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We argue that NATO allies exhibiting more “Atlanticist” strategic cultures allocate a greater share of their defense re-
sources to Alliance priorities than those exhibiting “Europeanist” strategic cultures. Our analysis builds on policy discus-
sions regarding imbalances in burden-sharing in transatlantic security. Scholarship in the fields of international security
and political economy offers plausible explanations for these imbalances, but does not address how allies allocate resources
within defense budgets and does not statistically test effects of cultural variables on such decisions. Using evidence from 89
national security strategy documents of 24 NATO allies, we argue that the more states’ strategic cultures tend toward
Atlanticism, the more resources they allocated to military operations during a period in which such operations were the
Alliance’s top priority. During the height of NATO’s “out of area” period from 2000 to 2012, there was a strong, positive
correlation between, on the one hand, Atlanticist language in such documents and, on the other, allies’ allocation of finan-
cial resources to military operations—as opposed to personnel, infrastructure, or equipment.

As NATO addressed “new security challenges” at its 2014
Wales Summit, allies made their first explicit public com-
mitment to redress unequal transatlantic burden-sharing
by pledging to invest 2 percent of GDP in defense—and
20 percent of that defense investment in equipment and
related research and development by 2024. The fact that
heads of state and government made the Wales pledge
was unusual. In the past, only defense ministers—who
generally support increases in defense budgets—endorsed
similar NATO guidelines, and only in private. Some
criticized the pledge for weak “consensus” language
(Dempsey 2015), but when NATO revisited the topic at
the 2016 Warsaw Summit, 22 Allies had halted or reversed
declines in defense spending, while a fifth state had
joined four others in meeting NATO’s 2 percent guide-
line (NATO 2016). The outcome of the Wales pledge over
the next decade matters for scholarship on alliance
burden-sharing. The promulgation of such a pledge itself
implies that allies bear some social allegiance to one an-
other, and that this allegiance should drive policy inde-
pendent of the economic and military considerations that
generally guide how states allocate defense resources. If
such material considerations were all that mattered, then
the pledge would be superfluous. Instead, officials de-
scribe it as central to the “transatlantic bond” (NATO
2014), and an “important gauge” of allies’ political com-
mitment to Europe’s security (Techau 2015).

The puzzle posed by the necessity of the high-profile
Wales pledge deepens when we study the allocation of
resources within the defense budgets of individual coun-
tries. NATO allies operate in the same geostrategic

environment and face similar systemic constraints. If
military and economic factors provided the only explan-
ation for spending behavior, NATO allies should allo-
cate resources much more similarly within their defense
budgets. As we demonstrate below, however, the re-
sources allocated to operations and maintenance
(O&M), equipment, personnel, and infrastructure ex-
penditures vary widely even among the most similarly
situated allies.

Consider NATO’s newest Eastern European members,
who analysts often cite as facing similar geopolitical
conditions. In 2015, Bulgaria devoted less than 2 per-
cent of its defense budget to equipment. Slovenia
devoted less than 1 percent. However, Poland allocated
over 30 percent and Latvia, which is at least as vulner-
able as Poland, devoted just 10 percent of its 2015 de-
fense budget to equipment (NATO 2015a). We also see
significant variation among countries in the share of de-
fense resources allocated to each of NATO’s other
three categories of defense expenditures. It ranges from
6.2 percent to 39.5 percent in O&M expenditures, from
36.4 percent to 80.7 percent in personnel expenditures,
and from less than 0.1 percent to 10.1 percent in infra-
structure expenditures. Existing theories on alliance
burden-sharing face difficulty in accounting for this tre-
mendous variation.

In this article, we provide evidence that strategic cul-
ture accounts for much of this variation. We argue that
“Atlanticism” shapes decisions about resource allocation
through three mechanisms: a shared normative under-
standing of a Western-led international order; a belief
in the importance of the United States in European se-
curity; and a preference for NATO as a platform for
coordinating force planning and operational
deployment.

To test our theory, we disaggregate military expend-
itures into the four categories that NATO uses:
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equipment,1 operating and maintenance,2 personnel,3

and infrastructure.4 Doing so provides more precise met-
rics of alliance solidarity and real-world burden-sharing,
namely the extent to which allies allocated resources to
NATO’s operational priorities during a period in which
the Alliance was heavily engaged outside its members’ ter-
ritory. Standard explanations of the distribution of the de-
fense burden among allies focus on top-line military
expenditures. They fail to offer a detailed explanation of
allies’ critical choices to allocate resources within their de-
fense budgets. Examples of such decisions include the
type of equipment spending agreed upon in the Wales
pledge, or spending on operations such as NATO’s re-
cently concluded International Security Assistance Force
(ISAF) mission in Afghanistan.

We identify a strong relationship between the extent to
which an ally’s strategic culture—as articulated in key na-
tional security documents—is Atlanticist, and its allocation
of defense resources to O&M expenditures. We use an
error correction model (ECM) to demonstrate that shifts
in strategic culture—manifested in national strategic docu-
ments—chronologically precede choices in the allocation
of military budgets. Moreover, the effects accumulate over
time, leading to divergence in burden-sharing among
allies. Since observers often criticize such strategic docu-
ments as “cheap talk”—that is, unrelated to hard resource
allocation decisions (Menon 2012)—our identification of
a connection between strategic discourse and the alloca-
tion of hard resources matters a great deal. Finally, our
analysis reveals what appears to be a substitution effect be-
tween personnel expenditures and the other three catego-
ries of expenditures. Senior officials on both sides of the
Atlantic have expressed concerns that rising personnel
costs are “unsustainable” (Miles 2011) or “eating us alive”
(Gates 2011), and that an inability to invest in capabilities
risks turning organizations like NATO into “spectators”
(Rasmussen 2013). Even more worrisome, Becker (2016)
finds that allies tend to use personnel expenditures for
particularistic purposes relating to national economies.

In the first section below, we draw on alliance, burden-
sharing, and strategic culture literature to explain our the-
ory that more Atlanticist allies invest more in operational
burden-sharing than do Europeanist allies. The second
section explains our key variables and our techniques for
operationalizing them. Section 3 explains our model spe-
cification, and Section 4 discusses our key finding: that
Atlanticism in strategic culture is strongly associated with
positive operational burden-sharing behavior. The final
section explains the theoretical and policy implications of
this finding.

Theory: Atlanticism and Operational Burden-Sharing

We define burden-sharing as “the distribution of costs and
risks among members of a group in the process of accom-
plishing a common goal” (Cimbala and Forster 2010,
150). Some scholars have broadened the definition of
burden-sharing to include measures such as refugee

assistance (Betts 2003, 274) and foreign aid (Zyla 2015,
217). While these arguments have merit, such broadening
of the concept of burden-sharing complicates precise
operationalization and statistical analysis. To increase pre-
cision, we narrow our focus to the metrics that both
NATO (2015a) and the European Defence Agency
(2015a) favor as indicators of both transatlantic and intra-
European burden-sharing.

Regardless of the metrics used, persistently unequal
burden-sharing among allies has puzzled scholars (Schelling
1955; Gordon 1956; Mason 1963) and policymakers
(Mansfield 1971; Biddle 1984; Daalder 2013; Barnes and
Lee 20165) since the Alliance’s creation. Yet the expansive
burden-sharing literature focuses on how much allies spend,
as opposed to what they spend it on. The emphasis on ag-
gregate expenditures as a share of GDP (military burden)
can be misleading, because it conflates resources used to
support shared allied interests with a host of expenses aimed
at domestic political or pecuniary goals. Theoretically, such
conflation undervalues the risks of participating in overseas
military ventures, placing O&M expenses on the same level
as increased pension funding or prestige-focused acquisi-
tions. Empirically, the measurement error is likely to correl-
ate systematically with domestic political variables that
influence spending, biasing analyses. For instance, focus-
ing on aggregate military spending will overestimate the
effects of domestic factors that promote pork or patron-
age spending, and it is less likely to capture the signifi-
cance of psychological or cultural factors associated with
putting citizens in harm’s way.

Some scholars argue that, in order to disaggregate the
“form of contributions” to collective defense, we need to
rely on case studies of distinct events involving small states
(Oma 2012, 563). Instead, we seek to identify general pat-
terns of behavior among allies. Disaggregating military ex-
penditures using the same methodology formally agreed
to by all 28 NATO allies allows us to conduct such analysis
systematically across the Alliance. It also facilitates efforts
to address the role of confounders, such as geography
and population. NATO’s disaggregated defense spending
data offers “a consistent basis of comparison of the de-
fence effort of Alliance members based on a common def-
inition of defence expenditure” (NATO 2015a). Such a
basis does not exist for alternative measures of burden-
sharing. Below, we demonstrate statistically that oper-
ations and maintenance expenditures provide a valid
measure of operational burden-sharing. This should come
as no surprise—O&M expenditures fund readiness, de-
ployment, and utilization of forces.

A rich body of literature also addresses Alliance burden-
sharing as it relates to persistence and solidarity (Weitsman
2014). International security scholars variously explain
NATO’s post–Cold War persistence as an institutional arti-
fact of the distribution of power and the proximity of
threats during the Cold War (Mearsheimer 1990, 6), as re-
sulting from the adaptability of the Alliance’s institutional
assets (Wallander 2000, 706), or as arising from the domes-
tic institutions of member states (Risse-Kappen 1996, 358).

Theorizing about the economics of alliance burden-
sharing has evolved from a pure public good approach to
a joint product approach. Relevant literature motivates
our use of controls for national wealth, spillover effects,
and the presence of exclusion mechanisms in Alliance
strategies. Defining burden-sharing as a collective-action

1“Equipment expenditures include major equipment expenditures and
R&D devoted to major equipment” (NATO 2015a, 9).

