy.net/article/east-central-europe-to-barack-obama-an-open-letter,
accessed 24 January 2011.

27 The Lithuania Tribune, “Russian Iskander Missiles Deployed Near Estonia: What Now?” 21 July
2010, http://www.lithuaniatribune.com/2010/07/21/russian-iskander-missiles-deployed-near-estonia-
what-now/; BBC, “Russia activates missile early warning radar system,” 29 November 2011, http://www.
bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-15938494, both accessed 25 January 2012.

28 David Hayes, “East-central Europe to Barack Obama”.

29 Nathan Greenhalgh, “Mixed Baltic reaction to dropped missile shield,” Baltic Reports, 18
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other hand, Estonia is not averse to pointing out the obstructive nature of Russia’s
position on missile defence, as for example when Paet noted after the last meeting
of NATO and Russian foreign ministers that, NATO’s missile defence system is not
aimed against Russia, yet it has become the primary obstacle in the development of
NATO-Russia relations.*

Because of this wider impact, Estonian officials regret the obstructive stance Russia
takes on BMD, recognising that Russian contributions to missile defence - provided
they were made on an open and reciprocal basis - could be of value. In the face of
this behaviour, they argue that NATO must work out a solution first and foremost
for the 28 Allies, which should be open to any willing partner, ready to accept the
system on NATQ's terms and to contribute. They also stress that the purpose of the
BMD programme is to develop a capability for NATO and should not be viewed, as
some appear to do, primarily as an instrument for improving relations with Russia.!

The third point is that Estonia would be willing to participate in the US missile
defence programme to the extent possible. Here, its options are limited both by
geography which, much as Estonians would welcome US military infrastructure
on its territory, makes Estonia an unlikely location for European missile defence
components, and by finance. Missile defence is simply not enough of a priority for
Estonia’s small and strained defence budget and there is little or no prospect that
it will make funds available for it in the coming years. In this context it is worth
noting that the budget of the US Missile Defense Agency alone is more than twenty
times Estonia’s total defence budget.?” Nonetheless, in the context of NATO’s smart
defence initiative and as a “good ally”, Estonia would be willing to contribute where
it could, for example in paying its share of any commonly-funded items, or in offering
support to BMD capabilities deployed in the Baltic region.

Despiteitsreservationsabout the 2009 realignment of the missile defence programme,
Estonia is probably better served by the current US plans for a European Phased
Adaptive Approach to be included as a national contribution to NATO’s missile
defence capabilities. This is both because the system has greater prospects for
extension to permanently cover Estonian territory,® which was far from certain

September 2009, http://balticreports.com/?p=1768, accessed 18 January 2012.

30 Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Estonia), “Foreign Minister Urmas Paet: Differing Stances on Missile
Defence Hinder NATO-Russia Co-operation,” Press Release no. 404-E, 8 December 2011, http://www.
vm.ee/?q=en/node/13195, accessed 18 January 2012.

31 Estonian defence officials, interview with the author, 14 February 2012.

32 MDA FY 2011 budget: $8.5 bn, Missile Defense Agency, “Historical Funding for MDA FY85-11,
http://www.mda.mil/news/budget_information.html; Estonian defence budget 2011: €280 m. Ministry

of Defence (Estonia), “Eelarve 2011” (Budget 2011), http://www.kmin.ee/files/kmin/nodes/10692_
Kaitseministeeriumi_eelarve_2011.pdf, both accessed 20 January 2012

33 ‘[The EPAA] ensures and enhances the protection of the territory and populations of all NATO
Allies, in concert with their missile defense capabilities, against the current and growing ballistic missile
threat. Starting in 2011, the phased, adaptive approach would systematically increase the defended area as
the threat is expected to grow. In the 2018 timeframe, all of Europe could be protected by our collective
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with the Bush administration programme, and because the system is based to a
greater extent on deployable elements (Aegis BMD cruisers and destroyers) which
be used more flexibly for operational missions and for deterrence and reassurance
purposes.

