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The concrete expression of Lithuania’s foreign policy is found in President 

Adamkus’s inaugural pledge to seek membership in both NATO and the European Union 
(EU). Achievement of these two objectives in essence constitutes integration into 
European security, political, and economic structures. Of the two, EU membership has 
thus far encountered greater resistance within the country.  Owing to growing concerns 
with the effects of privatization and globalization, several political leaders and much of 
the public has questioned the wisdom of entering the EU. Even some of those supporting 
EU membership have argued that it might best be accomplished in a more graduated 
manner over a longer time than that envisioned under the current policy. 

In contrast, NATO membership has thus far drawn far less criticism. While part of 
the public has complained of the portion of the GDP dedicated to defense, the country’s 
major political parties recently signed an agreement committing them to supporting both 
the defense budget and rapid entry into the alliance. Nonetheless, despite the greater 
consensus on NATO, there has been relatively little scholarly analysis of the conditions 
under which the country is likely to be able to achieve membership.  What little serious 
work that has been published has been largely normative, arguing why Lithuania must 
seek NATO membership. The bulk of remaining literature on the subject has been 
descriptive, focusing on the steps that Lithuania has taken in order to gain entry into 
NATO. Both of these approaches focus almost exclusively on Lithuania, ignoring 
altogether the interactions of Lithuania with other interested parties and the consequences 
of those interactions. They have also generally failed to employ the tools of modern 
political science relying instead on traditional analytical methods rooted in history, 
philosophy, or journalism. 

This paper seeks to contribute an explicitly non-normative, empirical analysis of 
the problem of NATO membership. Further, it employs an explicitly social science 
approach, Game Theory. It is not the contention of this paper that a theoretical, social 
scientific approach is the only one appropriate to the problem at the center of this or any 
other question. The argument is far more humble. No single approach is the “correct” 
approach; no single  approach will uncover all the challenges posed by the problem. 
Indeed, we should employ as many difference approaches and perspectives as possible. 
This paper seeks to contribute to the discussion by addressing Lithuania’s bid for NATO 
entry from an explicitly empirical and theoretical perspective, one which is largely 
missing from the debate. The crux of the paper’s argument is that evaluation of the 
conditions under which Lithuania is likely to secure entry into NATO requires 
consideration of the country’s relations with other states. In other words, Lithuania’s 
efforts to gain membership is not dependent wholly on its own efforts. The outcome of 
the process will result from the interplay of the states involved. Hence, a systemic 
approach is likely to reveal interesting challenges and conundrums not otherwise 
apparent in more idiosyncratic analysis.  The moral formal and rigorous the model 
applied, the more this will be the case. 

  



Game Theory 
 
Game Theory begins with the assumption that nation-states (henceforth, simply 

states) are unitary and rational. They are unitary insofar as they enunciate a unified and 
internally coherent (non-contradictory) foreign policy. They are rational insofar as they 
engage in actions intended to achieve that policy. It is difficult to quarrel with the 
rationality assumption, but as we shall see later states may not in fact be unitary. 
However, at this stage we shall pursue both assumptions. 

Many scholars adopt the twin assumptions of a unitary and rational state in their 
analyses of Lithuania’s drive to achieve entry into NATO.  Starting from an explication 
of the problem, they consider whether particular efforts are likely to achieve the goal. 
Their focus, however, is on the actions of Lithuania. The goals and actions of other states 
are part of the context or background.  As such they are relatively fixed. Game Theory 
focuses on the interactions of all interested states. It argues that self-interested and 
rational pursuit of foreign policy goals by any country is necessarily influenced by that of 
others. More to the point, it is entirely likely that because of the interaction of states in 
the international system, none of them will achieve their stated foreign policy goals. This 
despite the fact that their actions are intended to achieve those very same goals. Indeed, it 
is often the case that the rational pursuit of state goals results in an outcome that no state 
would prefer. 

The most famous depiction of this phenomenon is captured in a “game” that has 
become known as Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD). PD is a game theoretic depiction of the 
security dilemma faced by states in the international system. The dilemma is captured in 
the statement, “if I do not arm to defend myself, my enemy will most assuredly arm to 
take advantage of my self-imposed weakness; if I do arm, my enemy will most assuredly 
arm seeing in my action proof of my hostile intent.”  As a consequence of this dilemma, 
states are perpetually bound to spend considerably more on military security than they 
might otherwise wish. 