2“Other expenditures include operations and maintenance expenditures,
other R&D expenditures, and expenditures not allocated among above-
mentioned categories” (NATO 2015a, 10).

3“Personnel expenditures include military and civilian expenditures and
pensions” (NATO 2015a, 9).

4“Infrastructure expenditures include NATO common infrastructure and
national military construction” (NATO 2015a, 10).

5Quoting Ambassador Douglas Edward Lute, the US Permanent
Representative to NATO.
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problem, Olson and Zeckhauser (1966, 274) hypothesize
that an ally’s military burden would correlate positively
with the size of that member’s national income, particu-
larly as it related to that of other allies. This pure public
good hypothesis held until the mid-1960s.

Sandler and Forbes (1980, 427) theorize that changes in
strategy and technology that took place in the late 1960s
caused Alliance security to cease being a public good and
become a joint product, because “rivalry in consumption,
multiple outputs, benefit exclusion, and private benefits in-
creasingly characterize[ed] modern alliances.” The trans-
formation, they argue, was rooted in strategy: the doctrinal
shift from Massive Retaliation to Flexible Response. As
Alliance strategy moved from deterrence to protection, the
benefits of membership became increasingly excludable.
Burden-sharing therefore became more equal.6

Prominent theories of alliance formation in the interna-
tional security literature inform our use of various meas-
ures of threat in our analysis. While Walt’s work on this
topic focused on states’ choices to form alliances, balance-
of-threat logic also applies to questions of alliance persist-
ence and solidarity (Walt 1997, 158). Work discussing the
extent to which Europeans bandwagon with the United
States (Cladi and Locatelli 2012, 264), or engage in “soft”
(Pape 2005) and “hard” (Posen 2006, 149) balancing
against the United States, builds on this framework. Walt
predicts that an alliance without a threat will begin fraying
(Walt 1998, 3), in which case we would observe reductions
in alliance solidarity, exacerbating imbalances in oper-
ational burden-sharing.

Institutionalist analyses focus in particular on NATO’s
“stickiness,” its utility in facilitating policy coordination, and
its adaptability as a multipurpose platform whose norms,
rules, and procedures can respond to new circumstances
(Wallander 2000, 706). The comparative politics literature
highlights the importance of allies’ domestic institutions
and political developments (Risse-Kappen 1991, 479; Leeds
1999, 979). It also suggests that highly institutionalized alli-
ances are no more reliable than those that are less so
(Leeds, Mattes, and Vogel 2009, 462), and domestic institu-
tional features of democracies actually make them less likely
to demonstrate solidarity in some situations (Gartzke and
Gleditsch 2004, 775). This literature also highlights the im-
portance of intent and signaling in alliances, as well as com-
mitment and dependence, making the case for a measur-
able proxy for “an arrangement of values that disposes one
to act in a certain way” (Snyder 2007, 169).

Unfortunately, the rich existing literature does not offer
a detailed explanation of why allies make the resource allo-
cation decisions that they do within their defense budgets.
Why, for example, do some allies privilege high-tech equip-
ment purchases over personnel expenditures? Why do
some allies direct significant resources to training, readi-
ness, and overseas operations, while others focus on territor-
ial defense or other potentially particularistic interests? We
disaggregate defense expenditures in order to address such
questions. Moreover, the current literature does not address
the possible effects of values and culture on resource alloca-
tion. We turn to the concept of strategic culture as an inde-
pendent variable in order to fill this second critical gap.

Strategic Culture

A key insight of constructivist thinking on international se-
curity is that internalized ideas like culture predate and

thus shape and parametrize interests (Wendt 1999, 259).
NATO, then “represents an institutionalization of the
transatlantic security community based on common values
and a collective identity of liberal democracies” (Risse-
Kappen 1996, 395). Strategic culture, central to many con-
structivist analyses, is a compelling but fuzzy concept that
has thus far remained outside mainstream explanations
for burden-sharing. Scholars coalesce around defining it
as a “set of shared beliefs, assumptions, and modes of be-
havior, derived from common experiences and accepted
narratives (both oral and written), that shape collective
identity and relationships to other groups, and which de-
termine appropriate ends and means for achieving secur-
ity objectives” (Larsen and Johnson 2006, 3).

Scholarship on strategic culture experienced three
“waves” (Stone 2006, 1). The first wave, in the early 1980s,
focused on how differences in thinking about nuclear
strategy between the USSR and the United States were
driven by history, geography, and political culture (Gray
1999). The second wave focused on the notion that deci-
sion-makers’ actual motives vary from what they claim to
be doing (Stone 2006, 1). The third wave sought falsifi-
ability and engaged explicitly with the structuralist para-
digm in security studies (Johnston 1995, 33).

Scholars of both strategic culture (Zyla 2011) and of
strategy more broadly (Freedman 2013) have emphasized
the importance of strategic narratives, identifying a nexus
between strategic documents and strategic culture.
Strategic documents play three key roles at this nexus:
first, they express elite consensus on security strategy.
Second, they serve as a basis for planning, including re-
source planning. Third, they serve as an instrument of
public policy, communicating with and shaping domestic
and external audiences (Zyla 2011).

Scholars in this field, however, traditionally use a quali-
tative “discourse analysis” approach, analyzing a small
number of NATO and EU documents. An excellent ex-
ample of this is Kier’s (1995) work on culture and military
doctrine in France between the wars. We seek to test
quantitatively the generalizability of this intuitively and
theoretically powerful approach by using an Automated
Content Analysis of strategic documents produced by mul-
tiple individual allies over time, the robustness of which
we confirm with quantified canonical dimensions of na-
tional culture, expert analysis, and UNGA alignment data,
along with our own qualitative analysis.

Atlanticism: A Key Dimension of Strategic Culture

The definition of strategic culture above allows for a wide
spectrum of possibilities in identifying such a culture among
European allies. While many of these are important, they
can be quite hard to pin down empirically. We therefore
narrow our analysis to focus on Atlanticism, as the
Atlanticism/Europeanism dialectic represents a widely rec-
ognized dimension on which to place allies, identified early
in the debate on an emerging European security identity
(Webber et al. 2004, 22), and used in most relevant studies
today (Biehl, Giegerich, and Jonas 2013; Witney and de
France 2012). We define Atlanticism and Europeanism ra-
ther simply: as, respectively, preferences for a transatlantic
approach to European security, in which the United States’
role is central, and preferences for support of European in-
tegration in security affairs, in which the United States’ role
is secondary. The relationship between the two is not mutu-
ally exclusive, but Europeanism tends to cast NATO as a
“brake” on European security integration (de Vulpillières6See Supplementary File B for mathematical elaboration of the model.
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2015). Italy is representative of many mid-sized and small
allies: “Italian governments would regard support for the
Atlantic Alliance and the process of European integration as
the two lodestars of the country’s foreign policy. Whenever
they began to diverge, often because of some French initia-
tive, Italian governments would try to bring them back onto
the same course” (Croci 2008, 142). We leverage the fact
that not only do Atlanticism and Europeanism coexist on a
continuum, but that allies can and do move along that con-
tinuum, to quantify Atlanticism as a continuous variable.

Two points are critical to understand our operationaliza-
tion of Atlanticism. First, we do not view Atlanticism as sim-
ply being “pro-NATO.” Second, we use Automated Content
Analysis to capture Atlanticism as a continuous, rather than
a dichotomous variable, because all NATO allies express
both Atlanticist and Europeanist tendencies and those ten-
dencies evolve over time. In fact, all allies are pro-NATO,
and not just because they have chosen to be members of
the Alliance. In 2012, 58 percent of Europeans agreed that
“NATO is still essential”—three percentage points higher
than in the United States. Of those Europeans who believed
that NATO was still essential, 56 percent believed that to be
the case because “NATO is an alliance of democratic
countries,” as opposed to only 15 percent that believed it to
be so because “there are still major threats that endanger
our country” (German Marshall Fund of the United States
2013). This suggests a strong cultural component of the
value Allied publics vest in the Alliance. In 2011, a greater
proportion of French (58 percent), Germans (60 percent),
Poles (72 percent), Spaniards (62 percent), and British (63
percent) viewed NATO favorably than did Americans (54
percent) (Pew Research Center 2015). What differentiates
Atlanticist from Europeanist countries is their prioritization
of strategies and orientation within NATO and their views
about NATO’s relationship with other organizations.
Countries that tend toward Europeanism tend be more sup-
portive of developing Europe’s “own defense organization”
alongside the NATO architecture—46 percent of the
French public said so in 2012—whereas countries tending
toward Atlanticism tend not to favor such an organization—
only 17 percent favored it in Romania (German Marshall
Fund of the United States 2013).

The historical literature on Atlanticism makes a strong
case for its centrality in the strategic cultures of European
states, defining the concept as a cultural or even civiliza-
tional notion that privileges an “Atlantic Community” as
central to “the West” (Weisbrode 2014, 41). Some of the
earliest analyses of a nascent European strategic culture
highlight the centrality of the Atlanticist/Europeanist di-
chotomy (Cornish and Edwards 2001, 588), identifying
the United Kingdom as indicative of an archetypical
Atlanticist cultural inclination, and France of an opposing
Europeanist inclination (Webber et al. 2004).7 Atlanticism
varies not only among allies, but within particular allies,
over time, regardless of size (Mouritzen 2007, 156; Dunne
2004, 894) or geography (Graeger and Haugevik 2010).

