GENERAL SUMMARY

Estonia and Latvia are on the frontline of tensions between the West and Russia. AS NATO members, both nations have requested increased presence from the U.S. and joint NATO forces. There is substantial evidence that increased U.S. presence would provide deterrence against Russia, protect against continued cyber terrorism (the NATO center for cyber security is located in Estonia), and diminish Russia’s sphere of influence. Other possible scenarios include energy security/production, nuclear proliferation, and NATO cohesion. Inclusion of these nations in the resolution would provide a fertile ground for discussion that would not dramatically increase research requirements. This part of the topic would be narrow, but deep. 
My biggest concern is that including only some of the Baltic States would muddle the resolution. Most qualified sources focus on the need for American influence in the region holistically, not within individual states. As a result, electing to omit Lithuania will hamper the community from using some of the best available evidence. One solution to this issue would be the inclusion of “the Baltic States” in the resolution rather than “Estonia and/or Latvia.” Based on my research, the inclusion of Lithuania would not explode the topic, but would instead allow a richer discussion of regional dynamics. 
The remainder of this document offers an overview of evidence regarding the Baltic States. I have included separate sections for Estonia and Latvia though, as indicated, the best evidence will be found in the section which addresses the Baltic States holistically. The largest issue we need to consider is in regard to U.S. unilateral action verses joint NATO forces. While the Baltic States (Estonia particularly) have requested both American and NATO forces, I am not sure if a plan which unilaterally deploys American forces would technically constitute a NATO deployment.[footnoteRef:1] If so, we should consider including these states. If not, inclusion of Baltic States becomes less appealing, though not necessarily undesirable. In summation, I would encourage the committee to include “the Baltic States” in at least one ballot option regardless of, though influenced by, the determination of if American forces constitute a NATO deployment and visa versa.  [1:  I have included evidence showing that nuclear deployment would constitute an American presence.] 
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BALTIC STATES


SUMMARY

Including the Baltic States in the resolution would allow focus towards Russian aggression and ongoing military presence in the region. The U.S. has recently deployed ground troops to the region and have undergone extensive training exercises with their NATO partners earlier this year. Despite recent U.S. deployments, the Baltic States are continuing to request more units.[footnoteRef:2]  Regarding deployment, it’s worth noting that Baltic States often share military equipment, so any U.S. action in the region will likely spillover to all three states. Coffey explains: [2:  “The more the better” appears to be the unofficial mantra. ] 

Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
Whenever possible, the United States should promote and sell its combat-tested military equipment to the Baltic states. Joint military hardware procurement. Joint procurement of military hardware is another away in which the Baltic states collaborate. Modern and capable military technology is not cheap, so it is beneficial that the Baltics work closely together in this area when possible. Collaboration in this area is made easier since all three share the same regional security risks, and common equipment will likely mean lower unit and life-maintenance costs for Baltic taxpayers. Earlier this year, the Baltic states signed a deal to jointly purchase ammunition for Carl Gustav recoilless rifles from Sweden’s Saab.[63] Buying the ammunition jointly will save money and time. Each Baltic state has made it clear that the modernization of its land forces is a national priority between now and 2020, so there is much opportunity for the U.S. to promote its battle-tested equipment. Lithuania and Estonia have shown an interest in procuring armored fighting vehicles in order to modernize their respective mechanized infantry units.[64] Due to the terrain of the Baltic region, it is likely that the best armored fighting vehicle would need to be a tracked vehicle; and the two top options currently being consideredare the U.S.-made Bradley and the Swedish-made CV-90.
While the Coffey evidence is only concerned with the sale of American forces, his observations demonstrate the interconnected nature of the region. Most of the military exercises conducted by the Baltic States are done with joint forces. A large exercise of this nature is occurring throughout June of this year and will include forces from most NATO allies. The Baltic Times gives detail on this event:
Baltic Times, 2015
(http://baltictimes.delfi.lv/latvian_soldiers_to_take_part_in_2015_saber_strike_exercises/)
The Latvian government has approved for the country’s armed forces to take part in the 2015 Saber Strike military exercises. Over 1,000 soldiers and officials from Latvia’s military will participate in international exercises, which will take place from June 1 to June 26 in Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia and Poland. In addition to troops from the Baltic States, soldiers and military officials from the United States, United Kingdom, Finland, Denmark, Germany, France, Italy, Portugal, Hungary, Slovakia, Canada and Norway will participate in the land and air exercises. The Saber Strike exercises are annual multinational military exercises organised by the United States Army Europe and have occurred in the Baltic region since 2011. For the Baltic States, the reason for participating in the Saber Strike exercises is to improve their armed forces’ level of preparation in international operations. A further objective is to improve cooperation between the Baltic States and other allied forces, as well as making improvements to the integration between the Baltics’ air and ground operations. The exercise also aims at strengthening security and stability in light of aggression from the Kremlin. Saber Strike 2014 saw approximately 4,500 troops from 10 countries take part in exercises across Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania.
As you might expect, Russia is not pleased with these exercises and, as a result, has deployed troops along its border. Evidence indicates that an increased American presence in the Baltic States (especially a permanent increase in forces) will spark reciprocal troop deployment by Russia. This could provide some solid ground for Neg arguments concerning conflict escalation. 

AFF

Brink

Pre-emptive deterrence is key to checking nuclear war – reactionary NATO deployment ensures nuclear exchange
Kroenig, Senior Fellow in the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council, Associate Professor and International Relations Field Chair in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, former strategist and special adviser in the Office of the US Secretary of Defense, 15
(Matthew, “Facing Reality: Getting NATO Ready for a New Cold War,”Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 57:1, p. 49-70.)
NATO’s decision to virtually eliminate tactical nuclear weapons from Europe has left Russia with a wide range of options on the nuclear escalation ladder. As the West explicitly de-emphasised nuclear weapons, Russia moved in the other direction, deploying modern capabilities for all legs of its strategic nuclear triad and retaining roughly 2,000 tactical nuclear weapons ready for delivery (and more in storage). Weapons for battlefield use include nuclear torpedoes and depth charges, air defences and ballistic missile defences armed with nuclear warheads, nuclear air-to-surface missiles and bombs, and nuclear surface-to-surface missiles, including the SS-26 Iskander.28 Russia’s reported test of an intermediate-range groundlaunched cruise missile is a blatant violation of the INF Treaty.29 Although Russian officials in Track Two dialogues insist these capabilities are needed to deal with the threat of similar weapons in China, intermediate-range ground-launched cruise missiles also happen to be perfectly suited to keep Western European NATO allies at bay, while Russia makes moves against its Eastern European neighbours. Russia’s superior sub-strategic nuclear capabilities, combined with the fact that Moscow may have a greater stake in outcomes in Eastern Europe than Western capitals, encourage Moscow to engage in nuclear brinkmanship as a means of attempting to achieve its goals in its near abroad.30 Russian planning assumes that NATO does not have the stomach for nuclear war with Russia and that the threat of nuclear attack, or, if necessary, the battlefield use of tactical nuclear weapons, would be enough to convince the West to sue for peace. If Russia were to repeat the strategy it used in Ukraine, but this time against a NATO member, how would the West respond? Russian speakers make up a quarter or more of the population in Latvia and Estonia, and the Russian foreign ministry has announced that ‘whole segments of the Russian world’ may need Russia’s protection.31 If Russia used the need to prevent discrimination against Russian speakers as a pretext to wage hybrid warfare against a Baltic country, NATO could not settle for rhetorical condemnation, non-lethal aid and sanctions, as in Ukraine. Allowing Russia to occupy even a small part of NATO territory would shatter the credibility of the commitments that hold the Alliance together. NATO would, therefore be compelled to come to its ally’s defence with lethal military force. But would overt brandishing of Russian nuclear forces at the height of the crisis deter NATO’s intervention? In other words, would NATO be willing to risk nuclear war over the destabilisation of, or minor territorial encroachments in, a member state? If NATO did use military force in an attempt to reassert control and Russia conducted a ‘de-escalatory’ nuclear strike, how would NATO respond? Would NATO escalate to nuclear war, or back down? If the former, what type of nuclear forces would be employed? Due to the virtual elimination of its tactical nuclear capability, NATO’s most obvious nuclear strike option would be with strategic weapons, but such a move might provoke a devastating nuclear retaliation. To recall Henry Kissinger’s criticisms of the doctrine of massive nuclear retaliation, NATO’s most obvious options would be suicide or surrender.32


U.S. presence key to global NATO readiness

U.S. presence in Baltic region key to NATO training and deployment
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
For the past decade, the NATO-led mission in Afghanistan has been the driver of cooperation within the Alliance. One of the biggest challenges that NATO will face after combat operations in Afghanistan end will be to maintain its relevance to Europe’s security and maintaining its readiness to act when needed. The U.S. has conducted and funded dozens of training exercises over the past decade that have helped America’s partners prepare for overseas military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Preparing the militaries of European allies to deploy outside NATO members’ borders offers huge benefits for the United States. In 2010, for example, the date for which the most recent information is available, the U.S. carried out 33 major multinational training exercises involving 50,000 troops from 40 European countries.