The specific game theoretic representation of the security dilemma (PD) is as 
follows. Suppose two states (say the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold 
War) have the option either to unilaterally increase or unilaterally decrease their 
armaments levels. Figure 1 displays the two-by-two matrix of the possible outcomes 
given that each state has two choices. Given their foreign policy goals, each state has 
different preferred outcomes, referred to as “payoffs.” These payoffs are indicated by a 
number in each of the four cells. The payoff for the United States (US) is indicated in the 
upper left hand corner of each cell, that for the Soviet Union (USSR) in the lower right 
hand corner. The higher the number, the more preferred the outcome. Hence, each prefers 
the outcome in which it increases armaments (with a payoff of “4”) while its opponent 
decreases armament (the opponent’s payoff being a “1”). Conversely, both prefer a 
mutual decrease in armaments (with a payoff of “3” to both sides) to a mutual increase in 
armaments (with a payoff of “2” to both sides). 

 
       USSR 
    Increase armaments  Decrease armaments 
      
 Increase armaments  2    4 



      2    1 
US       
 
 Decrease armaments  1    3 
      4    3 
 
Figure 1.  Prisoner’s Dilemma 
  
 The dilemma is that as each state rationally pursues its own policy interest, the 

two achieve their second worst outcome. This is so because each will choose to increase 
armaments rather than run the risk of decreasing armaments while the other increases its 
armaments. To see this, consider the following logic. The US has two options, to increase 
armaments or decrease armaments. Its possible payoffs if it chooses to increase 
armaments are “2” or “4”. Should it choose to decrease armaments, its payoffs are either 
“1” or “3”.  In both cases, however, what is most important is that the choice to increase 
armaments always results in a higher payoff no matter what choice the USSR might 
make. For instance, if the USSR chooses to increase armaments, the US’s best choice is 
to increase armaments (achieving a payoff of “2” as opposed to a “1” were it to disarm).  
If the USSR chooses to decrease armaments, the US’s best choice again is to increase 
armaments (achieving a payoff of “4” as opposed to a “3” were it to disarm).  Hence the 
US has a dominant strategy to increase armaments no matter what the USSR does. The 
reader can see that the USSR likewise has a dominant strategy to increase armaments no 
matter what the US does as in any case it will always do better. Hence, both states 
increase armaments and are locked in a perpetual arms race. 

 
The Lithuanian Security Game 
 
If we know the players and their payoffs (preferred policy outcomes), we can 

construct the “game” for any foreign policy situation. Let us do so for Lithuania’s effort 
to enter NATO. Before doing so, however, we must note that the game we will construct 
will require a slight modification from the previous example. This is necessitated by the 
fact that the Lithuanian Security Game involves a sequence of moves by the states 
involved whereas PD is focused on simultaneous decisions being taken in regard to 
armament procurement. As a consequence, while it is not absolutely necessary, it will be 
easier to understand the logic of the game if we present it in an extensive form (tree 
form).  The logic of the game, however, is the same as PD. 

 We will begin with the assumption that NATO is a security alliance. Both 
member states as well as prospective states most value it for the collective security that 
they enjoy within it. Therefore, Lithuania seeks entry primarily to assure security from 
the aggression of neighboring states while the United States and NATO members 
maintain their membership as they view it as the primary organization for securing 
European member states from outside aggression. As a consequence of this, Russia 
conversely views the alliance as oriented against it.   

 There are at least three players in the Lithuanian Security Game: Lithuania, 
NATO, and Russia. To simplify the analysis somewhat, we will treat NATO as a unitary 
actor (that is, an actor with a single purpose). Further, we will assume that the US by 



virtue of its central position in the alliance takes the decisions (an assumption that most 
should find acceptable since US sponsorship virtually guarantees an invitation to NATO).  
Hence, US foreign policy goals and objectives are salient in determining Lithuanian 
security. 

 Given our assumption that states value NATO membership for the collective 
security that it affords them, in the absence of a threat there is no logical rationale for 
Lithuania to seek entry into NATO.  Therefore, Russia is included as it is the state that 
could most clearly pose a threat to Lithuanian security. In this view, the presumed 
Russian threat accounts for much of the impetus for Lithuania seeking NATO 
membership. Hence, Russia’s foreign policy actions are salient in determining Lithuanian 
security.   

 It is fairly clear that the US must make the first move in the game. Some might 
argue that Lithuania must do so by requesting membership. However, since it has already 
done so, the issue is moot.  There are no choices left to Lithuania (unless it should choose 
to reconsider the issue in the future, something Russia has been urging it to do).  The US 
choices are to offer Lithuania membership in NATO or reject the country’s application. 
These choices are shown in Figure 2. 