The French Europeanist tendency, in particular, has
been identified with what Hubert Védrine calls
“modernized gaullo-mitterandism” (Védrine 2011), invok-
ing persistence from the immediate postwar period (de
Gaulle) into the 1990s (Mitterrand) and the present
(Védrine), but also across political divides between right
(de Gaulle) and left (Mitterrand and Védrine). This

continuity across parties and over time (Debray 1989;
Aron 2004; Vaı̈sse 2009) helps affirm that the tendency is,
in fact, cultural. Behavioral differences in areas in which
the material dispositions of France and the United
Kingdom are similar (Murdoch and Sandler 1984; Sandler
and Hartley 1995) suggest that ideational or cultural dif-
ferences related to Atlanticism may offer important in-
sights. We also recognize that France and the UK may be
exceptional in some ways vis-�a-vis other European allies,
and therefore ensure that our empirical analysis is robust
to their exclusion.

Theory: Atlanticism and Burden-Sharing

We hypothesize that three mechanisms lead states with
Atlanticist foreign policy orientations to spend a greater
proportion of their defense budgets on operations than
those with Europeanist orientations. First, states articulat-
ing Atlanticist foreign policy orientations tend to share
the United States’ vision of the importance of a stable, sus-
tainable, US-led international order (White House 2010).
Maintenance of this order has meant relatively frequent
and significant operational deployment of military assets,
often within the institutional framework of NATO.8 Allies
more inclined to Atlanticist approaches will engage in
such operational deployments more intensively.

Second, states with Atlanticist foreign policy orienta-
tions tend to share a conviction that the United States
plays an important role in deterrence and defense, and
therefore seek to keep the United States engaged in
Europe. Using NATO’s institutional architecture in sup-
port of operational deployment of assets, these states can
signal support for US global priorities, anticipating future
reciprocity in maintaining their territorial integrity against
potential aggression.

Related to this institutional function of NATO, the
third reason we expect Atlanticist states to devote a
greater proportion of available resources to operations is
that NATO has proven to be an effective platform for the
operational deployment of security assets, reducing trans-
action costs in transmitting material resources into oper-
ational activities. Allies leaning toward Atlanticism will
make more intensive use of NATO as an organizational
platform than those leaning toward Europeanism, and
will therefore engage in more intensive operational
deployments.

We therefore hypothesize that:

H1: The more Atlanticist a state’s strategic culture, the greater
proportion of its defense resources it will devote to O&M
expenditures.

Measurement of Key Variables Used in Analysis

We begin by describing our approach to operationalizing
the key variables used in the analysis, before describing
our econometric specification in Section 3.

7This inclination on France’s part has evolved toward Atlanticism in recent
years, as indicated by the 2008 White Paper on Defense and National Security,
and the 2010 Lancaster House Treaty (see Supplementary File C).

8Ongoing NATO operations as of June 2016 include Resolute Support
Mission (the successor to ISAF in Afghanistan), NATO Mission in Kosovo
(KFOR), Operation Active Endeavour (OAE), Operation Ocean Shield, and
ongoing Assurance Measures in NATO’s East, in which all 28 allies participate.
Moreover, every NATO ally is a part of “the global coalition to counter ISIL”
(Stoltenberg 2015, 6), and NATO’s 2011 Operation Unified Protector aimed
at enforcing UNSCR 1973 in Libya has been used as a case study in burden-
sharing (Haesebrouck forthcoming).

166 The Continent or the “Grand Large”? Strategic Culture and Operational Burden-Sharing in NATO

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/isq/article-abstract/61/1/163/3806802 by Acq Serials D

ept Periodicals user on 10 D
ecem

ber 2018

Deleted Text:  &hx2013; 
Deleted Text: &hx201D;
Deleted Text: &hx201D;
Deleted Text: ,
Deleted Text: &hx201D;
Deleted Text: ,
Deleted Text: ,
Deleted Text: ,
Deleted Text: s
Deleted Text: The 
Deleted Text:  
Deleted Text: US 
Deleted Text: 2. 


Independent Variable: Atlanticism as a Dimension of Strategic
Culture

The constructivist approach to burden-sharing is a useful
theoretical contribution. Scholars struggle, though, to esti-
mate the relationship between strategic culture and state
behavior, because the definition does not lend itself easily
to measurement, complicating attempts to identify correl-
ations with more concrete measures such as resource allo-
cation (Poore 2003). A related challenge for scholars inter-
ested in strategic culture is variation across time and
among states, highlighted by Johnston’s (1995, 35) obser-
vation that “the problem for structuralists is to explain dif-
ferences in strategic behavior across strategic cultures
when structural conditions are constant. . .[and] the prob-
lem for culturalists is to explain similarities in strategic be-
havior across varied strategic cultures.” Johnston (1996,
218) acknowledges the capacity of culture to evolve over
time, and highlights the importance of falsifiability along
with the utility of considering ideational factors as explana-
tory variables. We seek to address this problem by quantify-
ing a dimension of strategic culture, demonstrating that it
varies not only among but also within states over time, and
then systematically analyzing the relationship between
such variation and variation in resource allocation, con-
trolling for variables identified in the extant literature.

To do so, we start with the assumption that strategic cul-
ture is generally the province of policy elites (Biehl,
Giegerich, and Jonas 2013), taking key strategic documents
as indicators of strategic culture at the time of their publica-
tion, as well as guideposts moving forward until updated or
replaced.9 In operationalizing strategic culture, we build
upon recent work aiming to identify, describe, analyze, and
compare strategic cultures in Europe and NATO, address-
ing the role of both elite and popular beliefs (Meyer 2006),
as well as the effects of culture on behavior (Toje 2008).

It is possible that rather than reflecting elite consensus
on strategic culture, strategic documents could reflect the
agenda of the party in power. While party politics may influ-
ence the formulation of national security strategies, they are
unlikely to account for significant shifts along the
Atlanticist–Europeanist continuum. In fact, some of the
most notable documents used in our study self-consciously
sought an apolitical approach, including representatives
from across government agencies, academics, independent
experts, and business and industry leaders (French
Republic 2008). While the documents are by nature polit-
ical, they were primarily generated by Ministries of Defense
with support from professionals and technocrats from
across governments, and often reflect consensus on strategic
direction across party lines (Dover and Phythian 2012).

Furthermore, Atlanticism itself tends to cross party
lines—consider the relatively Europeanist approach of
Jacques Chirac as compared to the Atlanticist approaches
of Nicolas Sarkozy of the same center-right political family
and Sarkozy’s center-left successor Francois Hollande.
Labour Prime Minister Tony Blair’s support for the US-
led wars in Iraq and Afghanistan has more in common
with Conservative Prime Minister David Cameron’s ap-
proach than it does with Labour’s strong opposition to
the Vietnam War. Our observation that the effects of a
shift in strategic culture increase as time passes provide
further empirical support for this intuition.

To operationalize strategic cultures along the
Atlanticist/Europeanist continuum, we employ Word Scores
Automated Content Analysis software (Lowe et al. 2011).
Doing so allows us to score 89 national strategic docu-
ments produced between 1994 and 2012, facilitating mul-
tiple regression analysis to ascertain the relationship be-
tween strategic culture and disaggregated defense
spending over the period covered. The full set of docu-
ments appears in Supplementary File A.

Machine-learning experts regard Word Scores as a super-
vised Automated Content Analysis in that scoring refer-
ences are determined by the user (Grimmer and Stewart
2013). The alternative, called unsupervised Automated
Content Analysis, can be challenging because computer
programs have only the ability to identify similarities
among the documents used, but lack the theoretical so-
phistication to determine whether observed similarities
are related to meaningful theoretical concepts. In a super-
vised Automated Content Analysis, however, the analyst
establishes a dictionary of key terms and then virgin texts
are scored according to the dimensions and concepts de-
veloped by the user. The traditional drawback of super-
vised Automated Content Analysis, however, has been that
dictionary selection decisions can be hard to validate and
prone to opportunistic decision-making. In other words,
analysts could bake favored results into their initial word
selection. Laver, Benoit, and Garry (2003) overcame this
strategy in Word Scores by allowing the user to select two
reference texts (A and B), which objective observers can
agree represent textual articulations of extreme positions
of the concept that the author wishes to study. Word Scores
analyzes these texts first, learns which words are associated
with each extreme and which ones are neutrally applied
by both, and then creates a dictionary that scores each
word on a scale of 0 (only found in reference text A) to
100 (only found in reference text B). Neutral words take
intermediate values based on their relative frequency in
each text.10 The technique is objective, hands-off, and
grounded in the specific terms used by the texts’ authors.

Thus, the most critical initial empirical decision that we
needed to make was which documents to choose as the
reference texts, as they needed to capture ideal represen-
tations of Atlanticist and Europeanist positions. For these
linguistic poles, we chose French and British strategy
documents produced in 2002: the UK is emblematic of
Atlanticism and France of Europeanism (Biava, Drent,
and Herd 2011, 1232), and 2002 was a year in which intra-
European cleavages were especially acute, particularly
about the extent to which Europeans should prioritize the
transatlantic security relationship, which is at the core of
the notion of Atlanticism.11 Each state had articulated an
explicitly different approach to their relationship with the
United States and its response to the 9/11 attacks
(Howorth 2003/2004). Furthermore, the UK and France
are the two NATO allies, other than the United States,
who continue to hold global, as opposed to regional, stra-
tegic ambitions—using them as poles prevents us from

9We demonstrate the relationship between what national experts describe
as Atlanticism in their nations’ strategic cultures and our measure of
Atlanticism in key policy documents in Supplementary File D.

10The original Word Scores was criticized for inconsistencies in its scaling
approach (Martin and Vanberg 2008; Lowe 2008) and was rereleased with
updated and more robust scaling procedures (Lowe et al. 2011).