Nonetheless, as already indicated, Estonia would regard the disengagement of the
US from European security as a far greater risk to its interests than any potential
threat from ballistic missiles, and as long as the US BMD programme continues to
include European-based elements, it can expect Estonia’s continued support.

missile defense architecture’ The White House, “Fact Sheet on U.S. Missile Defense Policy. A «Phased,
Adaptive Approach» for Missile Defense in Europe,” 17 September 2009, http://www.whitehouse.gov/
the_press_office/ FACT-SHEET-US-Missile-Defense-Policy-A-Phased-Adaptive- Approach-for-Missile-
Defense-in-Europe, accessed 25 January 2012.
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Ecronis: mporupakerna o60opoHa sk 3aci6 sasyuenHs CnosyyeHux
IlITariB

Enmoni Jloypenc, Misxcnapoonui uenmp o6oponnux cmyoiu, Tanninn, Ecmonis

Odpimiiini 6e3mekoBi MO THYHI JOKyMeHTH EcToHil, K i MoAiOHi JoOKyMeHTH OiJib-
IIOCTI JIepskaB €BPOATIAHTHYHOTO ITPOCTOPY, BU3HAIOTH IMTUPOKUI CIIEKTP I100ab-
HUX GE3MMEeKOBUX BUKJIMKIB, BKJIIOUAIOUN Ti, SIKi BIAHOCSTHCS /10 Tytobatisaliii ta 3¢y-
By OaslaHCy CHJI Y CBITi, pO3BUTKY iH(MOPMAIITHUX TEXHOJIOTIi, 3MiHI KJiMaTy Ta
HecTadi pecypceiB, 0OMeKEHHSI PEsKUMIB KOHTPOJIIO HaJl PO3IOBCIOPKEHHSIM 30poi Ta
Tepopusmy.** Asie, TOJOBHUM O€3TIEKOBUM 3aHEMOKOECHHSIM ECTOHII, M0 TTOXOANTH
Bi/I OIIIHIOBAHHST CBOTO Oe3MocepeIHhOTO Ge3MeKOBOTO cepeoBuiia, € Pocis. Odi-
1iiTHi 6e31EKOBI MO THYHI JOKYMEHTH 3 IIOTO TIPUBOJLY € CTPUMAaHI Ta HeeMOTIiiiHi,
aJjie, JIeHb BijI JIHI, 1€ 3aHEITOKOEHHS JIOMIHY€E Y TOJITUUHUX OE3TIEKOBUX PO3PaXyH-
KaX Ta € JKepeJsioM HaIliOHAJIBHOTO 3aHENTOKOEHH. AHATITUKY BiAMiTH N, 1110 Pocis
«CTa€ Bce OIIBIIMM YUHHIKOM Y €CTOHCHKOMY Oe31IeKOBOMY MUCJIEHHI Ta reoToJIi-
TUYHUX PO3paxyHKax, Ta HaiOiJIbII 4acTo, SIK MOTEHITiHE JKePesio 3arpo3 st Ha-
MIOHATLHOT Oe3mekn».>

Jl1a Toro, 1106 HazaTy BiAIIOBII Ha 11 Ta 1HIITI BUKJIWKHA, EcTOHId, 9K o/Ha i3 Haii-
MEHIINX CePejl «<MaJIuX» JiepskaB €BPOIIH, TOBOIUTH cebe SIK GIJIBIICTD i3 TUX Y i
IPYIIi, XTO MIyKa€ Oe3MEeKOBOTO IMPUTYJIKY. 30KpeMa, yepes yuacTh y 6araTocToOpoH-
HiX yrojax Ta OaraTOHAI[lOHAJBHUX 1HCTUTYTAX, Ta 3aJI€KHOCTI BiJl BEJIMKUAX TI0-
TYT 71T ¢BOTO 3axucTy.*® Takuii mixis po3milye TpaHcaTJaHTUYHI Bi/ITHOCUHM Ta
TpuBatouy B3aemo/Iiio i3 CIITA y eBporeiichbKuX cripaBax y cepiie cBo€i Oe3Iekn Ta
0bopoHHOI mosTHKN. 1K 3a3HavYac HelloAaBHO 3MiHeHa HamioHanibHa GesnekoBa
KOHIIETIIIisl, cepe/l TPhOX TOJOKEeHb JOKYMEHTY BUIISETHCS BaKJIUBICTD 3a7yUeH-
ust CIIIA o eBporneiicbkoi Oesnekn: «3anyuerns: Criosydenux I[llTariB mo eBpo-
neiichbkoi 6e31eKOBOI CITIBIIPAIli € IMeHTPAJTbHUM eJieMeHTOM J1Jist Gestieku EcTonii, a
Takox i1 €Bporn. [ToTy:kHe TpaHcaTIaHTHUIHE 30008’ I3aHHS 3asIBJIECHO TTPUCYT-
nictio Criostyyenux Illtaris B €Bpori, criBnparieto 3 HATO Ta BigHocuHaMu mixx
€C ta CIITA» .7

34 The views expressed in this paper are the author’, and do not necessarily represent the positions
of the ICDS or the Estonian Ministry of Defence.