 Lithuania can only “play” the game should the US offer NATO membership. (See 
Figure 3.)  If no offer is made, Lithuania has no response available to it. In the event of 
any offer, Lithuania has two responses: accept the offer or reject it. The latter is included 
for two reasons. First, to be complete the model must be exhaustive. That is all 
possibilities must be included. Second, Lithuania has yet to receive an offer, so it is 
therefore conceivable that it could indeed reject one if made.   

 Russia enters the game after the Lithuanian decision (or after the US decision in 
the event Lithuania’s petition is denied). Russia can react by accepting the new status quo 
created by the US and Lithuanian decisions or engage in foreign policy moves intended 
to challenge or undermine the new status quo. The full game is depicted in Figure 4.  
There are six possible outcomes each of which is preferred differently by the three 
players.  Those preferences (payoffs) are displayed in the parentheses in the boxes at the 
end of each outcome in Figure 4. The preferences are ordered from “10” (the highest 
payoff) to “1” (the lowest payoff) for each state in the following order: US, Lithuania, 
Russia. 

 Lithuania most prefers membership in NATO with no Russian aggressive 
response (payoff of “10”).  That is its stated foreign policy goal. Its least preferred 
outcome (with a payoff of “1”) is no offer of membership and Russian aggression. Its 
next most preferred outcome would be facing Russian aggression within NATO. While it 
would benefit from the collective security arrangement to some degree, NATO 
membership in this case has failed to avoid the very difficulties that the country’s 
leadership had believed membership in the alliance would deter. Therefore, the option in 
which Lithuania rejects an offer of membership and suffers no difficulties with Russia is 
arguably as good an outcome (if not better). This latter outcome in turn is also better than 
the outcome in which the country experiences no external aggression after having 
received no membership offer since in the former case it could conceivably rely on a 
NATO response to a change in Russian behavior. In any case, Lithuania wishes to avoid 
facing Russia outside of NATO. 



 For its part, the US shoulders the burden of defending Lithuania should that 
country become a NATO member and Russia engages in aggressive behavior against it. 
Therefore, Lithuania’s NATO membership comes at a high cost to the US. The cost is 
made even higher by the military indefensibility of the country. Since it is located in a 
salient, literally pinched between Belarus’ and Kaliningrad Region, the stationing of a 
significant military contingent in the country is suicidal. The only credible deterrent 
would be the threat of nuclear forces. Otherwise, conventional forces could do no more 
than keep an aggressor from moving further West after seizing all of Lithuanian territory.  
This is of little consolation to Lithuania and a tremendous complication for US and 
NATO contingency planners.   

 Hence, given our assumption that all states value NATO for the collective 
security it provides them, the US most prefers options in which Lithuania remains outside 
of NATO but does not suffer from Russian aggression.  The lowest payoff for the US is 
having to defend Lithuania as a NATO member against overt Russian aggression. 
Slightly more acceptable is not having any responsibility to defend the country in the 
event of such aggression. 

 Russia least prefers having to aggress against Lithuania as a NATO member (a 
payoff of “2”).  Indeed, this is what Lithuania is counting on to deter Russian aggression. 
Russia also clearly prefers having Lithuania outside of NATO, Vladimir Putin’s recent 
statements to the side (a payoff of “10”). The payoff is only slightly less should Lithuania 
remain outside of NATO after rejecting an offer of membership. Given the leverage 
Russia would undoubtedly be able to exercise over the country, the costs of overtly 
aggressive behavior are not justifiable, all the more so as it could lead to Western 
sanctions that might otherwise be avoided (a payoff of “3” in both cases). For that reason 
accepting Lithuania as a member of NATO may well be more acceptable if for no other 
reason than Russia might well be able to extract concessions from the US in return 
(payoff of “4”). This is of course a matter of debate.  What is interesting about the model 
we are using in this case is that it really does not matter if we reverse the payoffs between 
the two. The outcome will be the same.  Hence, the model helps us to deal with 
uncertainty in Russia’s responses in a way that traditional methods based on judgment do 
not. 