Relations – Brink

U.S.-Baltic relations on the brink – now is key
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
While U.S.–Baltic relations look healthy prima facie, the Baltics, like many of their Central and Eastern European neighbors, have concerns about the future of the transatlantic relationship. There is a general view among officials in the region that the U.S. is relegating its relations with Europe to a lower priority. This concern is not unfounded and is demonstrated by: A lack of European focus in the U.S. Department of Defense’s guidance document. Issued in January 2012 and titled “Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for 21st Century Defense,” the guidance document contains barely a mention of Europe. In the whole 16-page document—one designed to give the U.S. armed forces and the civilians supporting them the Defense Secretary’s broad vision and policy priorities—Europe and NATO receive one short paragraph, and neither Europe nor NATO is mentioned in President Obama’s foreword to the document.[9] A lack of U.S. enthusiasm for NATO enlargement. This is a particularly important issue to the Baltic states, which have experienced the benefits of NATO enlargement firsthand and see NATO’s open-door policy as critical to mobilizing Europe and its allies around a collective transatlantic defense. President Obama is on track to be the first U.S. President since the end of the Cold War not to oversee NATO enlargement on his watch. The so-called pivot to Asia. The way this policy announcement was handled has left many government officials and commentators in Europe, especially Central and Eastern Europe, wondering what the policy means in practice for America’s commitment to transatlantic security. Although there has been little, if any, net increase in U.S. military capability in Asia, there is a perception that any increase in Asia will come at the expense of NATO and Europe. The cancellation of key missile defense components. When the Obama Administration abruptly cancelled the emplacement of missile-defense components in the Czech Republic and Poland, commonly referred to as the Third Site, in 2009, those two countries felt as if the rug had been pulled out from underneath them. This was especially the case after both had offered unwavering support for missile defense in spite of staunch Russian opposition.[10] In 2013, the Administration announced that it was cancelling the fourth phase in the European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) planned for Eastern Europe. Neither decision was received well in the region. The reduction of U.S. forces in Europe. In April 2011, the White House announced it was cancelling a George W. Bush Administration–era decision to bring two Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) back from Europe and would only remove one BCT—in part to ensure that the U.S. could meet its commitments to NATO. Only nine months later, the Obama Administration did an about-face and announced the removal of two BCTs. The last 22 remaining U.S. main battle tanks left Germany in March 2013, and for the first time in 69 years there is not a single U.S. tank on European soil.[11] The Baltic states view the presence of U.S. troops in Europe as a deterrent to any potential adversary in the region. Lithuania’s 2012 National Security Strategy even states that the U.S. military presence in Europe is “the key guarantee of security of the Republic of Lithuania.”[12] Lack of U.S. participation in NATO’s Steadfast Jazz exercise. NATO’s Steadfast Jazz exercise is considered to be one of the most important Article 5 training exercises since the end of the Cold War. There is a concern by many in Poland and the Baltics that the U.S. is not taking NATO’s Steadfast Jazz exercise seriously. Part of the White House’s justification for removing so many troops from Europe is that they will be replaced with rotational forces from the United States. Of the 6,000 NATO troops participating in the exercise, only approximately 200 are U.S. soldiers. Of these, about 40 are part of the rotational brigade based in the U.S. The remainder come from U.S. forces already in Europe.[13]

Increased Presence Key – Deterrence

Deterrence solves NATO cohesion and Russian aggression 
Kroenig, Senior Fellow in the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council, Associate Professor and International Relations Field Chair in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, former strategist and special adviser in the Office of the US Secretary of Defense, 15
(Matthew, “Facing Reality: Getting NATO Ready for a New Cold War,”Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 57:1, p. 49-70.)
To prevent a replay of Ukraine against a NATO ally, NATO should more clearly articulate what counts as an attack under Article V of the NATO charter. NATO’s top commander General Philip Breedlove has already declared that ‘NATO [must] be ready for so-called “little green men”’ and that ‘if NATO were to observe the infiltration of its sovereign territory by foreign forces, and if we were able to prove that this activity was being carried out by a particular aggressor nation, then Article Five would apply’.38 Such messages must be sharpened and repeated. NATO should declare that any armed insurrections or foreign forces in NATO countries, whether attributable or not, will be considered an attack against NATO, and that NATO will respond to crush the forces and, furthermore, once attribution has been obtained, to retaliate against any state that sponsored them. To bolster this threat, NATO must work to strengthen Eastern European states, including military assistance with intelligence and early-warning capabilities, cyber security, airpower, and stepped-up training in policing, border patrol and counter-insurgency. Although outside of NATO’s normal lane, vulnerable member states should also be encouraged to pursue a political agenda to incorporate ethnic minorities into a shared national-identity conception. In case all else fails, Eastern European allies must make themselves indigestible to a Russian occupation. Local forces should train for guerrilla warfare to buy time for allied reinforcements and, if necessary, to wage insurgency against Russian forces.39 Renewed Western attention to information warfare is also in order.40 Much as in the conventional and nuclear space, we have seen a concerted Russian effort in the face of NATO indifference providing Russia with a tactical advantage that it is exploiting for strategic gain. By the early 2000s, Western powers had become enamoured solely with the high-tech cyber component of information warfare. Meanwhile, Russia has continued to develop its lower-level propaganda and information-warfare capabilities. At the same time, following China’s example, Russia has cultivated a potent patriotic hacking capacity, and we can expect these tools to feature prominently in any future hybrid conflict. NATO would have been far better equipped to respond to Putin’s information-warfare campaign in Ukraine 15 years ago than it is today. It must reverse these losses and once again prioritise counterinformation warfare in military training and doctrine. NATO must also be prepared to repel an invasion by regular Russian forces. Currently, it is not up to the task. As Jakub Grygiel and A. Wess Mitchell have recently argued, NATO relies on a ‘defense in depth’ strategy that would allow Russian forces to penetrate deep into NATO territory before NATO could organise a response force to repel them.41 This strategy may have been sufficient so long as the major concern was a Russian drive to the English Channel, but the more realistic threat at present is that Russia could use its local military superiority to slice off parts of NATO without driving into the heart of Europe. Such a move would discredit the promises that underpin the Western security order; and expelling Russian forces from an Eastern European neighbour, once entrenched, would be enormously difficult and costly. It would be much better to deter such a move in the first place.