11Such cleavages were exemplified by French Foreign Minister Dominique
de Villepin’s impassioned February 14, 2003, speech before the UN Security
Council in which he outlined France’s opposition to the US position on Iraq;
British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s speech to the House of Commons on
March 18, 2003; and US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s identifica-
tion of drastically opposing views between what he called “old” and “new”
Europe in a January 22, 2003, press briefing.
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conflating such global reach and influence with
Atlanticism.

Contrasting Atlanticist and Europeanist approaches to-
ward the transatlantic relationship, epitomized by British
and French views, have been a fundamental point of con-
tention from the beginning of postwar Europe’s construc-
tion: Charles de Gaulle famously lamented

that Great Britain, due to its insular position, its com-
monwealth, and its traditions, is not at all inclined to-
ward incorporation with our continent; quite the
contrary. Countless times, during the recent war, Mr.
Churchill told me: “If I am obliged to choose be-
tween you and Roosevelt, know that I will always
choose Roosevelt! When I am obliged to choose be-
tween Europe and the open sea, know that I will al-
ways choose ‘le grand large.’” (de Gaulle 1951)

The continuity and influence of these opposing orienta-
tions supports claims that a state’s position on the
Atlanticist–Europeanist continuum does indeed comprise
an important dimension of its strategic culture.

Figure 1 is a graphic illustration of the Word Scores meth-
odology. The y-axis depicts a sample of 80 of the 9,500 words
identified by the program, illustrating the type of coding
that Word Scores applies. To create it, we randomly sampled
words and couplets from each quartile of the population of
words. The x-axis depicts the individual score given by the
program to each word, ranging from zero to 100. Words
close to 100 appear solely or predominantly in the UK’s
2002 Strategic Defense Review and are therefore considered
more Atlanticist. Words close to zero appear solely or pre-
dominantly in France’s 2002 strategy, and are therefore
associated with Europeanism. Words in the middle are
those employed by both documents at about the same rate.
As the graphic indicates, Atlanticist documents focus to a
much greater extent on issues like agility, deployability, op-
erations, and capability, whereas Europeanist documents
focus on issues like European autonomy, European indus-
try, territorial security, and European cooperation.

While Word Scores does not account fully for the context
in which words appear, the key phrases we have identified
in Figure 1 exemplify how powerful this tool is across such
a significant number of documents. For example, Figure 1
depicts the phrases “autonomous capability”12 and
“Petersberg missions”13 as being among the most
Europeanist of phrases. This observation is qualitatively
clear as well. France’s 2003–2008 Military Programming
Law, for example, links the two phrases in a way that not
only highlights the Europeanist approach of that docu-
ment, but also contrasts it to a more Atlanticist approach
that would privilege NATO as a security institution:

Europeans indeed established the objective of
having concrete military capabilities to cover all
of the so-called Petersberg missions. . .in order to

enjoy an autonomous capability to decide, launch
and lead military operations under their own dir-
ection in response to international crises where
NATO. . .is not involved. (French Republic 2003, 3)

While the quintessentially Europeanist 2003-2008
Military Programming Law mentions NATO only twice,
the more Atlanticist 2008 White Paper on Defense and
National Security mentions the Alliance over one hun-
dred times, and highlights France’s contributions to the
NATO Response Force (French Republic 2008, 7), one of
the most Atlanticist phrases in Figure 1. The variation
within French language over time highlighted by these ex-
amples is indicative of how Word Scores is able to capture
important shifts in strategic outlook.

This phenomenon is consistent among a number of allies.
For example, Estonia “participates in the NATO Response
Force, and supports. . .further development into a force which
provides credible deterrence and defence” (Government of
Estonia 2010, 15), and the Danish Defence Commission con-
cluded that “deployable capabilities will continue. . .to be as-
signed to NATO’s deployable forces. . .the Army will occasion-
ally be required to contribute to the NATO Response Force”
(Danish Defence Commission 2009, 2).

Once Word Scores associated words with the poles of
Atlanticism/Europeanism and assigned scores to each word
in the two documents, each of the 87 remaining security strat-
egy documents from every year and every ally that we could
identify received a score ranging from zero to 100 along the
Europeanist–Atlanticist axis. To create a panel dataset of
countries over time, a country received the score of the pre-
ceding document for the years in which that country did not
publish a strategic document. A country only received a new
score after it published a new document. This is the most con-
servative and objective strategy, but risks scores lagging elite-
driven policy changes not yet formally incorporated into a
strategic document. Fortunately, this biases against confirm-
ing our hypothesis, as changes in O&M expenditure fluctuate
annually, while no ally published a new security strategy each
year. Using an Error Correction Model (ECM) also allows us
to capture the effects of strategic cultural shifts over time, fur-
ther mitigating this risk.

While an automated content analysis cannot possibly cap-
ture the nuance of a closer, interpretive reading, our tech-
nique generates scores that align with the deep readings of
defense specialists. Table 1 below demonstrates that our
score aligns with each of several important extant measures
of foreign policy orientation. There are significant bivariate
correlations between our measure of Atlanticism and
Hofstede’s (1983) canonical measure of national cultural di-
mensions and Biehl, Giegerich, and Jonas’s (2013) qualita-
tive analysis of strategic culture. These correlations demon-
strate that the technique is picking up a latent cultural
variable that is deeper than mere political justifications for
expenditure decisions. The measure also appears correlated
with other behaviors that we me might expect to be associ-
ated with Atlanticism, such as Bailey, Strezhnev, and
Voeten’s (2015) ideal point proximity measure, which cap-
tures how closely countries’ UN voting patterns adhere to
those of the United States, and aggregate public opinion
scores (German Marshall Fund of the United States 2013)
regarding US leadership.14

This analysis leaves us confident that our Automated
Content Analysis is able to detect important differences in

12“Autonomous capability” was a critical condition for the French in agree-
ing to the Joint Declaration at St-Malo, in which France and the UK agreed to
what is “widely considered as the start of the European Defense Project”
(Rutten 2001, 8).

13“Petersberg Tasks,” agreed to in 1992 by Ministers of the Western
European Union, outlined three tasks for which military units could be de-
ployed: “humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks, and tasks of com-
bat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking” (Western European
Union 1992, 6). Among European allies, these tasks are associated with the
EU’s Rapid Reaction Force, as opposed to the NATO Response Force. 14Supplementary File D offers additional detail on these relationships.
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strategic cultures both across space and over time. The
variation over time is particularly useful, as it allows us to
study how evolutions in strategic culture within a country
affect its decisions about resource allocation, and how
such effects vary for different periods.

Dependent Variable: O&M Expenditures

Both the defense economics literature and the interna-
tional security literature offer compelling explanations for
alliance burden-sharing, usually measured as total military
expenditures divided by GDP, known as a state’s military bur-
den. However, both literatures, along with the comparative
politics literature on alliances, NATO, and the EU, suggest
that disaggregation of military expenditures is likely to im-
prove analysis (Paul 1996; Hooker and Knetter 1997;
Malizard 2015). While both NATO (since 1975) and the EU
(since 2006) have disaggregated military expenditures into
the four categories mentioned above, no study has yet
offered a compelling explanation for variations in the pro-
portion of defense resources allocated to each category.

While analysts focus on transatlantic divergence in top-
line expenditures, divergence in disaggregated expend-
itures is even more notable. Figure 2 illustrates that since

1971, the United States has represented an average of ap-
proximately 60 percent of total NATO defense expend-
itures, while it has represented a remarkable 73 percent of
total NATO O&M expenditures, while representing
roughly 50 percent of total Alliance GDP throughout the
period. Moreover, the gap in O&M expenditures has been
consistent since 1985, when NATO began cataloging such
expenditures annually, whereas a major gap in overall ex-
penditures opened only in the first decade of the twenty-
first century.

Figure 3 demonstrates the significant variation in this
allocation choice among allies in 2012, the final year cov-
ered in our study.15 For example, Greece meets NATO’s
2 percent guideline primarily because of its extensive ex-
penditures on personnel, while Estonia spends dispro-
portionately on operations, indicative of commitment to
Alliance priorities in Afghanistan. Denmark spends more

Figure 1. Depiction of Word Scores methodology. We chose as poles the United Kingdom’s 2002 strategic defense review and
France’s 2003–2008 military program, also published in 2002. The y-axis depicts a randomly sampled selection of 80 of the
9,500 words identified by the program. The x-axis lays out the individual score given by the program to each word, ranging
from zero to 100. Words (or couplets) close to 100 are solely or predominantly used in the UK’s 2002 strategic defense
review and are therefore considered to be more Atlanticist. Words close to zero are solely or predominantly used in
France’s 2002 strategy, and are therefore associated with Europeanism. Words in the middle are those employed by both
documents at about the same rate.

15Operating expenditures are defined as all operations and maintenance
expenditures, other R&D expenditures, and other expenditures associated
with operations and training. Personnel expenditures include all salaries and
pensions for active duty and retired military and civilian personnel.
Equipment expenditures include all major equipment expenditures and R&D
devoted to major equipment. Infrastructure expenditures include NATO com-
mon infrastructure and national military constructions (NATO 2015a).
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than 0.5 percent of GDP on operations, lagging behind
only Estonia, the UK, and the United States in that area,
but fails to meet the Alliance’s 2 percent guideline.
These observations, and the NATO data and require-
ments that underlie them, highlight the importance of
disaggregation.

While we analyze change in all four of these categories,
we focus on O&M expenditures, a “primary way of fund-
ing readiness” (Department of Defense 2014), as an im-
portant indicator of functional alliance solidarity during a
period in which the United States encouraged allies to
participate in joint training along with combat operations
outside of allied territory.