 Now that we have the outcomes and the payoffs that the states attach to each, we 
can determine the most likely outcome in a way similar to that which we employed in 
analyzing the PD game by looking for the best strategy that each state can employ. We 
begin by looking at Russia first since it will make the last move in the game. Russia is 
faced with either accepting the new status quo or taking aggressive action against it in 
three different scenarios: Lithuania as a NATO member, Lithuania outside of NATO 
after rejecting a membership offer, and Lithuania outside of NATO with no membership 
offer. Note than in no case can Russia choose between these three options. It can only 
select a response based on the options that others have chosen. Therefore, based on the 
choice between the payoffs should Lithuania become a NATO member, it will accept the 
status quo (preferring a payoff of “4” to a “2”).  It will choose non-aggression in each of 
the other scenarios as well. Hence, we can remove those choices from the game that 
Russia will not select. (We have done this in Figure 5.) 

 We now look at the options available to Lithuania, the actor making the second 
move. Its choices are reduced to two. It has no options in the case in which the US makes 



no offer of membership. Given its choice of accepting NATO membership (with a payoff 
of “10”) or rejecting NATO membership (with a payoff of “8”), it accepts NATO 
membership since it has the higher payoff. Note as in the case of Russia, the model helps 
us to ignore the finer arguments about whether Lithuania would prefer to face Russian 
aggression inside or outside of NATO in comparison to experiencing no Russian 
aggression and being outside of NATO. The only choice of consequence is Lithuania’s 
choice to enter NATO. Since this is its stated foreign policy position, we have no reason 
to doubt it will do so.  Further, given that no other choices are important to the game’s 
outcome, the point as to whether we have correctly assessed the preference or intensity of 
Lithuania’s preferences (payoffs) is immaterial. 

 We are now left with the game at Figure 6. The choice is left to the United States. 
The interesting thing to note is that since the US conceivably knows its own payoffs as 
well as those of the other two players, it can engage in the very same analysis as we have 
in this paper and arrive at the conclusion as to the likely outcome. Even more interesting 
is that the US choice, like that of the other players, is in a sense predetermined. Each state 
has a dominant strategy. Should they follow that strategy, they can not achieve a worse 
outcome. However, since every state follows its dominant strategy, the outcome is known 
beforehand. Even more interestingly, in this game the only choice that matters is made by 
the first actor, the US. Given the choice between offering NATO entry (and knowing that 
Lithuania will accept the offer and Russia will accept the new status quo) or making no 
offer (and knowing that Russia will not aggress), the US will accept the latter as it has a 
higher payoff. So, the outcome is that most preferred by the US and Russia and not 
preferred by Lithuania - Lithuania is outside of NATO with no offer of membership. 

 
Rethinking the Game 
 
This is of course the very outcome that Lithuania wishes to avoid. It therefore 

naturally raises the question as to whether it can somehow be averted. Is Lithuania really 
as powerless to determine its own fate as the model we have constructed suggests? The 
answer is no. 

 If we look closely at Figure 6, we note that the difference between the US choice 
to offer or deny membership in NATO is based on the difference in payoffs between the 
two options to the US itself.  That is an important point. It means that what is important 
in the outcome is not what is in Lithuania’s interest but what is in the US interest!  
Hence, arguments for membership based on Lithuania’s security needs or Lithuania’s 
right to make its own security decisions by the logic of this model are likely to fall on 
deaf ears. Lithuania must find a means to change the US calculation of its own self-
interest so that Lithuanian membership in NATO serves US interests. 

 One way to do this of course is to attempt to shame the US by recalling how it has 
on several occasions failed to come to Lithuania’s assistance. Among these are the 
general failure of the West (in which the US is implicated) to defend the country from 
Soviet occupation in 1940, the failure to deny Soviet re-occupation in 1944, the broken 
promises during the post-war resistance of the Miško Broliai (Forest’s Brothers), and the 
unwillingness to recognize Lithuanian independence in 1990 and 1991 in an effort to 
avoid undermining the regime of Mikhail Gorbachev. However, such a strategy seems 
just as likely to create a backlash as the desired result among an American public weary 



of being accused of duplicitous behavior in the twentieth century. Further, as I shall argue 
shortly, it is not necessary. 

 Another strategy to change the American payoff structure is to demonstrate the 
importance of Lithuania to the alliance. This, however, seems doomed. Given the 
previously discussed problem of the military indefensibility of the country, it is not likely 
that Lithuania will be able to contribute enough to make the US’s and NATO’s 
contributions justifiable. Indeed, from a purely military perspective, Lithuanian 
membership in the alliance provides no added value. It in fact is a net security consumer, 
and not a provider. 