Erik Mannik, Estonia’s Views on Security in 2010 (Tallinn: International Centre for
Defence Studies, 2011), 4, http://www.icds.ee/index.php?id=73&type=98&L=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_
news%5D=865&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=71&cHash=d9273a0a90, accessed 25 January 2011.

35 Tomas Jermalavic¢ius and Erik Mannik, “Security Foresight of a Small Ally: The Case of Estonia,”
in Long Range Forecasting of the Security Environment, papers presented at the RTO System Analysis

and Studies Panel Specialists’ Meeting, Stockholm, Sweden, 11 - 12 April 2011, RTO Meeting Proceedings
AC/323(SAS-088)TP/380, 8-3.

36 Jeanne A K Hey, “Introducing Small State Foreign Policy;” in Small States in World Politics:
Explaining Foreign Policy Behaviour, ed. Jeanne A K Hey (Boulder CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2003),
5.

37 Government of the Republic of Estonia, National Security Concept, unofficial translation (Tallinn,
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[Tocriitna nagiiiaicts Ta edexktnBHicth HATO Ta, 1m0 TicHO 3 UM TOB’s13aHo0, 3a-
JaydeHHs1, sike mpoaoBkyeTbest, CIITA € TOTOBHUMHU TOJITHUHUMEI OE3TTEKOBUMUI
nizamu Ecronii. Ti npunnmmnosa crpateris y 36epeskenHi 11X 1ijeil nossrae y mo-
3UIOBaHHiI cebe B IKOCTI «TapHOTO COI3HUKa», askalouoro Ta 3/1i0HOTO 10 KO-
Mora OIJIBINNX BHECKIB /10 €BPOATIAHTUYHOTO GE3MEKOBOTO MOPS/KY JICHHOTO B
OUiKyBaHHI, IO 1HIITI COIO3HUKU BU3HAIOTh Ta MiITPUMAIOTh €CTOHCHKI HAI[IOHAJIbHI
intepec. OHUM i3 3ac00iB JIOHECEHHS III€l cTpaTeTii € 1i BHECOK /10 MisKHAPOIHUX
oreparliif, Ikl € 3HAUHUM, TPUIIMAIOUN [0 YBAT PO3MIp €CTOHCHKUX 30POMHIX
cuJI Ta HaceJeHHs.*® ECTOHCBKI BifIChKOBI, SIK IPaBUJIO, 3/iHCHIOIOTH CBOI Micii 3a-
KOPJIOHOM 6e3 HallioHaJIbHUX 0OMekeHb; BoHM 3 2003 poky cayskath B Adratic-
Tani, a 3 2006-ro — pazom i3 custamu Besnkoi Bpuranii y TypOyJieHTHI# TIpOBIHITIT
T'esibmar. THimi 3aco6M BKJIIOYAIOTH AATE€KOCSKIY JiSIBHICTD Y ITepeiadi BJIaCHOTO
HaKOTIMYEHOTO JIOCBiIy iHITMM Kpainam, 30kpeMa, ' py3ii, Momaiosi, Ykpaini Ta Ad-
ramicramny.*

EcToHig KyJIbTHBYE Ta PO3MOBCIO/IKYE OCBIJ Y clielianbHuX cepax KibepHeTHYIHO]
6esniekn, cdepi, B Akiit EcToHIS HamoJerMBoO MpaIioe s «IIPOCYBaHHS BJIACHOI
Baru» (14 JiSJbHICTD BKJIIOUAE aJ[BOKAIiI0 Kibep-Oesneku, 3abe3rnedyens KOHCY Ib-
Talliil 3 pO3BUTKY KiGep-cTpareriit Ta yrBopenHst Ta posmimientst [learpy HATO i3
CIIJIBHOTO KibepHeTHYHOTO 3axucTy)’’ Ta JoTprMaHHs 30008 sI3aHHST CKEPYBaTH y
2012 pormi 2 % BBII Ha 060poHy, sKi, SIKII0 OyAyTh BUKOHaHI, MOKYTh 3pobuTt Ec-
TOHIIO O/THI€I0 3 HebaraTbox coto3HuKiB 1o HATO, 9Kki BiZIIOBIIAI0Th BCTAHOBJICHUM
insiM Astbsticy y cdepi piBHS BilicbkoBUX BUTpar.’!