Baltic States requesting NATO troops – key to deterrence 
Washington Times, 5/14
(http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2015/may/14/russia-aggression-prompts-estonia-latvia-lithuania/?page=all)
Reflecting growing nervousness about recent aggressive moves from Russia, NATO’s three Baltic members — Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania — said Thursday that they will ask the alliance to permanently deploy thousands of ground troops to their nations, prompting a quick and sharp condemnation from Moscow. NATO officials, gathering for a regular ministerial meeting in Turkey, said they were aware of the request and are open to considering it, but that it is too early to say how the alliance will respond. But Russia bristled at the news, which comes as Moscow and its western neighbors trade charges of interference and provocative acts fueled by the ongoing clash in Ukraine. Vladimir Chizhov, Russia’s ambassador to the EU, said the Baltic request was being driven by “local politics” that have blown security concerns out of proportion in the three nations — each of which was part of the Soviet Union during the Cold War. “Nobody is threatening the Baltics — at least, nobody that I know of,” Mr. Chizhov told reporters in Brussels. The U.S. did not respond directly to the request, but President Obama has already authorized a small contingency of U.S. troops to be stationed in each of the Baltic states. And U.S. troops and equipment are currently among some 13,000 NATO forces engaged in a major land exercise in Estonia, widely seen as a sign of support and a cautionary message to Russia. In March the White House authorized the U.S. Army to drive a convoy of some 120 vehicles through the Baltic nations, a military muscle-flexing called “Operation Dragoon Ride” — a historical echo of a similarly named mission that saw Allied forces invade southern France during World War II. NATO’s current moves in the Baltics are not meant to be permanent though, and the administration has been seen this week to be trying to tamp down tensions with Moscow. Secretary of State John F. Kerry met this week with Russian President Vladimir Putin and Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov in the Black Sea resort town of Sochi, with Mr. Kerry expressing hope that both sides can “come together and find workable solutions” on various fronts — including in Eastern Europe. Significant ethnic Russian minority populations live in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, where officials say concerns are high that the Kremlin is poised to try and foment pro-Moscow rebellions like the one currently gripping eastern Ukraine. Mr. Putin declared last year that Moscow has an obligation to protect Russian speakers across the former Soviet states. And U.S. and NATO officials have since blamed the Putin government for pouring weapons and troops into the war between pro-Moscow separatists and Ukraine’s military that has killed more than 6,000 people over the past year. Russian officials staunchly deny such charges, as well as claims by U.S. officials that Russian military forces have become increasingly brazen during recent months with surprise fighter jet incursions across Western Europe, as well as suspected submarine missions into waters near Helsinki and Stockholm. On Thursday, British defense officials said two Typhoon fighter jets were scrambled to escort Russian Bear aircraft away from British airspace. Lithuanian Army spokesman Capt. Mindaugas Neimontas said Thursday that the militaries of Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia are increasingly on edge, seeking the permanent NATO deployment as a “measure of deterrence.” The goal, Capt. Mindaugas said, would be to have the NATO brigade spread across the Baltics so that a battalion-size unit would be based in each country.


LNG Advantage

U.S. LNG solves Baltic energy dependence on Russia
Oil & Gas Journal, 14
(Nick Snow, Watching Government: Baltic States want US LNG, 08/11/2014, http://www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-112/issue-8a/general-interest/watching-government-baltic-states-want-us-lng.html)
The risk is obvious when a Washington forum notice says it will try to get "beyond rhetoric." So much of what passes for discussion here depends on supporting a position with tried-and-true slogans and rigorously staying "on-message." It's understandable, then, that the American Security Project did not entirely succeed on July 30 at its event entitled "Beyond Rhetoric: How the US Can Help Enhance European Energy Security" when speakers focused on LNG exports. Much of what they said was not new. Some was, because it involved the Baltic States, principally Lithuania. "We are fighting for a market economy for energy," said Zygimantas Pavilionis, the country's ambassador to the US. "Restraining the flow of your resources to global markets is not in the America tradition." Lithuania will open the first Baltic coast LNG import terminal on Oct. 27, and would welcome shipments from the US as an alternative to imports from Russia, Pavilionis said. "Latvia has decided to move ahead and build a terminal too," he said, adding, "It has a good supplier in Statoil." The three countries, which also include Estonia, aren't a major market compared with China or India, Pavilionis conceded. Their projected 3 billion cu m/year of gas demand is relatively small, but the economics for US suppliers are favorable. "The most expensive contract to ship LNG from Louisiana would be two thirds of what we pay Russia," Pavilionis said. "Merely saying we're building an LNG import terminal made Gazprom lower its prices. We could use a visionary statement from the US." Much more is involved, two other speakers argued. The US government's long-time support for constructing a southern gas pipeline from the Caspian Sea to European markets clearly helped, said Robin Dunnigan, acting deputy secretary for energy diplomacy in the US Department of State's Bureau of Energy Resources. The US shale boom could make the US a net gas exporter in 2 years, she said. Getting permits, financing LNG export installations not only need to secure a wide range of government permits but also are expensive and have to be financed, added Charles D. McConnell, executive director of the Rice University Energy and Environment Initiative. "The rest of the world faces clear and present dangers too," McConnell said, adding, "We're sort of pushing things along but not telling our friends what we have in mind. Meanwhile, ships have to be bought, terminals built, and contracts signed." This all takes time, the panelists agreed. Meanwhile, events are moving more quickly in Eastern Europe than the US political schedule recognizes. "There's no single answer," McConnell said. "If you think you have one, be careful—because you probably don't."

Solvency – Laundry List

Increased American presence in Baltic region key to democracy, rule of law, national defense, and checking Russian sphere of influence. American presence is lynchpin to global stability 
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
The three Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have proven to be staunch American allies since they regained their independence in the early 1990s. Since the fall of the Soviet Union, each has made huge progress in implementing democracy, rule of law, economic freedom, and developing a strong national defense. They accomplished this by aligning themselves with the West—particularly the United States—while rejecting Russian calls to remain neutral or inside the Russian sphere of influence after the end of the Cold War. While small in size and population, the Baltic states represent something much bigger geopolitically: They are staunch defenders of economic freedom, liberal democracy, and human rights. The U.S. should deepen the U.S.–Baltic defense and security relationship by proactively seeking new areas of cooperation and building on old ties. It is in America’s as well as NATO’s interests to do so.

Solvency – Regional Security
increased military presence key to transatlantic security
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
There is ample room for deeper relations between the U.S. and the Baltic states, particularly in joint military training and defense procurement. It is clear that the Baltic states are committed to transatlantic security. In light of the Obama Administration’s failed “reset” with Russia and the so-called pivot to Asia, the U.S. should find opportunities to increase defense and security cooperation with the Baltic states as a way to recalibrate its focus on Eastern Europe. In doing so, the U.S. should: Show America’s gratitude and appreciation. The White House, State Department, Department of Defense, and Congress should use opportunities to express publicly America’s thanks for the Baltic states’ contributions to NATO and to congratulate them on how far they have come since the end of the Cold War. Establish a permanent military presence in the Baltic region. There are strong indications that the Baltic states desire a permanent U.S. military presence in the region. This does not have to mean establishing a huge garrison of U.S. troops. In 2012, the U.S. Air Force established a small detachment at a Polish air base that hosts periodic rotations of U.S. aircraft. A similar air detachment should be considered for the Baltics. This would offer more opportunities for joint military training and demonstrate U.S. commitment to transatlantic security.

Solvency – Cyber Security

Joint solvency – Estonia and Lithuania – Cyber security
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
Ensure robust U.S. participation in the Estonian and Lithuanian Centers of Excellence. The U.S. has extended experience dealing with cyber security and energy security, and the two Centers of Excellence could benefit greatly from increased U.S. participation. U.S. participation would also provide an opportunity to influence the debate inside NATO regarding cybersecurity and energy security.

Solvency – Missile Defense

American missile defense deployment solves nuclear exchange with Russia
Kroenig, Senior Fellow in the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council, Associate Professor and International Relations Field Chair in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, former strategist and special adviser in the Office of the US Secretary of Defense, 15
(Matthew, “Facing Reality: Getting NATO Ready for a New Cold War,”Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 57:1, p. 49-70.)
NATO’s tactical nuclear forces were retained in Europe primarily for political reasons, and they are not ideally suited for combat with Russia. At their current locations in Western Europe, NATO’s dual-capable aircraft and gravity bombs are out of range of a conflict in the Baltics without refuelling and/or redeployment and, moreover, they would be highly vulnerable to Russian air defences. Furthermore, given the greater flexibility, survivability and numerical superiority of Russia’s tactical nuclear forces, NATO could not hope to prevail in a tactical nuclear exchange with Russia without escalating to the strategic level. But escalation to the strategic nuclear level also carries serious downside risks. The yields of NATO’s strategic warheads are too large for a proportional response to a tactical nuclear strike, and an attack from US, British or French territory or submarines would be seen as escalatory, and would increase the danger of the leap to a potentially catastrophic nuclear exchange. (A Russian response against the source of the attack, such as a missile silo or submarine base, could be justified and even proportional, but would mean a nuclear detonation on US, British or French soil.) NATO has few good options for responding to Russian tactical nuclear aggression. To increase the credibility of NATO nuclear threats, the Alliance must deprive Russia of its overwhelming battlefield nuclear advantage. Ideally this would be done through arms-control negotiations, but Russia has shown itself unwilling to even discuss the possibility of reducing its tactical nuclear forces. To encourage Russia to reconsider, and to be prepared in case it does not, NATO must plan for the development and deployment of a new generation of sub-strategic nuclear weapons to Europe.48 After all, it was the deployment of the Pershing II missiles in the 1980s that convinced Moscow to sign the INF Treaty in the first place.49 In addition, NATO should deploy cruise-missile defences to defend against an incoming Russian attack. The US Department of Defense is already coming round to this view. On a Senate panel in December 2014, Brian P. McKeon, Principal Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, testified that Washington is considering various options for responding to Russia’s INF violation, which included ‘reactive defense, to counterforce, to counter value defense measures’. He added that ‘we don’t have ground-launched cruise missiles in Europe now obviously because they’re prohibited by the [INF] treaty … but that would obviously be one option to explore’.51