 The key to the puzzle lies in the assumption that NATO is valued primarily by its 
members as a collective security provider. While that is most certainly the view from the 
US Defense Department and parts of the US Congress, it is not the view of much of the 
foreign policy community, particularly that part that counts in the decisions relative to 
NATO expansion. Perhaps more than any other state within NATO, the US values the 
organization for other than its purely collective security function. Indeed, the US view of 
NATO is so multidimensional that it virtually undermines the unitary actor assumption of 
game theory. Nonetheless, the model is still applicable as at least in regard to issues 
concerning NATO expansion, decisions must be taken. Further, those decisions must be 
taken in pursuit of some foreign policy goal. The question is what goals, based on what 
underlying principles. 

 Seen in this light, Lithuania will benefit most if it engages in efforts that bolster 
and support those elements of the American foreign policy community that do not view 
NATO as primarily a collective security alliance. In essence, while Lithuania might well 
value NATO precisely for that reason, if it wishes to gain entry, it must reduce its 
rhetoric on that very dimension and emphasize (both in rhetoric and action) those 
dimensions that will most bolster its case for membership within the context of the 
American domestic debate. 

 What might those dimensions be? Concisely stated they comprise American core 
concerns. The most important of these are dealing with the historical nationalist conflicts 
that have wracked Europe and maintaining US influence on the continent. From this 
perspective NATO serves two roles. First, NATO in this view is not a military alliance 
protecting the continent from an external aggressor.  It is an organization within which 
Europe can resolve long-term historical grievances between its member states, grievances 
which in the American view have accounted for Europe’s tragic history. Second, NATO 
is the primary vehicle for assuring that US involvement in Europe is not threatened in the 
wake of EU expansion. Therefore, it is in the American interest that NATO expand 
concurrently if not ahead of the EU to insure that it remains the primary security 
organization on the continent as EU institutions for a common foreign and security policy 
evolve. 

 While these are not the only views on the rationale of NATO expansion in the 
current debate among US foreign policy elites, they are the major ones contending with 
the purely military view of the Pentagon and its allies. Proponents of the two alternative 
views are not always agreed and they do not necessarily support each other, but both 
offer Lithuania with an opportunity to influence the decision on NATO entry. 

 The first element in the alternative view of the role of NATO is one in which 
Lithuania is already excelling. The country’s contribution to peacekeeping operations in 



the former Yugoslavia come to mind as an excellent example of making the case that the 
country understands and wishes to contribute to NATO’s evolving role as an instrument 
for dealing with Europe’s internal security problems. Efforts toward dealing with past 
problems of anti-Semitism as well as organized crime, ethnic discord, border disputes, 
and other issues are equally important on this dimension. Also of note in this regard are 
Lithuania’s efforts to develop good relations with its neighbors, in particular the 
Kaliningrad Region. 

 The second element of the American alternative view on NATO’s role is perhaps 
even easier for Lithuania to take advantage of. The country has already done much to 
establish a special relation with the US on a number of dimensions. It need merely point 
this out in order to make that case that there is a convergence of interests between those 
in the US who wish to maintain US influence in Europe by expanding NATO and 
proponents within Lithuania of membership in NATO. 

 Working on these two issues dimensions, Lithuania can in essence help change 
the US payoff structure in Figure 6 by literally changing the game itself. Instead of a 
game premised on the assumption of self-interested states pursuing their security 
interests, it is transformed into one in which self-interested states pursue several loosely 
related economic and political interests on a number of dimensions. In so doing, the focus 
is shifted to a set of dimensions favoring Lithuanian entry into NATO as the US has a 
higher payoff (is more self-interested) in admitting a Lithuania into membership that 
shares its core values and hence appears to be a good potential partner for serving US 
interests. What must be avoided, however, is permitting the focus to move to the purely 
military dimension, one on which the case for Lithuanian entry to NATO is relatively 
weak. The fact that the Pentagon is under civilian political leadership will greatly assist 
Lithuania in this effort. This means that despite military concerns about the defensibility 
of the Baltics, the decision will be a political one. 

 
Further Considerations 
 
There are, however, some further issues that game theory and our model permit us 

to consider. As we have argued from the beginning, Lithuania is not the only country 
interested in the possibility of its entering NATO. Russia is equally concerned with the 
issue. Indeed, just as the model has permitted us to focus on how Lithuania might best 
make the case for NATO membership, it also permits us to consider how Russia might 
take additional steps to deny it membership. Like Lithuania, Russia must focus on 
changing the US payoff structure. If Lithuania’s challenge is to change the balance from 
the US rejecting a membership bid to an offer of entry, Russia must engage in efforts to 
strengthen  the US calculation of payoffs in favor of rejection. 