No single metric can fully capture allies’ burden-
sharing behavior. We contend, however, that during the
period our study covers, O&M expenditures are a good
proxy for individual allies’ aligning their resource alloca-
tion decisions with Alliance-wide priorities. While NATO
does not make the details of allies’ performance on each
of its 11 “Output Metrics” public, the EU publishes some
metrics, such as the number of land forces deployed. The
percentage of defense budgets allocated to O&M expend-
itures correlates significantly and positively with several
key indicators of allies’ willingness to conduct operations
outside their own territory, such as the ratio of land forces
deployed to national wealth, the ratio of soldiers deployed
in Afghanistan to total population, and the ratio of de-
ployed personnel to total personnel.16

Figure 4 illustrates the utility of this approach through
a bivariate correlation between O&M expenditures and
ISAF troops per capita,17 a favored NATO measure of
burden-sharing in Afghanistan during our period of study:
the association is striking. This relationship is much stron-
ger than that between overall military burden and the same
ISAF burden-sharing measures. We chose to analyze O&M
expenditures not only because they help capture allies’
commitments to ISAF as well as other NATO measures;
they also offer a better gauge for readiness and engage-
ment more generally.

Transatlantic burden-sharing goes far beyond participa-
tion in an operation like ISAF, and includes investing in
missions elsewhere that address NATO’s core tasks of col-
lective defense, cooperative security, and crisis manage-
ment; or training and exercises aimed at enhancing readi-
ness, responsiveness, and interoperability, all of which
manifest as O&M expenditures.

States in the bottom-right quadrant of Figure 4, such as
the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Slovakia, may have
devoted a significant amount of funds to O&M, but did so
in ways that did not necessarily support NATO operations
overseas. Why might this be the case? It is first worth noting
that all three of these states are not only small, land-locked
states on NATO’s eastern frontier (Hungary and Slovakia
share a border with Ukraine). As former Warsaw Pact mem-
bers, all three are in the midst of the very long process of
reducing dependence on Russian equipment: the cost of
maintaining aging or substandard equipment may inflate
O&M costs. The Czech Republic, in accordance with
NATO’s Smart Defence initiative, specializes in Chemical,
Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) defense, and
hosts NATO’s CBRN Centre of Excellence (COE). This is a

significant contribution to collective defense not directly
related to overseas deployments during NATO’s ISAF
period. Similarly, Slovakia has specialized in explosive ord-
nance disposal (EOD) and constructed NATO’s EOD COE.
While EOD was certainly a relevant skill set for Afghanistan,
Slovakia may have focused more attention on training other
allies at its COE as opposed to deploying. Hungary remains
an outlier: its forces primarily operated in Northern
Afghanistan under tight rules of engagement and heavy cav-
eats, meaning that operations were more development
focused than personnel intensive.

Most importantly, using O&M expenditures is the most
theoretically appropriate way to capture our variable of
interest with available data. While there are concerns
about allies accruing private benefits through O&M costs,
in practice this is not common. Even more significantly,
the Alliance adheres to an approach known as “costs lie
where they fall” when it comes to operations (NATO
2010). When allies conduct NATO operations, they do so
with their own, nationally funded resources. NATO
“Common Funding” represents, in fact, a tiny fraction of
the defense resources available to the Alliance, and costs
are distributed in a formal cost-sharing arrangement that
relies primarily on national wealth (NATO 2015b). That
such a straightforward solution to a collective action prob-
lem can only be agreed upon for such a tiny portion of
collective defense resources is characteristic of the chal-
lenges of transatlantic burden-sharing. When allies discuss
burden-sharing (NATO 2014), they do so in reference to
national defense spending, as reported to and calculated
by the Alliance (NATO 2015a). Article 3 of the North
Atlantic Treaty clearly presages that this would be the case
by insisting that all countries maintain appropriate na-
tional defense capabilities, so that free-riding did not en-
gender weak links in the alliance: “In order more effect-
ively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the Parties,
separately and jointly, by means of continuous and effect-
ive self-help and mutual aid, will maintain and develop
their individual and collective capacity to resist armed at-
tack” (NATO 1949).

The dependent variable in this study is therefore the
share of its defense budget that an ally devotes to oper-
ations, maintenance, and associated R&D expenditures
(NATO 2015a). Most analyses of NATO burden-sharing
focus on total military burden, but this approach conflates
very different types of behaviors and risks, confusing the
use of military expenditures for patronage and actual par-
ticipation in the defense of allies’ interests. We therefore
disaggregate expenditures to assess the degree to which
our independent variable (Atlanticism in strategic culture)
affects resource allocation within defense budgets, and not
simply to defense within broader national budgets.

This analysis accounts for issues with unequal top-line
burden-sharing stemming, for example, from the fact
that larger allies can devote more resources to force pro-
jection (Hartley and Solomon 2009, 5). If, for instance,
a small ally devotes significant resources to operational
activities while leveraging force projection assets of
larger members, or pooling or sharing those resources
with other small allies, aggregate data would not help
even identify such behavior, let alone explain it. Our
data demonstrate that several small allies, like Denmark
and Estonia, exemplify this type of behavior—a strong fi-
nancial commitment to operations—while relying on
shared resources for other defense activities in which
they cannot hope to achieve economies of scale at the
national level. This behavior is reflective of an efficient

16See Supplementary File E for bivariate correlations.
17From NATO’s ISAF “placemat.” While there is often debate about the

quality of this data, it was confirmed by all 28 allies. We consider it a useful
measure of how allies perceived one another to be sharing the burden in
Afghanistan.
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allocation of scarce resources on the part of small states
during a period in which NATO emphasized out-of-area
deployments. Operational spending also accounts for
activities such as UN peacekeeping (Sandler and
Shimizu 2012, 58). Because such expenditures are less
susceptible to particularistic uses and provide a close ap-
proximation of defense outputs during the period
studied, they also help capture the elusive alliance soli-
darity concept highlighted by international security
scholars. It is also notable that states like Denmark and
Estonia have very different geographical situations and
material considerations. They are, in fact, states with
similar strategic cultures behaving similarly under differ-
ing structural conditions.

Such expenditures are not necessarily indicative of invest-
ing exclusively in activities in support of US interests with
NATO as a vehicle. They indicate interest in capability, not
quiescence. Allies with a higher focus on territorial defense
than most, like Poland and Norway, devote an above-
average proportion of defense resources to O&M expend-
itures, funding not only out-of-area operations but also, crit-
ically, training, equipment maintenance, and readiness, all
of which NATO (2014) identifies as critical to ongoing
adaptation. Likewise, while often undertaken outside the
NATO framework, French operations in Africa or the
Middle East in support of national or “European” interests
have been conducted in close coordination with allies and
are viewed positively by the United States.
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Our theoretical case for disaggregation also relates to the
international security and comparative politics literatures,
which suggest disaggregation for three main reasons. First,
focusing on operational expenditures helps distinguish be-
tween bandwagoning and balancing behavior (Walt 1987;
Cladi and Locatelli 2012). In an era in which the United
States was the driving force behind a major NATO operation
in Afghanistan, it is very unlikely that allies would be able to
divert O&M expenditures in any significant way to accruing
private benefits (Oneal 1990), or to balancing against the
United States (Posen 2006). The strong correlation between
O&M expenditures and ISAF burden-sharing supports this
insight. Second, focusing on operational expenditures
addresses questions of reliability in an alliance—the extent
to which allies fulfill alliance commitments, particularly in
times of conflict (Gartzke and Gleditsch 2004; Leeds,
Mattes, and Vogel 2009). Third, disaggregating helps ac-
count for issues of intent and signaling. Theories on the im-
portance of commitment and dependence (Snyder 2007)
suggest using O&M expenditures as a rough proxy for “an
arrangement of values that disposes one to act in a certain
way” (Snyder 2007, 169). When defense resources are scarce,
committing them to operate overseas in support of a US-led
operation signals commitment, implying that allies may rely
on one another for “core values” (Snyder 2007, 167).
Additionally, theoretical work on coordination, which “im-
poses peacetime costs on allies,” and specialization, which
“may leave. . .allies exposed to other threats” (Morrow 1994,
272), suggests that O&M expenditures are a good indicator
of alliance solidarity. For example, a small ally investing sig-
nificant resources in out-of-area operations may be doing so
at the expense of its ability to respond independently to
Russian threats.

NATO allies have also wrestled with a key sovereignty
question—the trade-off between specialization and “assured
access” (NATO 2013) to key defense capabilities in time of
need. NATO (Smart Defence) and the EU (Pooling and
Sharing) each have programs to encourage members to spe-
cialize where possible, to pool acquisition resources and pro-
grams, and to share key assets that might otherwise be un-
affordable. For example, while some may argue that a lack

of night bombing capabilities on the part of smaller allies is
indicative of free-riding, intensive participation by those
same allies in operations, for instance in the form of light in-
fantry or special operations units, suggests not only signifi-
cant engagement, but specialization. This specialization
implies commitment and is valuable: a company of Estonian
commandos deployed in Afghanistan in 2009 would have
been more useful to the Alliance than a single Estonian F-
16,18 as NATO’s emphasis on Special Operations Forces
(SOF) cooperation suggests. Consider also allies who own a
mere one-fourth “share” of a C-17 transport aircraft; pooling
ownership of an expensive expeditionary asset in a period in
which expeditionary capabilities were crucial in the Alliance
indicates commitment to NATO, not free-riding. Finally, we
draw attention to our use of the share of an ally’s defense
budget allocated to the four sub-categories of expenditures,
rather than the share of that ally’s GDP allocated to each
sub-category, as NATO’s own monitoring and evaluation
metrics focus on the former.19

In order to address potential omitted-variable bias, we
introduce a battery of controls into our analysis, corres-
ponding to important confounders identified in the rich
extant literature discussed above. These include variables
to capture key covariates from the burden-sharing, collect-
ive action, and potential threat literatures; comparative
politics of government spending literature; and critical
structural determinants, such as GDP and population. We
describe the theoretical motivation for these variables in
detail and provide descriptive statistics for them in
Supplementary Files G and H.20
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Figure 4. Correlation between O&M expenditures (2007 to 2013) and troop contributions to international security
assistance force (ISAF) mission in Afghanistan

18The purchase of a single F-16 would represent 2 percent of Estonia’s an-
nual defense budget; a single F-35 represents nearly a quarter of Estonia’s de-
fense budget.