Solvency - TNW

TNW Deployment checks Russian aggression
Kroenig, Senior Fellow in the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council, Associate Professor and International Relations Field Chair in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, former strategist and special adviser in the Office of the US Secretary of Defense, 15
(Matthew, “Facing Reality: Getting NATO Ready for a New Cold War,”Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 57:1, p. 49-70.)
Russia is not only developing ground-launched cruise missiles, however. As stated above, it possesses a full range of tactical nuclear capabilities. NATO should also consider the deployment to Europe of any tactical system that could prove useful on the battlefield, with a posture that in combination provides flexibility, survivability, reliability and accuracy. This could include warheads with adjustable yields, nuclear-armed sea and airlaunched cruise missiles, and the possible redeployment of gravity bombs with dual-key arrangements to Eastern European states. Poland would be an obvious candidate for the latter, as Polish pilots have already participated in NATO nuclear-strike training missions.52


Topicality – NATO Nuclear deployment would be American

America would head nuclear deployment for NATO
Kroenig, Senior Fellow in the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council, Associate Professor and International Relations Field Chair in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, former strategist and special adviser in the Office of the US Secretary of Defense, 15
(Matthew, “Facing Reality: Getting NATO Ready for a New Cold War,”Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 57:1, p. 49-70.)
Cost must be a consideration in these calculations as the United States, the most likely funder of NATO’s nuclear upgrades, must also be attentive to strategic challenges in East Asia and the Middle East, and cannot afford to gear defence spending toward the European theatre alone. But NATO cannot afford to underinvest in the capabilities necessary to defend its members. Moreover, the capabilities proposed above would be just as useful, if not more so, in other theatres. Analysts have already pointed out that US intermediate-range missiles in Asia could play a critical role in America’s air–sea battle strategy to counter China’s anti-access/areadenial capabilities.53

AT: Nuclear Deployment => Russian Aggression

Russian aggression inevitable – nuclear deployment is only hope of deterrence
Kroenig, Senior Fellow in the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council, Associate Professor and International Relations Field Chair in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, former strategist and special adviser in the Office of the US Secretary of Defense, 15
(Matthew, “Facing Reality: Getting NATO Ready for a New Cold War,”Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 57:1, p. 49-70.)
Critics will argue that these steps might antagonise Putin, but nothing would do more to incite Russian aggression than signalling NATO’s lack of resolve to protect its own members. Forward-stationed nuclear forces would annul NATO’s promise to Russia that it has ‘no intention, no plan and no reason to deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of new members’. But intentions, plans and reasons change. Russia has already violated key provisions of the NATO–Russia Founding Act, and if forward-deployed tactical nuclear capabilities would be helpful, it would be foolish for NATO to be constrained by a document that Moscow ignores.

Arms race non-unique – Plan is key to balancing escalation
Kroenig, Senior Fellow in the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council, Associate Professor and International Relations Field Chair in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, former strategist and special adviser in the Office of the US Secretary of Defense, 15
(Matthew, “Facing Reality: Getting NATO Ready for a New Cold War,” Survival: Global Politics and Strategy 57:1, p. 49-70.)
In following these recommendations, NATO must guard against intensifying the arms race – but it would be inaccurate to charge that it risks starting one. An arms race is already under way; NATO is just sitting it out. A more muscular NATO nuclear posture is the only way to convince Russia to restrain its own nuclear build-up. After all, Moscow has much more to lose than Washington from an unconstrained nuclear arms race in Europe. And, if these efforts fail to curtail Russian nuclear deployments, then at least NATO will be in a better position to deter the Russian nuclear threat.

NEG
Unilat Fails – Joint NATO Key

NATO forces solve – unilateral action not key
Washington Times, 5/14
(http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2015/may/14/russia-aggression-prompts-estonia-latvia-lithuania/?page=all)
In Estonia, over 13,000 troops from eight NATO countries are taking part in a major land exercise. Fighter jets from Poland and other NATO nations have recently established a new rotation standard to provide “air police” around the clock over the Baltic nations. The Pentagon has maintained a rotating presence of 150 troops in each of the Baltic states and Poland since April 2014, augmented by occasional shifts of similar-size units from other NATO member nations. The alliance, however, could not agree on setting up permanent bases in the region, with some states reportedly viewing such proposals as violations of existing agreements with Moscow. The Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, which were annexed by the Soviet Union in 1940, have been members of the European Union and NATO since 2004. Mr. Putin has cited NATO’s post-Cold War expansion right to the borders of Russia as a provocative act that exploited his country’s weakness.

Deployment Bad – Selling Key

U.S. should not increase its presence – selling military equipment to the Baltic States solves better and ensures regional security
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
The U.S. has a history of selling battle-tested military hardware to the Baltics.[65] Therefore, it is natural that the U.S. is active in promoting U.S. military hardware and the military-to-military relationship that goes with it. Choosing U.S. equipment will ensure an American presence in the Baltics in a way it would otherwise not be if the Baltics picked the Swedish alternative, for example. The detailed “National Defence Development Plan 2013–2022,” published this year by Estonia is highly detailed in terms of what that country is hoping to procure.[66] On Estonia’s wish list are the armored assault vehicles already mentioned, modern anti-tank missiles, medium-range air surveillance radars, and 155mm self-propelled howitzers. Estonia’s two Baltic neighbors share the desire to also procure many of the same items. The use of American military hardware will deepen ties even further between the U.S. and the Baltic states, and U.S. officials should not shy away from promoting their sale. Some U.S. officials might be hesitant to promote the sale of certain military hardware because the image of having “Bradleys on the border” with Russia might be viewed as provocative. This sort of thinking has no place in U.S. security policy. The Baltic states are tried and tested members of NATO, and selling defense equipment to them need not be controversial. Whenever possible, the United States should promote and sell its combat-tested military equipment to the Baltic states.

Selling military equipment solves U.S.-Baltic relations – no presence needed
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
Promote export of battle-tested U.S. defense equipment. The U.S. should work closely to determine how U.S. military hardware can best meet the defense needs of the Baltic states. When a government buys American military equipment it not only receives battle-tested equipment, it also gains a deeper military relationship with the U.S. The U.S. should also consider gifting excess military equipment being removed from the force structure to the Baltics.
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Estonia Wants American Deployment

Estonia wants an increased U.S. military presence
Sputnik News, 5/27/15
(Estonian PM Seeks Bigger US Military Presence in the Country, http://sputniknews.com/europe/20150527/1022606460.html)
During a meeting with a delegation of visiting US Senators on Tuesday, Estonia’s Prime Minister Taavi Roivas said he wanted the United States to augment its military presence in the Baltic country to one infantry battalion. “A visible presence of our US and European allies is vitally important for ensuring the security of our region”, the Premier said, adding that Estonia appreciated Washington’s contribution to the defense of the entire NATO territory. He thanked the Senators for their decision to allocate funds from the 2016 defense budget to bolster the security of the East European nations and expand the Amari air base in northwestern Estonia. The American guests said they valued Estonia’s defense outlays, amounting to 2 percent of GDP, plus the money Tallinn spent on the upkeep of US military personnel and holding military drills on Estonian soil. Taavi Roivas reiterated his desire to persuade his European colleagues to bring their defense outlays up to the NATO-standard 2 percent of a country’s Gross Domestic Product. 