OpnnovacHo, y BJIaCHOMY KOJIi, €CTOHII JIEMOHCTPYIOTh HAITOJIETJINBY BiJICYTHICTD
BipM y HaJIIHOCTI Ta e(peKTUBHOCTI TpaHCATJAHTUUHNX 3B’S3KiB, SIK TI€ BiJIMiU€HO
npesujgieHToM Tomacom Xenzapikom [inbBecom: “Y 3axilHOEBpPONIENCHKUX JleprKaBax
He BigOyBatoThes MocTiitHi quckycii un motpioHo HATO nomomararu, abo 4u mIaHu
Ha BUIAJI0K HA3BUUYANHNUX CUTYyaIliil € joctaTHiMu. AGo, un Oyie 1t HUX J0CTaT-
HBO TOAWH, 1100 cloau mictatucs, a mrd HATO aekinpkox auiB. [TuTaHHS «CKIJIBKA
MU _3MOKEeMO YMHUTHU iM omip?, «Yu 6ve 11poro goctatibo, mob HATO mpubysio
2010), 11.

38 The Estonian Defence Forces’ main international effort is Afghanistan, to which it currently
contributes 154 personnel: NATO, International Security Assistance Force (ISAF): Key Facts and Figures, 6
January 2012, http://www.isaf.nato.int/images/stories/File/2012-01-06%20ISAF%20Placemat.pdf, accessed
23 January 2012. The peacetime army consists of around 2 800 regulars and 2 000 conscripts: “Estonia,” in
The Military Balance 2011, edited by James Hackett (London: Routledge for the International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 2011), 101.

39 Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Estonia), “Overview of Estonian development co-operation,” Ministry
of Foreign Affairs (Estonia), http://www.vm.ee/?q=en/node/4084, accessed 25 January 2012.
40 Luukas Ilves, “E-Eesti vilispoliitika” (e-Estonian Foreign Policy), Diplomaatia 98 (October

2011): 3. English translation at http://www.diplomaatia.ee/index.php?id=242&L=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_
news%5D=1329&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=425&cHash=479414b863, accessed 24 January 2012

41 Only five allies — Albania, France, Greece, UK, US - met this target in 2010. NATO, “Financial and
Economic Data Relating to Defence;” Communiqué PR/CP(2011)27 (Brussels: NATO, March 2011) http://
www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_71296.htm?mode=pressrelease, accessed 23 January 2012.

64



CIOZIM?» Ta iHII, 1e6aTyI0ThCs 3HOBY Ta 3HOBY, Y KOKHIl porpami, y KOsKHIl cTari.
Jlvickycii TpUBalOTh Ta TPUBAIOTH . %

ITi cymHuiBy 3My1IyioTh ECTOHIIO HiKpec ioBaT y ¢BOIX BJACHUX OE3TEKOBUX JI0-
KYMEHTax MATPUMKY «He3aJe;KHUX HAI[lOHATbHIUX 0OOPOHHUX 3aCO0iB... /1151 TapaH-
TYBaHHS MIBUIKOL BIJIOBI/, SKa € TepeyMOBOIO /il BeJeHHS KOJEKTUBHOI 060-
pPOHM 3a 0OCTaBMH HEOUIKYBAaHMX aTak» Ta OOIIATH TMOTEHI[IHHUM arpecopam, 1o ii
BilicbKOBe 0Oopolie IIanyBaHHs «Oyie BKIIOYaTH MapaMiJiTapHi onepariii, Taki sk
MapTU3aHCchKa aKTUBHICTD Ta PyX CIPOTUBY».* Iy MiATpUMKY Takux HaMipiB Ec-
TOHIS € OJ[Hi€I0 i3 HebGaraThboX €BPOTENCHKIX JiepskaB (Ta HaBiTh HebaraThoX UIEHIB
HATO), sxa Bce 111e Ma€ BilicbKOBUI TPU30B.