19Results are not an artifact of this choice (see Supplementary File F).
20See Supplementary File G for descriptive statistics and File H for variable

descriptions and robustness checks. Table 1 presents bivariate correlations of
key variables. Also see Supplementary Files K and L to observe within-country
variation on our main variables over time.
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Model Specification

We begin with a bivariate analysis between O&M expend-
itures and our Atlanticism score, depicted below in
Figure 5. Averaging over the period (1999–2012),
Atlanticist countries devote a significantly higher share
of their military expenditures to operations, with the al-
location ranging from around 40 percent in Estonia and
the United Kingdom to around 10 percent in Albania
and Italy (r ¼ .47, p ¼ .026). There is some concern that
the bivariate correlation may be biased positively by omit-
ted variables, calling out for multivariate analysis that
can address alternative explanations.

Theoretically, ECM is the most appropriate model be-
cause strategic culture theory suggests that the effects of
our key independent variable, as well as many of our con-
trols, will be dynamic and accrue over time. Critically,
the use of an ECM also allows us to estimate both short-
and long-term effects (De Boef and Keele 2008, 191).
The theoretical assumption underlying the use of ECM is
that the hypothesized relationship approximates a mov-
ing equilibrium in which resource allocation may re-
spond differently to short-term (one-year) changes in a
state’s foreign policy orientation, but the actual effects
of evolutionary shifts in strategic culture truly become
apparent over the long run. This fits with our conception
of strategic culture as a variable that changes over time,
but that exhibits underlying stickiness due to historical
determinants. A quick look at the within-country vari-
ation suggests that, in line with constructivists’ predic-
tions, Atlanticism does change within a country over
time, but these changes accrue quite slowly.21 Average
budget allocations, while noisier, also demonstrate a
similar pattern of within-country variation that moves
slowly over time. As a result, this seems to be an ideal
theoretical application of the ECM.

Methodologically, the ECM framework is appropriate
and recommended for stationary data that is not cointe-
grated.22 Scholars have shown that the single-equation
ECM is appropriate for stationary time series and is not
prone to spurious inferences when data are highly autore-
gressive or “near-integrated” (De Boef and Keele 2008,
195). While our two key variables do not show signs of coin-
tegration or stationarity, autocorrelation is a concern. We
believe ECM is the most theoretically appropriate estima-
tor, but our results are not dependent on its use: we also
test our models using standard panel estimation, analysis
with a lagged dependent variable, and with panel-corrected
errors and receive substantively similar results.23

In general, error correction models regress a first-
differenced dependent variable on (i) its lagged level, (ii)
the lagged levels of all potentially co-integrating covari-
ates, and (iii) the first differences of the covariates that
change quickly enough to generate meaningful variance.

All of our potential covariates vary in this way, except
for the excludability of NATO strategy, which changes for
all countries at the same time, and proximity to Russia.
We estimate the ECM using the following specification:

Dyi;t ¼ aþ boyi;t�1 þ bj xi;t�1 þ bkDxi;t þ ut þ ui;t (1)

where bk captures the effect of short-run changes and b0

captures how quickly the dependent variable returns to
equilibrium. Long-run effects are estimated as the prod-
uct of the short-run effect bkDxi;t and a long-run multi-
plier, or

�
bj þ bk

bo � 1
(2)

In our case, yit is the percentage of country i’s defense
budget devoted to operations during year t, and x is the
Word Scores Atlanticism score for a country’s national se-
curity document in a particular year. Each model also in-
cludes a matrix of control variables, outlined above, that
we employ to address omitted-variable bias. ut is a set of
year fixed effects in the fully specified models. When these
variables demonstrate sufficient time variance, we employ
them in the ECM framework, estimating both short- and
long-term effects. Because our time frame is relatively
short compared to the number of observations, our data
may reflect panel-specific shocks, and because our num-
ber of time periods (t) is less than the number of coun-
tries (n), we cluster standard errors by country to address
potential non-independence.

The results are presented in Table 2 below. The table is
divided into two panels, which each display seven models.
To situate our work in the larger literature on burden-
sharing, we begin with the standard dependent variable
of “Military Expenditures/GDP (%)” in Panel A, which is
simply a measure of each state’s military burden in a
given year. At the height of operations in Afghanistan, for
example, the United States led this category, spending
over 4 percent of GDP on defense, followed by the
United Kingdom (just over 3 percent). In Panel B, how-
ever, we shift our focus to our favored measure: the share
of expenditures allocated to operations. Note that North
American NATO members are dropped from all analyses,
so that we can focus our attention on European NATO
members. US and Canadian military expenditures, how-
ever, are included in the spillins measure, so as not to
miss the key effect of spillovers on European allies’
choices.

Each panel follows an identical progression through
the regression models. We first establish the bivariate rela-
tionship, before testing the strength of that relationship
by adding control variables to address alternative hypothe-
ses in the literature and important confounders. Of
course, additional controls can never eliminate entirely
unobserved heterogeneity. In the second model, we add
measures of collective action to account for the public
good insight that countries with more wealth at stake will
spend more on defense. The third model adds joint prod-
uct variables (a dummy for excludability of NATO strat-
egy, and the natural log of Russian military expenditures),
along with additional threat variables that measure threat
proximity, and vulnerability to terrorism. The fourth
model adds our controls for domestic politics to ensure
that our result is not an artifact of party politics or institu-
tional constraints in a particular country. The fifth and

21See Supplementary Files G1 and G2 for full plots.
22Ibid. We test for cointegration of the dependent and independent vari-

ables using the Westerlund (2007) test, using STATA’s xtwest procedure, where
the null hypothesis is no cointegration by inferring whether the error-
correction term in a conditional panel error-correction model is equal to
zero. The p-value for the test of panel cointegration is 0.829, indicating we
cannot reject the null. We test for stationarity within panels using STATA’s
xtunitroot procedure, calculating an inverse chi-squared score of inverse chi-
squared (292.544, p ¼ 0.0000), which indicates we can reject the presence of
unit roots and assume stationary data with panels. Tests of autocorrelation
using the panel actest reveal that serial dependency in the dependent variable
is a problem (p ¼ .000, indicating a rejection of the null of no
autocorrelation).

23See Supplementary File J.
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final model in each panel evaluates the robustness of our
results when year fixed effects are added.

Results

The key finding in Panel A is that the relationship between
Atlanticism and military burden is not significantly differ-
ent from zero: there is no evidence that Atlanticism affects
overall military expenditure decisions. The only variable
that is consistently significant is GDP with spillins from
other allies, which is consistent with joint product analysis.

In Panel 2, however, we substitute our disaggregated meas-
ure of O&M expenditures. In Model 6, we find that
Atlanticism has a strongly positive relationship with operations
expenditures both in the long and short term: historical reser-
voirs of Atlanticism are strong predictors of operations ex-
penditures today, which is consistent with constructivist ana-
lysis. Even more interestingly, however, short-term shifts
toward Atlanticism in allies’ strategic documents are also asso-
ciated with immediate increases in spending on operations,
indicating that the effect of strategic culture may be quite dy-
namic. Both long- and short-term relationships are extremely
robust. As each additional confounder is added, the relation-
ship moves very little. Moreover, the substantive implications
of Atlanticism are sizable.

In the fully specified model, the short-term effects of
Atlanticism, the coefficient on the first difference is 0.068.
To put this number in perspective, a one-standard-devi-
ation annual change in Atlanticism (12.51) would yield a
.85 percentage point change in annual spending on oper-
ations. Considering that the mean annual allocation to
operations is 25 percent and the maximum one-year
change recorded in the dataset is 9 percentage points,
this change is substantively meaningful on its own.

This short-term fluctuation, however, does not consider
the accumulation in Atlanticism and expenditures over
time. To do this, we must consider the coefficient on the
lagged term in Model 10, which is also statistically signifi-
cant and sizable (0.051). Using equation 2 (above), we cal-
culate a long-run multiplier of 0.104,24 indicating that

changes in O&M expenditures associated with shifts to-
ward Atlanticism accumulate over time, generating critical
long-term changes in defense resource allocation.

Following De Boef and Keele, we plot in Figure 6 below
the cumulative change in spending on operations after a
one-standard-deviation change in Atlanticism (about 12.5
points). The line graph plots the cumulative short- and
long-term effects after a country converges toward or di-
verges from Atlanticist norms. The solid line shows that
after each movement, the effect of the convergence would
slowly build up in spending on operations, until 10 years
after a shift toward Atlanticism the concerned country
would spend about 1.5 percentage points more on oper-
ations relative to that at the beginning of the period.

Importantly, these results are not dependent on the
presence of France or the United Kingdom in the analysis.
Results even increase somewhat when the two panels are
excluded from analysis.25

Surveying the other control variables, we find that col-
lective action measures (GDP and spillins) are again sig-
nificant in the long term, indicating that free-riding re-
mains an issue. The correlation between operations and
short-term changes in Russian military expenditures is
large, positive, and significant at the 5 percent level. None
of the other threat or domestic political variables is signifi-
cantly correlated with operational expenditures in the
fully specified model.