Cyber Security - Brink

Increased cyber defense needed in Estonia
Atlantic Council, 12/11/14
(Estonia's Prime Minister: NATO Presence Key to Counter Russia's Provocations, http://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/estonias-prime-minister-nato-presence-key-to-counter-russia)
NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg said in November that there had been around 400 intercepts — 50 percent higher than in 2013 — of Russian military flights near NATO member countries so far this year. Estonia has been at the receiving end of some Russian provocations. In September, for example, Estonian officials accused Russia of abducting a security officer from inside Estonia. Moscow said the Estonian officer was arrested in Russia while on an undercover espionage operation. The abduction came on the heels of a pledge by President Obama to protect Estonia against Russian aggression. At a press conference with the Estonian President Toomas Hendrik Ilves in the Estonian capital Tallinn on September 3, Obama had reaffirmed US commitment to Estonia's security. "That is a commitment that is unbreakable. It is unwavering. It is eternal. And Estonia will never stand alone," Obama said. Estonia was also the target of a massive cyber attack by suspected pro-Kremlin hackers in April and May of 2007. The wave of cyber attacks, which crippled government and corporate websites for weeks, followed Estonia's decision to move a Soviet World War II memorial from downtown Tallinn that provoked an angry response from Moscow and violence in Estonia's ethnic Russian population. Estonian authorities blamed Russia for the attack, but Moscow denied the allegation. "We, in Estonia, fully understand that challenges may arise from other directions, including in the cyber domain," said Rõivas. "As much as we need to improve our warning and indicators in the traditional sense, we also need to focus on detecting and defeating cyber attacks before they can do real damage. Especially in a country that is so digitally advanced," he added.
Cyber Security – Solvency Advocate

U.S. should increase military commitment to Estonian cyber security
Coffey, Margaret Thatcher Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, 2013
(Luke, The Baltic States: Why the United States Must Strengthen Security Cooperation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/10/the-baltic-states-why-the-united-states-must-strengthen-security-cooperation)
Enhance cybersecurity cooperation with the Baltic states. An increased American contribution to the Estonian Center of Excellence on cyber defense is welcome. However, it represents only a small portion of existing and potential U.S.–Baltic cooperation in this area. The U.S. should explore ways to broaden cooperation in cyber defense with the goal of sharing experience, expanding contingency planning, training and exercises, as well as developing capabilities.


Deterrence / Stability - Solvency

Increased American air force key to deterrence and stability
Atlantic Council, 12/11/14
(Estonia's Prime Minister: NATO Presence Key to Counter Russia's Provocations, http://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/estonias-prime-minister-nato-presence-key-to-counter-russia)
US forces should remain in Estonia for "as long as needed," since tensions between Russia and the West show no sign of abating, Estonia's Prime Minister Taavi Rõivas told the Atlantic Council. Describing the US military as having historically played a critical role in Europe, Rõivas said: "It is clear that the American presence continues to make a difference, to include President [Barack] Obama's European Reassurance Initiative that includes several elements, such as the positioning more American equipment so it's ready if needed, more training and exercises as well as an air force training center in Amari Air Base" in Estonia. "From a deterrence perspective, an American infantry company in Estonia is more credible than a brigade in Germany," Rõivas said on December 10. Rõivas, who at the age of 35 is the European Union's youngest head of government, said his top priorities are strengthening Estonia's security, enhancing the transatlantic relationship, and ensuring a strong NATO. NATO members have sought to plug gaps in the alliance's Alliance's air, land, and sea defenses amid heightened tensions with Russia. US and German forces are based at the Amari Air Base in Estonia to reinforce NATO's Article 5, which states that an "armed attack" against one member is an attack against all members and sets in motion the possibility of collective self-defense. US President Barack Obama, during a visit to Estonia in September, announced his intention to increase the US Air Force presence in Estonia for training purposes. Russia, meanwhile, has stepped up its provocations of the West as ties have worsened following Russia's annexation of the Crimean Peninsula in March and given its continued meddling inside Eastern Ukraine. Rõivas said it is "very difficult to foresee change for the better in the European security situation." Russia is "very actively" doing military trainings in the Baltic Sea and flying its bombers in the Mediterranean, said Rõivas, describing Russian provocations that have escalated over the past year. "We are seeing lots of this kind of activities that have not been there a year ago, which again demonstrates that the presence of NATO allies in all NATO territories is very much needed," Rõivas said in response to a question from Damon Wilson, executive vice president of the Atlantic Council, who wanted to know in what ways Russia will continue to test the West's resolve. "We need to support our airspace to be sure that it is 100 percent protected. We need to have enough deterrence in place that nobody will even think of looking at one village of one NATO country as some kind of target. It is self-evident that every square inch or square mile of NATO is NATO -- but once you have physical presence, those words are even more credible," Rõivas added.

NEG
Nuclear War Scenario – Russia

Permeant U.S. deployment risks nuclear war – increased tensions on Russian border
AP news, 4/9/15
(US, Russian war games rekindle Cold War tensions, http://news.yahoo.com/us-russian-war-games-rekindle-cold-war-tensions-130126127.html)
AMARI AIR BASE, Estonia (AP) — Russia is so close that the F-16 fighter pilots can see it on the horizon as they swoop down over a training range in Estonia in the biggest ever show of U.S. air power in the Baltic countries. The simulated bombs release smoke on impact, but the M-61 cannon fires live ammunition, rattling the aircraft with a deafening tremor and shattering targets on the ground. The four-week drill is part of a string of non-stop exercises by U.S. land, sea and air forces in Europe — from Estonia in the north to Bulgaria in the south — scaled up since last year to reassure nervous NATO allies after Russia's military intervention in Ukraine. U.S. and Russian forces are now essentially back in a Cold War-style standoff, flexing their muscles along NATO's eastern flank. The saber-rattling raises the specter that either side could misinterpret a move by the other, triggering a conflict between two powers with major nuclear arsenals despite a sharp reduction from the Cold War era. "A dangerous game of military brinkmanship is now being played in Europe," said Ian Kearns, director of the European Leadership Network, a London-based think-tank. "If one commander or one pilot makes a mistake or a bad decision in this situation, we may have casualties and a high-stakes cycle of escalation that is difficult to stop." With memories of five decades of Soviet occupation still fresh, many in the Baltic countries find the presence of U.S. forces a comfort rather than a risk. In recent months, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania have seen hundreds of U.S. armored vehicles, tanks and helicopters arrive on their soil. With a combined population of just over 6 million, tiny armies and no combat aircraft or vehicles, the last time tanks rumbled through their streets was just over 20 years ago, when remnants of the Soviet army pulled out of the region. The commander of Estonia's tiny air force, Col. Jaak Tarien, described the roar of American F-16s taking off from Amari — a former Soviet air base — as "the sound of freedom." Normally based in Aviano, Italy, 14 fighter jets and about 300 personnel from the 510th Fighter Squadron are training together with the Estonians — but also the Swedish and Finnish air forces. Meanwhile, Spain's air force is in charge of NATO's rotating air patrols over the Baltic countries. "A month-long air exercise with a full F-16 squadron and, at the same time, a Spanish detachment doing air policing; that is unprecedented in the Baltics," said Tarien, who studied at the U.S. Air Force Academy in Colorado Springs. In Moscow the U.S. Air Force drills just 60 miles (100 kilometers) from the Russian border are seen in a different light. "It takes F-16 fighters just a few minutes to reach St. Petersburg," Foreign Ministry spokesman Alexander Lukashevich said, referring to the major Russian port city on the Baltic Sea. He expressed concern that the ongoing exercise could herald plans to "permanently deploy strike aircraft capable of carrying nuclear weapons at the Russian border." Moscow also says the U.S. decision to deploy armored vehicles in Eastern Europe violates an earlier agreement between Russia and NATO. NATO spokeswoman Carmen Romero called those allegations "baseless" and said it is Russia that has breached the agreement through its actions in Ukraine. She said NATO's increased military presence in Eastern Europe "is rotational and well below any reasonable definition of substantial combat forces. All our measures are defensive, proportional and in line with our international commitments." Russia has substantially increased its own military activity in the Baltic Sea region over the past year, prompting complaints of airspace violations in Estonia, Finland and Sweden, and staged large maneuvers near the borders of Estonia and Latvia. "Russia is threatening nearly everybody; it is their way," said Mac Thornberry, the Republican chairman of the U.S. House Armed Services Committee, during a recent visit to Vilnius, the Lithuanian capital. "They want to intimidate the Baltic states, Poland, Ukraine and Romania, country after country. And the question is, do you let the bully get away with that or do you stand up and say 'no, you can threaten, but we will not allow you to run over us,'" Thornberry said. The Pentagon has said that some 3,000 U.S. troops will be conducting training exercises in Eastern Europe this year. That's a small number compared to the hundreds of thousands of U.S. troops that have been withdrawn from Europe since the days when the Iron Curtain divided the continent. But the fact that they are carrying out exercises in what used to be Moscow's backyard makes it all the more sensitive; the Kremlin sees NATO's eastward expansion as a top security threat. During a symbolic visit to Estonia in September, U.S. President Barack Obama said that the defense of the Baltic capitals of Tallinn, Riga and Vilnius is just as important as defending Berlin, Paris and London — a statement warmly received in Estonia, a nation of 1.3 million and with a mere 5,500 soldiers on active duty. Welcoming the U.S. fighter squadron to Estonia, U.S. Ambassador Jeffrey D. Levine said the air drill was needed "to deter any power that might question our commitment to Article 5" — NATO's key principle of collective defense of its members. On Wednesday, The Associated Press observed bombing and strafing drills at the Tapa training ground both from the ground and from the back seat of one of the two F-16s taking part. On board the fighter jet, the pull of the G-force was excruciating as the pilot swooped down onto his target before brutally ascending to circle the range. After dropping six practice bombs each, the two jets returned to Amari air base, flying so low over the flat Estonian countryside that they frequently had to gain altitude to avoid radio towers. On the ground, Lt. Col. Christopher Austin, commander of the 510th Squadron, dismissed the risk of his pilots making any rash moves that could provoke a reaction from the Russians. "We stay far enough away so that we don't have to worry about any (border) zones or anything like that," he said. "We don't even think about it."