B Anpgrnci Ecronist € Tos10BHOIO, pa3oM 13 1eHTPaTbHO- Ta CXiHOEBPOMENCHKUMHA
7iep;kaBaMu, y TIPOCYBAHHS 1/1ei I0/[aTKOBOTO TapaHTyBaHHS Ta 3aXOJIiB 1O JeMOH-
cTpyioTh 30608’s13aib HATO 110 ix TepuTopiaabHOTO cyBepeHiTeTy Ta o6oponn. I1i
HaMaraHHs BKJIIOYAIOTh JOOIIOBAHHS: TIOHOBJIEHE BKa3yBaHHSI Ha KOJEKTUBHY 000-
poHYy y HOBI#l cTpareriuniii konteriii*!, possutok nagzsuvaitnux niaanis HATO ta
KOHKPETHUX 3aXOJiB, SIKi TAPaHTYIOTh IX eeKTUBHICTHY, 3aX0/[1 TIOCUJICHHST 3BU-
gaitnux cum HATO Tta cus simepHoTro CTpUMYyBaHHS, MTPOIOBXKEHHST TTPUCYTHOCTI
CIITA B €Bporri Ta mpoBeieHHsT BilicbkoBuX HaBuanb HATO B Ganriiicbkux Jepska-
Bax’® a takox moBrotepminone pirnentus HATO mioio moBiTPSHOTO MATPyTIOBAHHS

kpain bantii."’

Came y 11b0My OiJIBIIT TMTUPOKOMY KOHTeKCTi EcTtoHist posrisimae mporpamy [TPO
CIITA. Ti noswuiiist € K0BOJI MPSMOJIHIIHOI Ta MOXe OyTH 3arajoM BUKJageHa y
JIeSTKUX KITI0YOBUX ITYHKTaX.

[Tepmrmii, Ecrowis, B 1iiziomy, BipuTh, 1o gaxa mporpama CIITA € go6poto cripaBoio.
IIe He TOMY, IO BOHA BiuyBa€e 0cOOJUBY 3arpo3y CBOiil TepuTOPii ab0 HaCeTeHHIO
Bi/l BUKOPHCTaHHST OATiCTUIHUX PAKET «HETIAHUKAMU», SIKi 3TalyI0ThCs JINIIe Pas,
Henpsamo, y HarionanbHiit 6e3mexosiit konterniii a HamionaabHiit 060poHHiii cTpa-

42 Toomas-Hendrik Ilves, “Skeptik Saulusest Pauluseks,” (From Saul the Sceptic to Paul),
Diplomaatia 91 (March 2011): 4. English translation at http://www.diplomaatia.ce/index.
php?id=242&L=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=1239&tx_ttnews[backPid]=575&cHash=915a7e9300, accessed 24
January 2012.

43 Ministry of Defence (Estonia), National Defence Strategy. Estonia (Tallinn: Ministry of Defence,
2010), 11.

44 Pal Jonson, The Debate about Article 5 and its Credibility. What is it all about? Research paper no.
58 (Rome: NATO Defense College, 2010), 3-4.

45 No author, “Europe.view. Border controls,” The Economist, 14 January 2010. http://www.
economist.com/node/15268095, accessed 24 January 2012.

46 Ministries of Defence of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, “Joint Communiqué of the Ministerial
Committee,” December 2 2011, Kaunas, Lithuania, http://www.mod.gov.ee/files/kmin/img/files/2011-12-
02_3B_Kaunases.pdf, accessed 24 January 2012.

47 Ministry of Defence (Estonia), “Laar: Baltic air policing is a good example of smart defence,”
News, 13 December 2011, http://www.kmin.ee/en/laar-baltic-air-policing-is-a-good-example-of-smart-
defence, accessed 24 January 2012.

65



terii.®® Ha intenextyanrpromy piBHi EcTomist podymie 3HaUUMIiCTh TPOTHPAKETHO]
000POHN SIK 3acib CTPUMYBaHHS arpecopa 3HUIIEHHIM, a TAKOK OAUUTh B I[bOMY JI0-
JIaTOK — ajie He 3aMiHy — JI0 IHIINX 3ac00iB CTpUMYBaHHs. AJie, TOJIOBHA TPUBAOJIN-
BicTb nporpamu [TPO mnossirae B ToMy, 1110 BOHA € BaXKJIMBOIO JIEMOHCTPAIIIEIO TTPO-
noskerns npucytHocTi CIITA Ta 30608’ s13aHb epe €Bporioro. Y BiIKPUTOMY JIHCTI
1o ITpesuaenta O6amu y 2009 porii rpyna HoJiTHKIB Ta BUeHNX 3 [[eHTpanbHoi Ta
CxizHoi €Bpo1y, BKJIOUAIOUN JABOX MiJANUCAHTIB i3 EcToHii (oauH 3 HUX, Mapt Jlaap
— HUHINIHII €CTOHCHKUI MiHICTP 000pPOHN), BKa3yIOTh Ha Iie JI0BoJIi Bifiepro: «IHe
JIMBJISTYNCH Ha BilicbKOBY 1IHHICTB 11i€i (ITPO) cxemu i Ha Te, 1110 BalliuHITOH B KiHIT
KiHI[IB BUPIIIUB, MUTAHHS, 10 MOJSATAE, B KPAWHbOMY BUTIAJIKY, JJISI IeIKUX KpaiH, y
CHIMBOJTI aMePUKAHCHKOI Ha[IITHOCTI Ta 30008’ s13aHb /IS peTiony» .

