
4746

2018. – Access mode: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/ legalcontent/EN/TXT/ PDF/
?uri=CELEX: 52018JC0005&from=EN.

11. Kuhn U. Preventing Escalation in the Baltic // U. Kuhn  // The Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace. – 28 March 2018. – Access mode: https:/
/carnegieendowment.org/2018/03/28/consequences-for-nato-pub-75881.

12. Novaky N. The Commission’s military mobility proposal: a good first
step // Wilfred Martens Center. – November 2017. – Access mode: www.
martenscentre.eu/blog/commissions-military-mobility-proposal-good-first-step.

13. Schultz. T. NATO in Europe Needs «Military Schengen’ to rival
Russian mobility // DW. – 12 September 2017. – Access mode: www.dw.com/
en/nato-in-europe-needs-military-schengen-to-rival-russian-mobilit y/a-
40470302.

14. Standing strong together: Allied efforts to reinforce NATO’s
deterrence move forward in Estonia // NATO PA Sub-Committee on
Transatlantic Defence and Security Cooperation. – June 2018. – Access
mode: https://www.nato-pa.int/news/standing-strong-together-allied-efforts-
reinforce-natos-deterrence-move-forward-estonia.

15. The Secretary General’s Annual Report 2018 //NATO official
website.– March 2019. – Access mode: https://www.nato.int/
nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/ pdf_publications/20190315_sgar2018-en.pdf.

16. Ukraine boosts security on borders ahead of Zapad-2017 military
drills // UNIAN.– 7 September 2017. – Access mode: www.unian.info/politics/
2120409-ukraine-boosts-security-on-borders-ahead-of-zapad-2017-military-
drills-president.html.

17. Williams M., Polityuk . Russia left troops in Belarus after wargames:
Ukraine // Reuters. – 29 September 2017. – Access mode: www. reuters.com/
article/us-ukraine-crisis-army/russia-left-troops-in-belarus-after-wargames-
ukraine-idUSKCN1C4234.

18. Winnerstig M. The Strategic Ramifications of the Aurora 17 Exercise
in Sweden //International Centre of Defence and Security (Estonia). –
October 2017. – Access mode: https://icds.ee/the-strategic-ramifications-of-
the-aurora-17-exercise-in-sweden/.

., , 

. 
. 

, 

; 3) 
, ;

4) 
, 

; 5) 
, 

; 6) 
, 

.

1. Analysis of Anti-Access Area Denial (A2AD) // NATO Science
& Technology Organization. – November 2017. – Access mode: https://
www.sto.nato.int/SitePages/ newsitem.aspx?ID=3546.

2. Assessing the Conventional Force Imbalance in Europe. Implication
for Counter Russian Local Superiority // RAND Corporation Research Report. –
2018. – Access mode: https://www.rand.org/pubs/research _reports/
RR2402.html.

3. Baroudos C. Why NATO Should Fear Russia’s A2/AD Capabilities
(And How to Respond) // The National Interest. – 21 September 2016. –
Access mode: http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/why-nato-should-fear-
russias-a2-ad-capabilities-how-respond-17776.

4. Brussels Summit Declaration. Issued by the Heads of State and
Government participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council. –
Brussels. – 11 July 2018. – Access mode: https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/
official_texts_ 156624.htm?selectedLocale=e.

5. Brzezinski I. J., Bilynskyj M. How Ukraine Can Contribute to NATO
Forward Defense // I. J. Brzezinski, M. Bilynskyj. – April 2016. – Access
mode: http://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/ukrainealert/how-ukraine-can-
contribute-to-nato-s-forward-defense.

6. Day J. A. Reinforcing NATO’s Deterrence in the East // NATO
Parliamentary Assembly. Defence and Security Committee. 063 DSC 18 E. –
3 April 2018. – Access mode: https://www.nato-pa.int/.

7. Doorstep statement by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg
prior to the meetings of NATO Defence Ministers. – Access mode: https://
www.nato.int/cps/ en/natohq/opinions_155263.htm?selectedLocale=en.

8. Emmott, R. NATO launches Black Sea force as latest counter to
Russia // Reuters. – 9 October 2017. – Access mode: https://ca.reuters.com/
article/topNews/idCAKBN1CE0MJ-OCATP.

9. Jacobson, Carsten Presentation on Enhancing NATO’s Capability to
meet Current and Future Security Threats and the Need for a «Military
Schengen Zone», NATO PA, 2018 Joint Committee meetings.