U.S. presence spurs Russian troop deployment – Plan will escalate tensions
Daily Mail, 2015
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2612353/A-message-Moscow-First-600-U-S-soldiers-arrive-eastern-Europe-prompting-Kremlin-launch-military-drills-near-border-death-toll-rises-Ukraine.html
The Americans insisted the military exercises will not be a precursor to intervention in Ukraine, which is not a Nato member, and they could last until next year. But Rear Admiral John Kirby, a top Defense Department spokesman, said the deployments sent a strong message to Nato allies about U.S. commitments to the alliance following events in Ukraine. 'If there's a message to Moscow, it is the same exact message that we take our obligations very, very seriously on the continent of Europe,' he added. But Russia has insisted the build-up may violate the Founding Act, a 1997 agreement between Moscow and Nato. Today Russian Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu reacted by ordering new military exercises in Russia's south and west, along the Ukrainian border. The latest exercises - which add to the tens of thousands of troops already massed on the border - will involve ground and air forces. 'We have to react to these developments somehow,' he said.

Unilat Fails

NATO presence key – unilateral action isn’t enough
Estonian Public Broadcasting, 5/14/15
(Defense chiefs request permanent NATO presence in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, http://news.err.ee/v/International/0f4fdce1-e658-41cb-b99c-ad9af673a63d)
The three Baltic countries are planning to ask for the permanent presence of NATO troops on their soil, Capt. Mindaugas Neimontas, spokesman for Lithuania's chief of defense, told Reuters on Thursday. The troops would serve as further deterrent against Russia, which has been conducting an increasing number of military drills in the region. According to Neimontas, the Baltic states will ask for 700-800 men units to be permanently stationed in each country on a rotational basis. Poland too is considering a similar request, although General Stanislaw Koziej, head of the National Security Bureau, told Reuters that Warsaw's position could change before the summit – for example, in the unlikely event that Russia were to comply with the Minsk peace agreement for eastern Ukraine. Estonian Defense Forces spokesman Roland Murof told uudised.err.ee that Estonia, in cooperation with Latvia and Lithuania, is in the course of preparing a request for more NATO troops in the region. "It's important to note that while the focus is primarily on the infantry, we are also negotiating air and naval capacities," Murof said. "Russia sees NATO as its main nemesis and this has put the Baltic countries on the front line, so to say. Hence, NATO's deterrence needs to involve real military presence and advance presence of the equipment." The Baltic countries currently host NATO's air policing mission and a rotating unit of 150 US troops each. The latter are mainly involved in various drills and training exercises, including Estonia's largest ever mobilization exercise Hedgehog (Siil) that concludes this week. According to Murof, the exercise proved that Estonia is capable of fending off first attacks to its sovereignty, but the events in Ukraine show that the presence of the Allies is vital to ensuring effective deterrence and a swift reaction.


No Readiness Solvency

Permeant U.S. deployment does not send readiness signal 
Sputnik News, 15
(http://sputniknews.com/europe/20150518/1022285855.html)
The temporary US military presence in Estonia is the most effective way for Americans to cooperate with its NATO ally, but permanently stationing US troops in the country would be pointless, US Ambassador to Estonia Jeffrey D. Levine said. US Ambassador to Estonia Jeffrey D. Levine said that permanently stationing US troops in the country would be unreasonable, although the Estonian government seeks to ensure a constant presence of US and NATO troops on its territory. According to Levine, US troops, which are part of NATO forces, are already stationed in the country. They conduct regular training and undergo a process of rotation, but on a temporary, not a permanent basis. The ambassador said that this is the best and most effective way to send a signal that NATO is ready to provide assistance to Estonia in repelling possible aggression of any other country. But the permanent presence of US troops in the country would be unreasonable, he claimed. All in all, there is currently a tank platoon of the 7th Regiment of the 3rd Infantry Division, consisting of four M1A2 Abrams tanks, as well as two platoons of American paratroopers from the 173rd Airborne Brigade stationed at the military base in the Estonian town of Tapa.