EcroHist Hagae ¢BoO MiATPUMKY, He JUBJISYNCH Ha CBOE TPUPOHE TOOOIOBAHHS
IIIO/I0 POCICHKOI 3aTPO3H PO3MICTUTH pakeTH «Ickangeps 6isist kopoHis Ta'y Kauri-
HiHrpasi, i, sxi Pocis Bujae K BiAMOBiAb Ha Iporpamy mpoTHUpaKkeTHOI 0GOPOHH,
aJie 11e OIJIBII CXOJKe CIPSIMOBaHe Ha BHYTPIIITHE CHOKIMBaHHS,

Taxwii mixig TicHO OB I3aHuii i3 IPyTUM TIyHKTOM: EcTomis He BBajkae, 1Mo Mmianu
CIHIA mozno ITPO nosunni 6yTi 3MiHeHi Ha BifmoBigb Ha OY/b-sIKi M06GOIOBAHHS
abo BuMory, Bucsosieni Pociero. Ecronig BBaxkae 11i BUMOrHY HesteritTuMauMu. Bona
nputpumyeThes Jinii CIITA y Tomy, 1110 Tporpama 0ITHO3HAYHO He CIIPSIMOBaHA TTPO-
i Pocii, ajie mpotu kpain — «mapiii», ocobauso Ipany, i Tomy BBakae, mo CIITA
ta HATO He moBWHHI BUKa3yBaTH CJaOKiCTh Ha TJi POCIHCHKOrO MaHEBPYBaHHSI.
MosxkmBo, 1ie € eJleMeHTOM MUCJIEHHS 3 «HYJThOBOIO CyMOI0», Koy Pocist Moske Ha-
Gy TH IepeBar, Ko AJIbsTHC BTPATHTh, 0COOINBO, KOJIH MOKYTh BTPATUTH HAO1ThIIT
Bpas/IMBi uaeHN, uns OGe3TeKka 3aJeKUTh Bijl cuabHOTO, Harmoserausoro HATO. B
IIbOMY actiekTi, Bigkpuruii et Obami Big 2009 poky Takosx migkpeciioe: «Masa
KIJTBKICTh pakeT He € 3aTPo3010 POCIHCHKUM CTPATETIUHUM MOXKJIUBOCTSIM i Kpemin
3HAE TIPO 11e. MU MOBUHHI BUPITINUTH MallOYTHE MTPOTPAMHU SIK COTO3HUKH Ta BUXOJIH-
TH 13 CTPATEriYHUX IJTIOCIB Ta MiHYCIB PI3HUX TEXHIYHUX Ta MOJITUYHUX KOHDIrypa-
1ii1. AJIbSTHC He MOBUHEH JO3BOJIUTH MUTAHHIO BUPILITYBATHCS 32 PaXyHOK HEOOI Py H-
TOBAHOTO pociiichkoro HebaxkaHHs. BimMosa Big mporpamu abo 3aHaATO TIMOOKE
BrJioueHHst Pocii 6e3 koncyaprariii i3 TTosbiieo Ta Yecbkoio Pecty6utikoto Moske
BHU3UTHU cripuitHsaTTs HagiiiHocTi Criosyuennx [taTis B 1iiztomy perioris.>!

48 ‘Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery increases the threat
of armed conflicts and the danger of weapons of mass destruction becoming available to terrorists’
Government of the Republic of Estonia National Security Concept, 6.

49 David Hayes, “East-central Europe to Barack Obama: an open letter;” OpenDemocracy, 24
July 2009, http://www.opendemocracy.net/article/east-central-europe-to-barack-obama-an-open-letter,
accessed 24 January 2011.

50 The Lithuania Tribune, “Russian Iskander Missiles Deployed Near Estonia: What Now?” 21 July
2010, http://www.lithuaniatribune.com/2010/07/21/russian-iskander-missiles-deployed-near-estonia-
what-now/; BBC, “Russia activates missile early warning radar system,” 29 November 2011, http://www.
bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-15938494, both accessed 25 January 2012.