The second panel of Figure 6 plots the long-run effects
of convergence toward Atlanticism on personnel expend-
itures, using the fully specified Model 11. Ten years after
convergence, Atlanticist countries spent 1.09 percentage
points less on personnel relative to similarly situated
peers.26 This potential substitution effect suggests further
research on the determinants of personnel expenditures.

In sum, our empirical analysis demonstrates a strong
correlation between Atlanticist strategic cultures and the
share of military expenditures allies spent on operations.

UK
UK

UKUKUKUK
UKUK UKUKUK

N

N
NNN N

NNN
N N

N
N

Be

Be
BeBe
Be
BeBe
Be

Be

BeBeBeBeFFFF
F F

F
FF

F

SSS
S SSS

SS
S
S

S

S

Ge
Ge

GeGeGe
Ge
Ge

Pl
Pl

PlPl
Pl
Pl

Pl

PlPl

PlPl
Pl

H

H

H

H
H
H

H

H

H

Cz

Cz

Cz

Cz

Cz
Cz Cz

Cz

Cz

Cz

Cz

Sla
Sla

Sla
Sla

Sla

Sla
SlaSla

II
I
I
I
IIII

A

A
A

ACr

Cr
CrCr Sle

Sle

Sle
SleSle

Sle

SleSleSle

Bu

Bu
Bu

BuBu

Bu
Bu

Bu

Bu

R

R RR

RR
RR

EE

E

E

E

E
E

E

E

La

La

La

La

La

La

La

LaLa

Li

Li
Li
LiLi

Li
Li Li

Li

N NNNNN

NN
NN

D

DD
D

D

D
D
D

D

T

TT

T
TTT

T

TT
TTT

0
20

40
60

80

0 20 40 60 80

 Fitted

 Observed

All Country-Years

United Kingdom

Netherlands

Belgium

France

SpainGermany

Poland

Hungary

Czech Republic

Slovakia

Italy

Albania

CroatiaSlovenia

Bulgaria

Romania

Estonia

Latvia

Lithuania

Norway
Denmark

Turkey

0
20

40
60

80
10 20 30 40 50 60

2011 Cross-Section

Albania

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Czech RepublicDenmark

Estonia

France

Germany

Hungary

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Netherlands

Norway

Poland

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia Spain

Turkey

United Kingdom

0
20

40
60

80

10 20 30 40 50

Mean 1999-2012

S
ha

re
 o

f G
D

P
 S

pe
nt

 o
n 

O
pe

ra
tio

ns
 (%

)

Word Score: Europeanist=0; Atlanticist=100
100

A B C

Figure 5. Correlation between Atlanticism and operations spending

24Equation 4 : � :068þ:051ð Þ
�:134�1ð Þ ¼ :119

1:134 ¼ :1049

25See Supplementary Table 1 for results.
26Supplementary Table L shows that both the operations and personnel

results are robust to additional controls.
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Atlanticist countries are more willing to allocate resources
to operations, rather than on personnel. This means that
it is impossible to observe a strong relationship between
Atlanticism and overall military expenditures, as the two
trends cancel each other out in the aggregate measure.

Our findings are correlational, and do not demonstrate
a causal relationship between Atlanticism and operations
expenditures. Doing so would require identifying exogen-
ous assignment of an Atlanticist foreign policy orienta-
tion, which the complexity of strategic culture renders
very difficult. Nevertheless, it is clear that the relationship
is robust to multiple specifications and not spurious.
Three other concerns, though, may cast doubt on our
conclusion that strategic culture is associated with burden-
sharing on NATO operations.

First, we might simply be observing underlying trends
in both foreign policy orientation and expenditures, a
problem the ECM is designed to mitigate. Beyond the stat-
istical modeling choice, however, if correlated trending
were an issue, we would also observe it in the relationship
between Atlanticism and top-line expenditures. In fact, we
find that foreign policy orientation has no long- or short-
term association with overall expenditures.

Second, the relationship may be due to reverse causal-
ity. This appears unlikely: it is hard to imagine how experi-
ence in overseas operations would influence word choices
in strategic documents written before (often many years
before) decisions to participate. Relatedly, strategic docu-
ments may simply capture rhetoric justifying expenditure
decisions. While this is plausible, historical reservoirs of
Atlanticism correlate with an array of alternative measures
of culture and remain significant even after we parse out
the short-term changes that might be due to ex-post polit-
ical justifications.

Finally, some unobserved factor, such as historical or
socio-cultural determinants, may be driving both changes

in Atlanticism and expenditure decisions. The limited
variance explained of our modeling indicates that there
may be determinants of burden-sharing that remain un-
known. The differential results for types of expenditures
can ameliorate concerns about unobserved heterogeneity.
It is difficult to conceive of an unobserved historical factor
that could drive both short-term increases in operations
and reductions in personnel expenditures. Thus, while we
cannot claim to have uncovered a causal relationship, we
have uncovered a strong correlation that is consistent with
our theoretical expectations, robust to changes in model
specification, and unlikely to have arisen from common
statistical pitfalls.

Conclusion

We introduced a theory explaining how one dimension of
strategic culture (Atlanticism) shapes burden-sharing
among NATO allies. While geostrategic and economic
considerations continue to exert a strong effect on mili-
tary expenditures, we establish that foreign policy orienta-
tion, reflected in both the language used in national se-
curity strategy documents and in expert analysis, plays an
important role in predicting the operational expenditures
of allies. More Atlanticist allies tend to spend more on op-
erations, while more Europeanist allies appear to spend
more on personnel. Future research should further inves-
tigate this apparent phenomenon and seek to uncover the
drivers of personnel expenditures.

By operationalizing one dimension of strategic culture
and measuring its effect on material decision-making, we
help establish that allied elites, in similar material situations,
make different choices about the allocation of resources.
We offer an explanation for this difference. Quite apart
from important considerations such as national wealth, con-
ventional threat proximity, or exposure to threats from

-2
-1

0
1

2

To
ta

l E
ffe

ct
 o

n 
E

xp
en

di
tu

re
s 

(%
G

D
P

)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Years Since Orientation Change

Convergence toward Atlanticism

Divergence from Atlanticism

Operations

-2
-1

0
1

2

To
ta

l E
ffe

ct
 o

n 
E

xp
en

di
tu

re
s 

(%
G

D
P

)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Years Since Orientation Change

Personnel

Figure 6. Long-run effects of changes in foreign policy orientation. Following De Boeuf and Keele (2008), we plot the
cumulative change in spending on operations after a one-standard-deviation change in Atlanticism (about 12.5 points).
The line graph plots the cumulative short- and long-term effects of a country converging toward or diverging from
Atlanticism in year one
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non-state actors, strategic culture appears to exert a power-
ful effect on how states allocate resources—not simply to de-
fense, but among possible uses of military expenditures.

By uncovering and explaining a relationship between
strategic culture, as articulated in national strategic
documents, and resource allocation behavior, we iden-
tify an additional “pathway from grand strategy to state
behavior” (Mitzen 2015, 67). Doing so helps bridge the
constructivist–materialist gap in the international secur-
ity literature.

Our identification of meaningful variation and dis-
cernable patterns in the way states allocate resources
within defense budgets helps open a new area of explor-
ation in the burden-sharing literature. In light of what
both NATO and the EU ask of their members in terms
of defense spending, increased understanding of where
and how countries spend their defense budgets carries
with it significant policy implications. Where countries
choose to spend their money offers a far more precise
indication of their commitment to the alliance than top-
line defense budgets. The fact that the language used in
strategic documents is a strong predictor of this behavior
identifies a potential tool for analysts wishing to predict
state behavior at critical junctures, including building al-
liances and sustaining them in times of crisis. In the con-
text of the Wales Pledge, the contents of allies’ national
strategic documents in the years immediately following
may help predict the extent to which those allies will
comply with the Pledge’s guidelines through 2024. We
aim to explore both the material and the ideational driv-
ers of disaggregated defense spending in future
research.

In short, strategic culture is related to material
choices in a meaningful way. The importance of
Atlanticism suggests that NATO’s encouragement of
strategic cultural convergence among allies is a wise ap-
proach, as are efforts by both NATO and the EU to
avoid “beauty contests” between the two organizations.
Not only are the costs of doing so limited, the benefits
are higher than many purely rationalist theories would
predict.
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n’a pas les moyens des missions qu’on lui confie.” Le Figaro, July
31, accessed September 23, 2015, http://www.lefigaro.fr/vox/soci
ete/2015/07/13/31003-20150713ARTFIG00278-general-desportes-l-
armee-francaise-n-a-pas-les-moyens-des-missions-qu-on-lui-confie.
php.

DOVER, ROBERT, AND MARK PHYTHIAN. 2012. “The Politics of the Strategic
Defence and Security Review.” Political Quarterly 83 (1): 163–71.

DUNNE, TIM. 2004. “‘When the Shooting Starts’: Atlanticism in British
Security Strategy.” International Affairs (Royal Institute of International
Affairs 1944–) 80 (5): 893–909.

EUROPEAN DEFENCE AGENCY. 2014. Defence Data Portal, accessed June 15,
2015, http://www.eda.europa.eu/info-hub/defence-data-portal.

FREEDMAN, LAWRENCE. 2013. The Transformation of Strategic Affairs. New
York: Routledge.

FRENCH REPUBLIC. 2003. 2003–2008 Military Programming Law. Paris:
French National Assembly.

——. 2008. The French White Paper on Defense and National Security, Paris:
Odile Jacob.