CARDS TO ORGANIZE



International Committee of the Fourth International, 2014
(http://www.wsws.org/en/articles/2014/09/08/pers-s08.html)
Obama commits US to war against Russia in defense of Baltic states
8 September 2014
In a series of speeches and press conferences in connection with last week’s NATO summit in Wales, President Barack Obama publicly declared that the United States military will maintain a permanent presence in the Baltic states of Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia, which border Russia. He vowed that US air and ground forces will remain poised forevermore to respond to claims of Russian aggression by the governments of these countries by attacking Moscow.
In appearances in the Estonian capital of Tallinn and later in Wales, Obama announced a series of military moves against Russia by the United States and NATO as well as expanded economic sanctions and pledges to bolster the military forces of the former Soviet republics of Ukraine, Georgia and Moldova. He made clear in addition that Washington will push for all three countries to join the US-dominated NATO military alliance.
These statements represent an immense escalation of US and NATO military threats against Russia. Without any public discussion, and entirely over the heads of the American people, the Obama administration has committed the country to go to war with the second largest nuclear power in the world over three small countries in Eastern Europe.
At a joint press conference September 3 with Estonian President Toomas Hendrik Ilves, Obama declared, “So I’ve come here, first and foremost, to reaffirm the commitment of the United States to the security of Estonia. As NATO allies, we have Article 5 duties to our collective defense. That is a commitment that is unbreakable. It is unwavering. It is eternal.”
In a speech later that day “to the people of Estonia,” Obama was, if anything, even more explicit about the commitment of US military forces in the Baltic states and their readiness to attack Russia. “Today, more NATO aircraft patrol the skies of the Baltics,” he said. “More American forces are on the ground training and rotating through each of the Baltic states. More NATO ships patrol the Black Sea… I believe our Alliance should extend these defensive measures for as long as necessary…
“Article 5 is crystal clear. An attack on one is an attack on all. So if, in such a moment, you ever ask again, ‘who will come to help,’ you’ll know the answer—the NATO Alliance, including the Armed Forces of the United States of America, ‘right here, present, now!’ We’ll be here for Estonia. We will be here for Latvia. We will be here for Lithuania…
“Here in the Baltics… it would mean more US forces—including American boots on the ground continuously rotating through Estonia and Latvia and Lithuania.” [Emphasis added]
He went on to declare, “We need to enhance NATO’s Rapid Response Force so it can deploy even more quickly and not just react to threats, but also deter them .” [Emphasis added]. This last statement clearly implies the right of the US and NATO to militarily respond not only to actions, but also “preventively” to supposed threats.
At a press conference two days later, following the NATO summit, Obama reiterated the same belligerent line.
With the commitments announced last week, the US government is tying the fate of the American people and, indeed, the people of the world, to the actions of governments of three small countries whose combined population is 6.6 million. All three governments are rightwing, ultranationalist and rabidly anti-Russian. They represent a criminal layer of oligarchs who made their fortunes by plundering state property after secession from the Soviet Union and the launching of capitalist restoration.
All these governments are also led by individuals with close ties to American intelligence and the Pentagon. They are all imposing austerity programs that are impoverishing the working class, removing all social protections, and opening up their respective economies to unfettered profit making by Western capital.
The President of Estonia, Toomas Hendrik Ilves, with whom Obama shared the stage in the Estonian capital, was raised and educated in the United States. From 1984 until 1993 he worked for US-operated Radio Free Europe, heading its Estonian desk.
Lithuanian President Dalia Grybauskaitė, often referred to as the Iron Lady and the Steel Magnolia, went to study in the Special Program for senior executives at Georgetown University in Washington DC soon after Lithuania broke away from the Soviet Union. In the 1990s she served as minister plenipotentiary at the Lithuanian embassy in Washington.
The prime minister of Latvia, Laimdota Straujuma, is a member of the rightwing Unity Party.
All three are US puppet governments. They are highly unstable and riven by internal conflicts. They preside over populations that are seething with anger over the destruction of working-class living standards and the corruption of the ruling oligarchies. They have been among the most belligerent advocates of aggressive action against Russia. Any one of them could, for domestic political reasons, incite or fabricate a military clash with Russia.
Washington is manufacturing a nonexistent threat to the Baltic states from Russia. More than 20 years ago, during the process of the dissolution of the Soviet Union, these countries became independent, with the approval of Moscow. The claim that they now face an imminent threat from Russia is a pretext for violating previous agreements with Moscow not to expand NATO or station NATO military forces on former Soviet territory.
From a geostrategic standpoint, the fate of Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia has virtually no significance for the United States. But for Russia, the positioning of US and NATO ground and air forces and military hardware just miles from its border is an existential threat.
How would Washington react if Russia announced that it was stationing troops in Mexico, Central America or the Caribbean? Fifty-two years ago, in the Cuban missile crisis, the Kennedy administration declared that Moscow’s installation of missiles in Cuba constituted an intolerable threat to US national security. Kennedy threatened nuclear war unless Khrushchev removed them.
The Russian government and military can draw no conclusion from the current crisis other than the belief that Washington is preparing to attack Moscow. Russian officials have announced that in response to the NATO summit, Moscow is revamping its military doctrine.
In the 1950s and 1960s, at the height of the Cold War, the term “brinksmanship” was used to denote willful recklessness in foreign policy. What the Obama administration is doing today goes far beyond anything carried out by a US administration in that period.
Then, the concern was frequently raised that a heightened level of mistrust and tension between Washington and Moscow could result in a relatively minor incident escalating out of control and precipitating a nuclear war. For that reason, the so-called “hot line” was set up between the two capitals to prevent either side from misinterpreting the aims of the other.
Today, the moves by the Obama administration and its NATO allies seem designed to generate in Russia the greatest possible level of apprehension and goad it into responding militarily. Its population is still haunted by the massive loss of life, which followed the surprise attack by Nazi Germany on the Soviet Union in June 1941. In the course of the next four years 27 million Soviet citizens lost their lives.
All of the stated reasons for US-NATO warmongering against Russia are lies. The aggressors in the Ukraine crisis from the outset have been Washington and Berlin. They orchestrated a coup led by neo-fascist forces that overthrew the elected government of President Viktor Yanukovych last February, following Yanukovych’s decision not to enter into an Association Agreement with the European Union or accept an austerity program dictated by the International Monetary Fund.
They have since used the crisis in Ukraine to pursue a policy of isolating and weakening Russia. It is clear that the purpose of the military, political and economic moves against Russia is to compel it to submit to the dictates of US and German imperialism.
Unless the war provocations of US and European imperialism are stopped by the intervention of the international working class, it is only a matter of time before an incident involving NATO and Russian forces triggers a crisis that could escalate into a full-blown nuclear war.






Baltic Times, 5/28
(http://baltictimes.delfi.lv/czech_general_petr_pavel______russia_able_to_occupy_baltic_states_within_two_days___/)
On May 27, Czech Lieutenant General Petr Pavel told a conference on security affairs in Prague, he believes “Russia would be able to occupy the Baltic States within two days.” 
Pavel believes that NATOs “complex process of decision making” would prevent it from reacting adequately, despite having rotational forces stationed in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia. 
“One of NATO’s disadvantages is its complex process of decision making,” Pavel told Czech Radio. “That is because NATO has 28 members who have to reach a consensus on all decisions.
“The length of NATO’s approval procedures on both national and alliance levels far exceeds the deadlines in which its rapid reaction force units are capable of being deployed. 
“On the other hand, Russia is able to make a decision very quickly, within a few hours."
In March 2015, NATO Secretary General, Jens Stoltenberg, claimed its rapid reaction forces would be able to react to any Russian aggression in the region within two days.
“From a technical point of view, if I consider how many forces Russia is able to deploy in the Baltics, the size of the Baltic countries and the density of forces on their territories, the Baltics could really be occupied in a couple of days - a period in which NATO would be incapable of reacting to the situation. 
“NATO would then face the question of whether to start a war, perhaps nuclear, against Russia over the occupied Baltic countries. 
“However, a different question is how effective the deterrence element, represented by NATO's Article 5 and its nuclear component, would be in relation to Russia," he concluded.



http://townhall.com/tipsheet/vivianhughbanks/2015/04/14/germany-assures-estonia-of-nato-support-against-russians-n1985130
4/14/15
With tension high in the Baltic States over the possibility of a Russian invasion, Estonian President Toomas Hendrik Ilves has called for a permanent NATO force to be stationed in the state to preempt Russian aggression.
In response, German Defense Minister Ursula von der Leyen, currently on a state visit to Estonia, has assured Estonian officials of German support in a quick response to any such attack.
“Your concerns are also our concerns,” Von der Leyen told reporters in Tallinn, according to Deutsche Welle. She explained that Estonia should not “underestimate NATO's response capabilities.”
But Ilves’ request may not be an underestimation. He remains skeptical that NATO forces would be successful in fending off a Russian invasion, simply due to the response time that would be required to quell the aggression.
“It would get here in, what, a week? Five days?” Ilves said in an interview with The Telegraph last weekend. “But if you look at the exercises that are done by our neighbour, they’re basically instantaneous. They’re here and it’s over in four hours.”
NATO is currently setting up a “very high readiness Spearhead Force” of 5,000 troops. Lead elements of the force are able to move within 48 hours of a call, a NATO official told Townhall.
NATO Force Integration Units were established in Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Romania after a defense meeting in February 2015 to facilitate the rapid deployment of NATO forces to the region, but no NATO troops have been permanently deployed to the area.
“NATO will defend all allies against any threat,” a NATO official told Townhall. “Since the start of the crisis caused by Russia's aggressive actions in Ukraine we've enhanced our presence in the east of the alliance with more planes, ships and forces… If anyone would even think of attacking an ally, they would be met by all 28 NATO allies.”
Nevertheless, it is increasingly clear that Russia is preparing for action.
“We have observed a dramatic increase in military flights,” Ilves said. “We have seen massive snap exercises at our borders. We have seen a heightened level of antagonistic rhetoric and threatening rhetoric where Estonia is not singled out, but we are part of a group of countries who are mentioned in a threatening way.”
Estonia shares 183 miles of border with Russia, of which much is accessible by lake. The northern border town Narva is a prime target for Russian forces.
“We are very appreciative of the arrival of U.S. troops last spring,” Tanel Sepp, Deputy Chief of Mission of Estonia’s Embassy in Washington told Townhall. “There was no question whether the U.S. and NATO troops were necessary.”
Training exercises with nations throughout the NATO alliance are increasingly frequent in the Baltics.
“We get exercises that take place behind our borders that have 40,000 to 80,000 soldiers,” Ilves said. “Yet we are accused of escalating the situation – or the United States is accused because they are the only ones with boots on the ground here – and Russia says that it will have to take counter-measures.”
In May, armed forces from Belgium, Germany, Latvia, Netherlands, Poland, the United Kingdom and the United States will assemble for a large training exercise in Estonia called “Siil,” which means “Hedgehog” in Estonian.
“Siil” will be “the biggest military exercise in the history of Estonia,” Sepp told Townhall.
The Baltic states will rely on NATO forces in the case of a Russian attack, but the key in support -- and the reason for Ilves’ statement -- is timing. Estonia’s capital city Tallinn is a short two-and-a-half hour drive from the Russian border. A 48-hour scramble time for NATO forces may be too late.
And such a support failure would have colossal consequences.
“If someone says ‘no’, at that point NATO ceases to exist,” Ilves said. “The minute a collective alliance fails to live up to its agreement to collective defence, then from that moment on, everybody is on the run.”