51 David Hayes, “East-central Europe to Barack Obama”.
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He puBigunch Ha Takuil miaxig, EcTonis qeMoHCTpyBaia XapakrepHe HebasKaHHs
PUBUKYBATU BiHOCMHAMY 3 aMePUKaHI[IMI, KOJIU HoBa ajMiHicTpaitis Obamu Bij-
MoBuJacs Biji BoctopoHHix yroj o [TPO 3 Iloabmiero ta Yexieto. Xoya MiHICTp
3akoploHHuX cripaB Y pmac [laet 3ycrpivaBcs i3 Xismapi KiiHToH B ieHh aHOHCY-
BaHHS TOTO PIllIEHHd, caMa TeMa HaBps/l UM JucKkyTyBasacs. [le koHTpacTyBaso i3
BiZmoBiio JINTBH, 3 K010 6araTo eCTOHIB GE3CYMHIBHO TOTOIUINCS, KA 3aCy-
JIAJIa BIZIMOBY SIK KAITYJISIIIIO Tlepel pociiicbkuM TrckoM.”” 3 iHtmoro 6oky, Ecro-
Hisl He 3MiHIJIa CBOIO TOYKY 30PY, BKa3yloun Ha 0OCTPYKILOHICTChKY Tosuiliio Pocii
oo [TPO. Ak npukmaan, ko minictp [laer, micsast octaHHBOI 3yCTpivil MizK MiHi-
cTpamu 3akop/loHHuX cripaB kpain-uiaeHiB HATO rta Pocieto, Bkazas, 1o cucrema
I[TPO HATO ne cnipsmoBana mpotu Pocii, ajie BoHa cTajia roJIOBHOIO MEPETTKOI0I0 Y
possutky BigHocu HATO — Pocis’. >

bepyun f10 yBaru cepitosi HacJIiIk1, eCTOHCHKI OMiIliliHI TTPeJICTABHUKY JKAJIKYIOTh
1o/1o Taxoi noautiii Pocii moo [TPO, Busnatoun dakt, 1o BHecok Pocii /1o mpoTu-
pakeTHOI 000POHU, KO Bi 6a3y€ThCS Ha BIIKPUTOCTI Ta B3AEMHOCTI, MOJKe OYTH
BaromuM. Ha 1711 Takoi moBeninku, Bouu aprymentyBaiu, mo HATO moBunHO mpa-
I[IOBATH, B MEPINy Yepry Ta MmepeayciM, st BUPOOJeHHS PillleHHs I BCix 28 co-
I03HUKIB, IKe MOBUHHO OYTH BIAKPUTUM JJIs Oy Ib-SIKOTO MapTHEPa, XTo Oaskae Ta ro-
TOBUI cripuiinsT cuctemy Ha ymMmoBax HATO Ta 3pobutn BifmosinHi BHeckn. BoHu
TaKoXK TMiIKpecioBasn, o Mera mporpamu ITPO e possutok 3acobis gt HATO i
He TTOBUHHA PO3TJISAATHUCS, IO TPOTIOHYIOTH JIESTKi, STK iIHCTPYMEHT IMTOKPAIeHHS BiJl-
HocuH i3 Pociero.™

Tperiii myHKT TOJISITAE B TOMY, 1110 EcToHis 6askasa 6 6patu yuacThb y mporpami ITPO
iy kepisauirsom CIITA sxomora mmpiire. Ase, i MOKJINBOCTI 0OMekKeHi reorpa-
(biuHO, KoM GiTBIICTh €CTOHINB Bitamu 6 BilicbkoBy iHppacTpykrypy CIITA Ha
CBOIll TepuTOpii, poOJIATH HEMOKIUBUM PO3MIIIIEHHST €BPOIEHCHKIX KOMITOHEHTIB
ITPO, ta dinancoso. [IpoTupakerHa 060poHa IIPOCTO HE € JOCTATHIM TIPIOPUTETOM
JIJISE MAJIOTO Ta 0OMEKEHOTO eCTOHCHKOTO 0GOPOHHOTO GIO/IKETY, Ta He Ma€ TIePCIeK-
TUB, 1[0 3HANIYTHCS (DOH/IH JIJIsI I[HOTO Y HACTYIIHI POKHU. B 11bOMYy KOHTEKCTI, Tpeba
BKazaTH, 1[0 HaBiTh ouH OlojpKeT ArencrBa 3 porrpakerHoi oboponu CIITA 6isb-
1€ HijK y BT Pas3iB MepeBUIIy€ eCTOHCHhKIIT 3arabHI 060pOHHMIT Gl0/1KeT,”
Ane, B kornrexcri iximiarmBn HATO «smart initiative» Ta “rapmoro coo3nmnkas, Ec-
TOHist Gy/ie POOUTH BHECKU TaM, Jie BOHA 3MOJKe, HAITPUKJIAJ, CIIJIbHO (hiHAHCYIOUn
BiZIMOBIHI TTpoekTH, abGo MPOMOHYIYN MATPUMKY 3acobam TTPO, posMilieHnM y