GARTZKE, ERIK, AND KRISTIAN SKREDE GLEDITSCH. 2004. “Why Democracies
May Actually Be Less Reliable Allies.” American Journal of Political
Science 48 (4): 775–95.

GATES, ROBERT. 2011. “Health Care Costs New Threat to U.S. Military
(Tamara Keith).” NPR, June 07, accessed October 30, 2015,
http://www.npr.org/2011/06/07/137009416/u-s-military-has-new-
threat-health-care-costs.

GERMAN MARSHALL FUND OF THE UNITED STATES. 2013. Transatlantic Trends:
Key Findings 2013. Survey Findings, Washington, DC.

GORDON, LINCOLN. 1956. “Economic Aspects of Coalition Diplomacy—
The NATO Experience.” International Organization 10 (4): 529–43.

GOVERNMENT OF ESTONIA. 2010. National Security Concept of Estonia, as
Adopted by the Riigikogu. (Unofficial European Defence Agency
Translation). Brussels: European Defence Agency.

GRAEGER, NINA, AND KRISTIN HAUGEVIK. 2010. “The Revival of Atlanticism in
NATO? Changing Security Identities in Britain, Norway and Denmark.”
NUPI Report, Norwegian Institute of International Affairs (NUPI).

178 The Continent or the “Grand Large”? Strategic Culture and Operational Burden-Sharing in NATO

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/isq/article-abstract/61/1/163/3806802 by Acq Serials D

ept Periodicals user on 10 D
ecem

ber 2018

Deleted Text: -
Deleted Text: to 
http://isq.oxfordjournals.org/lookup/suppl/doi:10.1093/isq/sqw039/-/DC1
http://www.wsj.com/articles/nato-to-press-europe-at-warsaw-summit-for-higher-military-spending-1467974996
http://www.wsj.com/articles/nato-to-press-europe-at-warsaw-summit-for-higher-military-spending-1467974996
http://www.nytimes.com/1984/06/21/us/senate-bars-move-to-reduce-troops-with-nato-forces.html
http://www.nytimes.com/1984/06/21/us/senate-bars-move-to-reduce-troops-with-nato-forces.html
http://www.gaullisme.net/europe-de-l-atlantique-a-l-oural.html#_ftnref8
http://www.gaullisme.net/europe-de-l-atlantique-a-l-oural.html#_ftnref8
http://carnegieeurope.eu/2015/02/25/judy-asks-is-nato-s-2-percent-spending-call-realistic
http://carnegieeurope.eu/2015/02/25/judy-asks-is-nato-s-2-percent-spending-call-realistic
http://archive.defense.gov/Transcripts/Transcript.aspx?TranscriptID=5384
http://archive.defense.gov/Transcripts/Transcript.aspx?TranscriptID=5384
http://archive.defense.gov/Transcripts/Transcript.aspx?TranscriptID=5384
http://www.lefigaro.fr/vox/societe/2015/07/13/31003-20150713ARTFIG00278-general-desportes-l-armee-francaise-n-a-pas-les-moyens-des-missions-qu-on-lui-confie.php
http://www.lefigaro.fr/vox/societe/2015/07/13/31003-20150713ARTFIG00278-general-desportes-l-armee-francaise-n-a-pas-les-moyens-des-missions-qu-on-lui-confie.php
http://www.lefigaro.fr/vox/societe/2015/07/13/31003-20150713ARTFIG00278-general-desportes-l-armee-francaise-n-a-pas-les-moyens-des-missions-qu-on-lui-confie.php
http://www.lefigaro.fr/vox/societe/2015/07/13/31003-20150713ARTFIG00278-general-desportes-l-armee-francaise-n-a-pas-les-moyens-des-missions-qu-on-lui-confie.php
http://www.eda.europa.eu/info-hub/defence-data-portal
http://www.npr.org/2011/06/07/137009416/u-s-military-has-new-threat-health-care-costs
http://www.npr.org/2011/06/07/137009416/u-s-military-has-new-threat-health-care-costs


GRAY, COLIN S. 1999. “Strategic Culture as Context: The First Generation

of Theory Strikes Back.” Review of International Studies 25 (1):

49–69.
GRIMMER, JUSTIN, AND BRANDON M. STEWART. 2013. “Text as Data: The

Promise and Pitfalls of Automatic Content Analysis Methods for

Political Texts.” Political Analysis. 21 (3): 267–297.
HAESEBROUCK, TIM. Forthcoming. “NATO Burden Sharing in Libya: A

Fuzzy Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis.” Journal of Conflict

Resolution.
HARTLEY, KEITH, AND BINYAM SOLOMON. 2009. NATO and the Economic and

Financial Crisis. Research Paper No. 52. Rome: NATO Defence

College.
HOFSTEDE, GEERT. 1983. “National Cultures in Four Dimensions: A

Research-Based Theory of Cultural Differences Among Nations.”

International Studies of Management & Organization 13 (1–2): 46–74.
HOOKER, MARK A., AND MICHAEL M. KNETTER. 1997. “The Effects of Military

Spending on Economic Activity: Evidence from State Procurement

Spending.” Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking 29 (3): 400–421.
HOWORTH, JOLYON. 2003/2004. “France, Britain, and the Euro-Atlantic

Crisis.” Survival 45 (4): 173–92.
JOHNSTON, ALASTAIR IAIN. 1995. “Thinking about Strategic Culture.”

International Security 19 (4): 32–64.
——— 1996. “Cultural Realism and Strategy in Maoist China.” In The

Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics, edited

by Peter Katzenstein, 216–68. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
KIER, ELIZABETH. 1995. “Culture and military doctrine: France between

the wars.” International Security 19 (4): 65–93.
LARSEN, JEFFREY A., AND JEANNIE L. JOHNSON. 2006. Comparative Strategic

Cultures Curriculum Project: Assessing Strategic Culture as a

Methodological Approach to Understanding WMD Decision-Making by

States and Non-State Actors. McLean, VA: Science Applications

International.
LAVER, MICHAEL, KENNETH BENOIT, AND JOHN GARRY. 2003. “Extracting Policy

Positions from Political Texts Using Words as Data.” American

Political Science Review 97 (2): 311–31.
LEEDS, BRETT ASHLEY. 1999. “Domestic Political Institutions, Credible

Commitments, and International Cooperation.” American Journal of

Political Science 43 (4): 979–1002.
LEEDS, BRETT ASHLEY, MICHAELA MATTES, AND JEREMY S. VOGEL. 2009.

“Interests, Institutions, and the Reliability of International

Commitments.” American Journal of Political Science 53 (2): 461–76.
LOWE, WILL. 2008. “Understanding Wordscores.” Political Analysis 16 (4):

356–71.
LOWE, WILLIAM, KENNETH BENOIT, SLAVA MIKHAYLOV, AND MICHAEL LAVER.

2011. “Scaling Policy Preferences from Coded Political Texts.”

Legislative Studies Quarterly 36 (1): 123–55.
MALIZARD, JULIEN. 2015. “Does Military Expenditure Crowd Out Private

Investment? A Disaggregated Perspective for the Case of France.”

Economic Modelling 46: 44–52.
MANSFIELD, MICHAEL. 1971. “Statement of Senator Mike Mansfield (D.,

Montana), May 14, 1971.” Mike Mansfield Papers, Series 21, Box 47,

Folder 40, Mansfield Library, University of Montana, Missoula, May 14.
MARTIN, LANNY W., AND GEORG VANBERG. 2008. “A Robust Transformation

Procedure for Interpreting Political Text.” Political Analysis 16 (1):

93–100.
MASON, EDWARD S. 1963. “The Equitable Sharing of Military and

Economic Aid Burdens.” Proceedings of the Academy of Political Science

27 (3): 62–76.
MEARSHEIMER, JOHN J. 1990. “Back to the Future: Instability in Europe

After the Cold War.” International Security 15 (1): 5–56.
MENON, ANAND. 2012. “Cheap Talk and Empty Slogans.” E! Sharp: People,

Power, Process in Europe, accessed March 10, 2015, http://www.

researchcatalogue.esrc.ac.uk/grants/RES-062-23-2717/outputs/

read/296c599a-f71d-47fb-a66a-e8d31d13919f.
MEYER, CRISTOPH O. 2006. The Quest for a European Strategic Culture. New

York: Palgrave Macmillan.
MITZEN, JENNIFER. 2015. “Illusion or Intention? Talking Grand Strategy

into Existence.” Security Studies 24 (1): 61–94.
MORROW, JAMES D. 1994. “Alliances, Credibility, and Peacetime Costs.”

Journal of Conflict Resolution 38 (2): 270–97.
MOURITZEN, HANS. 2007. “Denmark’s Super Atlanticism.” Journal of

Transatlantic Studies 5 (2): 155–67.

MULLEN, MICHAEL. 2011. “DoD News, Donna Miles.” US Department of
Defense, September 22, accessed October 30, 2015, http://archive.
defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id¼65418.

MURDOCH, JAMES C., AND TODD SANDLER. 1984. “Complementarity, Free
Riding, and the Military Expenditures of NATO Allies.” Journal of
Public Economics 25(1–2): 83–101.

NATO. 1949. “The North Atlantic Treaty,” April 4, Washington, DC:
NATO.

——. 2010. “2010 Strategic Concept: Active Engagement, Modern
Defence.” Brussels: NATO.

——. 2013. “Improving NATO’s Strategic Air- and Sealift Capabilities.”
Brussels.

——. 2014. “Wales Summit Declaration,” accessed September 5, 2014,
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_112964.htm.

——. 2015a. “Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence.”
——. 2015b. “Funding NATO,” June 3, accessed January 6, 2016, http://

www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_67655.htm.
——. 2016. “Warsaw Summit Communiqué,” July 9, accessed October 15,
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