LATVIA

Inherency - American Deployment

The U.S. maintains a permanent military presence in Latvia as a deterrent to Russia aggression
International Business Times, 3/9/15
(Ukraine Crisis: US Sending 3,000 Troops To Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania For Military Exercises, http://www.ibtimes.com/ukraine-crisis-us-sending-3000-troops-latvia-estonia-lithuania-military-exercises-1840934)
The United States is sending 3,000 soldiers near Russia’s doorstep for training exercises with the militaries of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, the Associated Press reported Monday. The deployment by the Pentagon comes amid rising tensions with Russia on the crisis in Ukraine, in which most of the West accuses Moscow of instigating the military conflict between pro-Russia separatists and the Ukrainian military. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania are all NATO countries that gained membership in the alliance in 2004. About 750 U.S. tanks, helicopters and other equipment are scheduled to arrive in the Latvian capital of Riga next Monday, Army Col. Steve Warren told the AP. The military exercises are expected to last three months, although Army Gen. John O’Conner said the equipment will stay “for as long as required to deter Russian aggression,” according to the Russian news agency Tass.

Inherency - Russian Aggression

Russian incursions in Latvia frequent and ongoing
Krauthamer et al, 15
((Ky, Caloianu, Ioana, Deulin, Evgeny, and Frederiksen, Casper, Transitions Online, 5/18)
Latvia says it detected Russian naval ships, a submarine, and a military transport aircraft close to its border in the latest of numerous such incidents in the Baltic Sea. Adding to the region's growing concern over Russia's belligerent actions, Lithuania announced it arrested a suspected Russian spy last week. The Russian military vessels and aircraft were spotted by Latvia's armed forces less than 10 kilometers (six miles) from the Latvian border. Similar incidents were reported in March and April, The Moscow Times writes.

Latvia Key to NATO

Latvia key to NATO communications
Time.com, 14
(McDonald-Gibson, Charlotte, Latvia and U.S. Play War Games as Tensions with Russia Grow, 10/13/14)
Over the sandbanks and marshes of northern Latvia, battle cries rang out late last month as U.S. and Latvian troops stormed a mock-up urban street, a training exercise one officer described as a “Stalingrad-type scenario” for soldiers more used to peace-keeping or fighting rural insurgents. After an €80,000 anti-tank missile and a volley of mortar and artillery fire launch the drills, a U.S. Black Hawk transports Latvian soldiers into the war games scenario, where they go house-to-house searching for a high-value target. Not far away in the Latvian capital of Riga, officials were getting to work in the newly-inaugurated NATO Strategic Communications Center of Excellence, a hub aimed at countering information warfare by enemies of the 28-member military alliance. The endeavors are at opposite ends of the tactical spectrum, but reflect the challenges presented by the new hybrid warfare which analysts say is the Kremlin’s modus operandi under President Vladimir Putin. While Russian troops openly went into Crimea this year to annex it from Ukraine, some of Russia’s neighbors are grappling with more subtle meddling and mind games. “NATO must be flexible,” Latvian Defense Minister Raimonds Vejonis tells TIME, citing economic coercion, propaganda warfare and military intimidation along Russia’s Baltic borders as some of the new threats to emerge in the past year.

Latvia Wants Plan

Latvia wants increased NATO presence
Time.com, 14
(McDonald-Gibson, Charlotte, Latvia and U.S. Play War Games as Tensions with Russia Grow, 10/13/14)
For now, Latvian officials say they are happy with the Rapid Reaction Force announced in September, but are keen to see it and other defensive measures come into force quickly. “We have been quite good in declarations so far, but implementation is important,” says Andrejs Pildegovics, State Secretary for Foreign Affairs. “Seeing how deep Russia’s involvement in the war with Ukraine has been, seeing these militaristic statements by Russian leaders, seeing this speculation about how capitals can be conquered in the neighborhood – we think it should be really rapid.”

Nuclear War Scenario 


A. Increased U.S. presence in Latvia key to deter Russian invasion
Braw, 2015
(Elisabeth, Newsweek Global. 11/28/2014, Vol. 163 Issue 21, p16-17. 2, Ebsco)
RECENTLY, A Russian warship entered Latvia's exclusive economic zone, some nine nautical miles from the country's territorial waters. Considering that Russian warships have already approached Latvian waters around 50 times this year, according to Latvia's Ministry of Defense, it was not exactly a surprise visit. Russian military planes have come close to Latvian airspace about 200 times this year. But, Defense Minister Raimonds Vējonis tells Newsweek at his office in Riga, Latvia is prepared should its mighty neighbor to the east decide to invade: "We have special plans of action. Working with the Ministry of Interior, we conduct exercises to train our troops and policemen for different scenarios. But of course we need more cooperation with our neighbors and NATO allies as well." Indeed, the Baltic states, long accused of exaggerating Russian threats, now see themselves proved right. "We Estonians didn't think that the history ended two decades ago," says Sven Sakkov, Estonia's undersecretary of defense. "The 2008 war in Georgia was a wake-up call, but most of Europe hit the snooze button." Sakkov calls the current situation in Europe "climate change, not a case of bad weather." Estonia has already responded by fast-tracking military procurement and asking NATO to permanently base both troops and equipment on its soil. Ordinary Estonians are responding to the situation, too, with the number of new recruits to the voluntary Estonian Defense League doubling this year, compared with last year. The league now has 14,545 part-time soldiers, or about 1 percent of the country's population. Lithuania, for its part, recently launched a high-readiness combat-response force comprising some 1,600 troops. And Latvia, considered particularly vulnerable due to its 26 percent Russian minority and strong Russia-leaning party, has requested NATO troops on permanent rotation. (Estonia has 25 percent ethnic Russians; Lithuania, 6 percent.) Currently 150 NATO troops are stationed in Latvia, and, argues Vējonis, their presence alone constitutes a deterrent. "Who wants to start a war against the U.S.?" he asks. "That's what Russia would do if it attacked Latvia. Putin is not that stupid." Still, 150 NATO troops could hardly stop an invasion, and though the prospect of one seems unlikely, Latvia is beefing up defense spending, which will reach 1 percent next year and the NATO standard of 2 percent in 2020. "Russia is showing that it still has geopolitical interests in Latvia and the region, and showing us and NATO how strong they are," says Vējonis. "The warships they're sending have the latest technology—OK, it's Russian technology, but they're sending the best ships they have."

B. Russian invasion would spark nuclear exchange
National Post, 4/22/15
(David Blair, The Daily Telegraph, l/n)
So here are the sombre facts: no American or NATO soldiers are permanently defending the Baltics; these countries could not protect themselves; if the worst happens, NATO would not be able to reinforce them. Does this mean that Ilves is right and NATO should permanently station a brigade while it has the chance? The problem is that Russia would regard this as a grave escalation. Before you start climbing the escalatory ladder, you must be sure that your adversary will not go three or four rungs higher. It's safe to assume that Putin would always be willing to climb further than the West, so Russia would inevitably win a game of escalation. Where does this leave us? During the Cold War, NATO assumed that a Soviet offensive through the Fulda Gap could only be defeated by nuclear weapons. But the permanent presence of 200,000 U.S. troops in Germany - along with 55,000 soldiers from the British Army of the Rhine - would slow down the onslaught and buy a few days, or perhaps weeks, for cooler heads to prevail before the terrible moment of decision arrived. Today, no such safety margin exists. If Russia were to invade the Baltic states, NATO would probably have one option - and one alone - to defend its members. America, Britain and France would need to decide almost immediately whether to use nuclear weapons. If they opted to abandon the Baltics, then NATO would be finished. Once a collective defence pact throws one member to the wolves, the game is up. At that moment, NATO would effectively be dissolved, leaving every European country with no choice but to ask Russia for gentle treatment. By moving against the Baltic states, Putin could force us to choose between scrapping NATO or going nuclear.

C. This nuclear exchange would go global
The Australian, 5/30/15
Paul Dibb, “Why we must keep a wary eye on Putin’s Russia,” l/n)
The Baltic countries in particular are seriously worried that Putin will use the excuse of their sizeable Russian populations to challenge their territory with military force. As NATO members, they then would demand NATO military assistance to defend them. The spectre here is that Russia's new military doctrine envisages an early recourse to the use of tactical nuclear weapons (of which it has a very large number) if it is seriously threatened by superior conventional military forces. The problem is that NATO has very few tactical nuclear weapons these days to respond with - leaving the options of escalating to the strategic level of nuclear war or facing defeat.