52 Nathan Greenhalgh, “Mixed Baltic reaction to dropped missile shield,” Baltic Reports, 18
September 2009, http://balticreports.com/?p=1768, accessed 18 January 2012.
53 Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Estonia), “Foreign Minister Urmas Paet: Differing Stances on Missile

Defence Hinder NATO-Russia Co-operation,” Press Release no. 404-E, 8 December 2011, http://www.
vm.ee/?q=en/node/13195, accessed 18 January 2012.

54 Estonian defence officials, interview with the author, 14 February 2012.

55 MDA FY 2011 budget: $8.5 bn, Missile Defense Agency, “Historical Funding for MDA FY85-11,
http://www.mda.mil/news/budget_information.html; Estonian defence budget 2011: €280 m. Ministry

of Defence (Estonia), “Eelarve 2011” (Budget 2011), http://www.kmin.ee/files/kmin/nodes/10692_
Kaitseministeeriumi_eelarve_2011.pdf, both accessed 20 January 2012
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6aTiHCHKOMY PErioHi.

He nuBasiurch Ha Taki 3actepeskeHHs 11010 3MiH y riporpami [TPO Big 2009 poky,
EcroHist, MOJKJIBO, Kpalile TOTOBa, 11106 HuHinmHi mwrann CIIIA B pamkax €sporeii-
cokoro Maszosoro Ajganrusnoro ITigxoxy 6y BifHeceHi 10 HAI[iIOHATBHIX BHECKIB
1o moskausocreil [TPO HATO. Ile Ttomy, 1o cructemMa Mae Oijibliie TIepCIIEKTHB 10
POBIIUPEHHS TIOCTIITHOTO TIOKPUTTS €CTOHCHKOI TepUTOPii,” 1110 Y10 aeko He 3po-
3YMIJIMM i3 Iporpamu aaMinicTpaiiii Byiia, i Te, 1110 cricreMa, B OCHOBHOMY, 6a3y€Th-
cs Ha eJleMeHTaX po3MilneHts (kpelicepn kaacy Aegis Ta BUHHIIYBaYi), IKi MOKYTh
Oy TV BUKOPHCTaHi OiJIbIIT THYYKO JIJISI OTIepalliii CTPUMYBaHHST Ta TIePEKOHAHHSL.

B Toii camuii yac, EcTonid, sk 11e BKazyBasocs, MOKe po3TJisiiaTi Bce MeHIlle ame-
pukancbke samydentst CIITA y cripaBu eBporieiichbkoi Oe3mexn ik Habarato OiIbIni
PU3HK, aHIK TOTEHIliiHA 3arpo3a Bij GamicTudHux paker. Tomy, SIK OBToO mporpa-
ma [TPO CIITA 6yie po/IoB:KyBaTH 3aTy4aTh eJIeMeHTH, 1110 0a3yioThest B €BpoTii,
BOHA MO’Ke OUIKyBaTH MATPUMKY EcTOHII.

56 ‘[The EPAA] ensures and enhances the protection of the territory and populations of all NATO
Allies, in concert with their missile defense capabilities, against the current and growing ballistic missile
threat. Starting in 2011, the phased, adaptive approach would systematically increase the defended area as
the threat is expected to grow. In the 2018 timeframe, all of Europe could be protected by our collective
missile defense architecture’ The White House, “Fact Sheet on U.S. Missile Defense Policy. A «Phased,
Adaptive Approach» for Missile Defense in Europe,” 17 September 2009, http://www.whitehouse.gov/
the_press_office/ FACT-SHEET-US-Missile-Defense-Policy-A-Phased-Adaptive- Approach-for-Missile-
Defense-in-Europe, accessed 25 January 2012.
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