10. Joint Communication to the European Parliament and the Council on
the Action Plan on Military Mobility // European Commission. – 28 March

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
http://www.dw.com/
https://www.nato-pa.int/news/standing-strong-together-allied-efforts-
https://www.nato.int/
http://www.unian.info/politics/
https://icds.ee/the-strategic-ramifications-of-
http://www.sto.nato.int/SitePages/
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research
http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/why-nato-should-fear-
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/
http://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/ukrainealert/how-ukraine-can-
https://www.nato-pa.int/.
http://www.nato.int/cps/
https://ca.reuters.com/


4948

)  58,5 .
 (2011 .).

 2010 .  9 %  (
 12 %), , 

 – 64 % (  – 68 %),  – 26 % (17 %),
 2 %. 

 ( ) 
 0,7; 0,9  1,5.

 2011 . 
6,1 % (  2000 . – 5,4 %)  ( ),

 5,3 %  0,9 % – .
 (  3- ) 

0,6 % (0,5 % – , 0,1 % – ), , 
 – 3,9 % (  3,6 %  0,3 %);  – 1,6 %

(1,1 %  0,5 %),  – 0,2 %  –
1,4 % .  (  7 % )  (7,9 %),

 (7,7 %),  (7,6 %),  (7,5 %),  (7,4 %)
 (7,3 %).  (  2,5 % )

 (2,8 %),  (2,7 %)  (2,6 %). 
 0,5 % , 

 0,6 %)  (0,9 %),  (0,8 %), , ,
, ,  (0,7 %),  (  0,6 %) [1].

 (  84 %) 
.  2000 – 2011 . ,

, 
 87  84 %.  (40 %),  (37 %), 

(32 %)  (31 %),  (2,4 %),  (2,8 %),
 (5,0 %),  (5,5 %). 

 (82 %, 2010 .), , , 
 (91 %,  2000 . – 92 %). 

 (69 % ,  2000 . – 75 %)
. 

 4 %  10 % , ,
, ,  51 % , 54 % , 65 % ,

66 % , 70 % , 73 % , 76 % 
, 

).
 2011 .  13 %

 (12 %  1995 .). 
,  

.  15% 
 (22 %),  (21 %),  (17 %), 

(16 %)  (  15 %),  10% – , ,  (
9%) [1].

, 
– . , 

,  .  ,

. 
.  10 – 12 % 
. , ,

, 
. 

 « », 
, , 

. 

. 
.

 2011 . 
,  ( ), 

 (
 – ) :  (

 3- ) 7,4 .,  – 8,3 .,  –
9,4 .,  – 9,5 .,  – 9,3 .,

 – 4,8 ., 
– 9,6 ., ,  – 14,0 .

 1,9 ,
 1,7 ,  1,5 ,

2,9 , 
 (31,0 %) 

. ,
, 

 [1].

 21 %,  – 23 %,  – 26 %,
 – 27%,  – 26 %,  –

15 %,  – 23 %,  – 43 %, 
 – 41 % (  – 28 %).

 2000–2011 . 
,  1,4  (

 1,3 ),  –  1,2  (
 1,4 

 1,5 ).

 12,4  106,3 . 
(2010 .);  – 3,9  (2,2  4,4 



5150

1. :  / [ . :
. . , . . , . . .]; .

. . . , . . . –  : , 2016. – 792 .

., 
,

:  

, , 
«… , 

…» [4, . 3]. 

, 
, , 

, , 
, 

, , 
.

. ,
«… , 

, 
, . , 

, 
, , , , 

» («
: 

», 2017) [8]. . ,

, 
, 

, , 
, , 

 [8]. 
. .

, 

, 
, . 

,
:

 – 36 %,  – 24 %,  – 43 % (2011 .); 
 – 85 %, 13 %, 2 % (2010 .).

, 
 (  80%) 

 (100 %),  (96 %),  (90 %),  (88 %),
 (83 %),  (  80 %),  (  3 %) – 

, ,  (  1%)  (1,8 %),  (2,4 %) 
(2,7 %).  (2010 .)  (  99
%) , , , , 

 (  100 %),  (99,9 %),
,  (  99,8 %),  –  (16 %),

 (18 %)  (25 %).

.
 ( , , ) 

.  22 %
,  0,3 % , 

, . 
 (  1,0 %),

 (0,9 %),  (0,7 %),  – 
(0,02 %),  (0,07 %), , , , 
(0,09 – 0,11 %). ,  

. 

. 
 [1].

, , 
 7 %,  – 93 %,  79 %

 (63 % ). 
 10 %,  – 90 %,  68 %

 (42 % ).  (31 %)
,

 –   (56  %),   (52  %),   (46  %),
 (41 %), , ,  (  39 %),
 (38 %),  (  35 %) [1].

, 
: 

. 
 20 % 

.