 Neither Lithuania nor Russia can make the first move. That is left to the US at the 
moment. What Russia can do, however, is make a strategic move that radically changes 
the US calculation in favor of Russia’s preferred outcomes. Game theoreticians generally 
recognize threats as the best way to do this. From this vantage point, Russia could 
threaten to occupy Lithuania militarily should the country join NATO (following an offer 
to do so). The problem with this particular threat, however, is its lack of credibility. 
Russia is not likely to be able to follow through on such a threat given its economic 
dependence on Western loans. Furthermore, the point of making the threat is that it will 



be so credible that it will deter an action of another state, in this case deter the US from 
offering Lithuania membership in NATO. Given Russia’s history over the last ten years 
of threatening and then capitulating to Western security initiatives, to include NATO 
expansion elsewhere in Europe, any such threat is not likely to be considered credible. 

 Another plausible option is to threaten to station nuclear forces in Belarus or the 
Kaliningrad Oblast. This threat is also not credible as it would most certainly meet with 
some form of economic sanctions and reduce the availability of Western monetary 
assistance. In both cases, however, what Russia is trying to do is reduce the US payoff 
for inviting Lithuania into NATO in Figure 6.   

 The best means at Russia’s disposal for accomplishing this is not military, it is 
economic. Lithuania’s dependence on the Russian market is evidenced in the current 
economic crisis. This dependency is greatly compounded by its energy dependence on 
Russia. This dependency provides Russia with a powerful and credible threat. The 
country need only signal its willingness to restrict radically or altogether sever its 
economic (and in particular energy) relations with Lithuania should it enter NATO. This 
is hardly an aggressive act on a level that would occasion a determined Western response 
threatening a reduction of loan assistance to Russia. Further, given Russia’s apparent use 
of Lithuania’s energy dependency in its manipulation of oil supplies to Mažeikiai Nafta it 
is a credible threat. The US payoff is significantly effected as the cost of NATO 
membership now includes paying for the restructuring of the Lithuanian economy. It is 
questionable whether the cost would outweigh the political benefits of having one more 
partner in NATO, particularly if other partners can be found not requiring such large 
transfusions of money. 

 
A Short Conclusion 
 
This paper has employed a game theoretic approach to assess under what 

conditions Lithuania is most likely to gain entry to NATO. The primary conclusion was 
that the country needs to avoid appealing to the strictly military dimension of NATO. 
Such a strategy is likely to end in failure as it plays a “game” highly prejudicial to 
Lithuania’s case for entry to NATO. The better approach is to employ rhetoric and take 
actions emphasizing Lithuania’s commitment to NATO’s evolving role as the primary 
political forum in Europe dealing with internal security issues.   

 The paper has concluded on a less sanguine note that these efforts could be 
significantly undermined or altogether negated should Russia prove willing to engage in 
efforts to use Lithuania’s economic dependence in a bid to deny it entry into NATO.  
However, it would be wrong to conclude that the author is pessimistic on this score. 
Indeed, it seems that identifying a state’s likely options permits other states to react. 
Lithuania’s best recourse in this case is to take advantage of the opportunity afforded by 
the current economic crisis to restructure radically the country’s economy. In particular, 
efforts need to be undertaken to wean the country off of energy and agricultural market 
dependence on Russia. Of course, all of this will take a substantial investment of political 
will and resources on the part of the country’s political leadership as any such efforts will 
undoubtedly meet with enormous resistance from elites with major investments and 
economic interests in the “eastern markets,” not to mention resistance from the public, 
which will suffer the economic consequences of restructuring. However, the failure to 



muster the necessary will to mobilize the population to sustain the relocation that such 
changes will entail could undermine the country’s ability to ultimately enter NATO. 

 There are other considerations concerning Lithuania’s effort to join NATO as 
well. Perhaps the most potentially problematic assumption in this paper is that it has 
addressed NATO as a unitary actor largely reflecting US foreign policy choices. To the 
degree that the assumption is wrong the conclusions of this paper need to be 
reconsidered. Game theory, however, permits the addition of other major actors or 
consideration of the decision process within NATO as a first stage before the “game” laid 
out in this paper is played as a second stage. 
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