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This chapter and the next one approach the legacies of victory and defeat by looking at 
the rhetorical binding tissue that American, British, French, and German policymakers 
use to legitimate their policy choices. Both these chapters show the consistency in the 
expressed ideas of policymakers, and thereby build on the arguments of the previous 
chapters.  

It is a continuation of the arguments of chapters three, four, five, and six. In different 
ways, those chapters focused on how experiences in the Second World War shaped the 
grand strategic behaviour of the states that participated in it. Chapter three took the 
broad view of all the war’s participants, defined their experiences in a structured 
manner, and showed that victorious states had a greater propensity to use force, while 
defeated states were more likely to depend on diplomacy. Chapters four and five focused 
on the US, UK, France, and Germany in particular, and dissected how their experiences 
with the Second World War shaped the strategic beliefs of civilian and military 
policymakers, and the domestic relations between state, society, and the armed forces. 
Chapter six argued, through counterfactuals, that the experiences of the US, UK, France, 
and Germany in the Second World War explained why their policymakers took certain 
strategic decisions despite other, equally or sometimes more plausible, alternatives that 
were available to them.  

What these chapters did not do, however, was look specifically at how policymakers 
justified their choices. In these final two empirical chapters, the focus therefore moves 
from behaviour to an in-depth examination of the ideational motivation and 
legitimation of policymakers in different kinds of texts.  

This chapter examines a disciplined selection of policy documents to analyse how 
policymakers motivate and defend the elements of grand strategy. Because of the formal 
role in decision-making that policy documents play, they can create a bridge from ideas 
to action that can be assessed empirically in a structured manner. The stated strategies 
therefore occupy a specific place between strategic beliefs and strategic behaviour. The 
elements analysed are: the international environment; alliances; force posture; the 
domestic environment; and the policy goals and ambitions of policymakers.  

Chapter eight that follows this chapter looks at how policymakers referred to history 
when they motivate and defend the choices between policy alternatives. It draws from 
the same set of policy documents, but supplements them with other texts of 
policymakers – speeches, books, and interviews. Chapter eight shows that experiences in 
the Second World War played a recurring role in tying together the various strategic 
beliefs. It also shows that subsequent experiences with conflict – such as Suez, Vietnam, 
Algeria, the Falklands, the Gulf War, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq – reinforced 
or undermined the lessons of the Second World War, but also that they were only able to 
do so in a limited manner. 
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Policy documents 
 
Ideally, the content analysis would cover a single consistent source over six to seven 
decades for each country and each government over the entire era – a source that covers 
national policy goals, assesses the international and domestic environment, and gives 
instrumental preferences. Unfortunately, such a source does not exist. To approximate 
the ideal characteristics, this study uses the highest level statements on national security 
or defence policy statements for each state: the defence white papers and national 
security strategies. These documents attempt to encapsulate in a single statement: the 
state’s goals; developments in the international environment; threat prioritisation; tasks 
for the armed forces; the alliances and international organisations within which the state 
will operate, as well as highlight resource constraints and other domestic issues. These 
texts generally will cover each of these dimensions in separate sections or chapters. 
Often they also reflect on current policies, technological changes, specific regional 
policies, trade issues, the role of democracy and of development aid. They should not be 
taken as the equivalent of actual grand strategy, but can serve as the ideational ‘glue’ of 
how the different parts of national grand strategy relate to one another. 

Table 12 provides an overview of the documents used. 

The selected documents for each of the four states have the same functional equivalence 
as the highest statement of policy, allowing comparisons between states and over time. 
The documents play similar legal and planning roles, and governments have an 
incentive to present an internally coherent statement that reflects actual strategic 
calculations.. 

The policy papers fulfil similar institutional roles. They are generally public defences of 
policy by the executive/government towards the legislative/parliament, and some are 
even explicitly linked to the budget requests for those policies. For example, since the 
Goldwater Nicholls Act in 1986 each American administration is required to publish an 
annual National Security Strategy which explains and justifies its policy to Congress 
(although most administrations have published on a much less regular basis). These 
strategies were intended to increase the coherence of the planning, programming, and 
budgeting system of the Department of Defense; to strengthen strategic planning and its 
consistency with national security strategy, policies, and objectives; to strengthen the 
compatibility with the available resources; and ensure sufficient attention within the 
strategic planning for alliances with other nations (Goldwater Nichols, Sec. 104). The 
Department of Defense was already publishing annual Defense Programs that offered 
the Senate Armed Services Committee five year plans and the budget for the coming 
year (these later transitioned to annual reports to both President and Congress). To take 
another example, in the French system the military programming laws (Loi 
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Programmation Militaire) are crucial to the legal framing of the budgets, where, as a 
manifestation of mobilization and political verification, parliament approves the long-
term direction proposed for national defence (David 1989, pp. 18-19).   

 

State 
 
Title of document 

 
Year Published 

United States   
 Defense Program 1968, 1973, 1978  

 
National Security Strategy (public) 1988, 1991, 1995, 1999, 

2002, 2006, 2010 

 

Basic National Security Policy 
(declassified), National Security Strategy 
(declassified) 

1962, 1982 

Total Documents 12  
Average no. words 30815  
United Kingdom   

 
Defence White Paper / Statement on 
Defence Estimates 

1960, 1962, 1965, 1968, 
1975, 1982, 1987, 1992, 
2003 

 Strategic Defence Review 1998, 2010 
 National Security Strategy 2008 
Total Documents 12  
Average no. words 18248  
France   

 

Military Programming Law (Loi 
Programmation Militaire) 

1960, 1964, 1971, 1977, 
1983, 1987, 1990, 1996, 
2003 

 White Paper (Livre Blanc) 1972, 1994, 2008 
Total Documents 12  
Average no. words 12958  
Germany   

 
White Paper (Weissbuch Sicherheitspolitik, 
Verteidigungspolitik, Bundeswehr) 

1969, 1976, 1983, 1994, 
2006 

 Defence Policy Guidelines 2003 
Total Documents 6  
Average no. words 43014  
Table 12. Overview American, British, French and German documents (1960-2010) 

The documents also address various domestic audiences and serve to legitimise policies 
to them. While formal evidence can be misleading and the existence of an explicitly 
stated strategy is no guarantee that a state and its agents will follow it or behave 
cohesively (Gray 2009, p. 28), there is an inherent incentive for policymakers to strive 
for internal coherence. Certain details of strategy and intelligence will by definition 
remain secret. Yet, the effectiveness of strategies will diminish when ends and means are 
poorly integrated and poorly understood by the agents of the government, the legislative 
(in a democracy), and perhaps even the public. Even though we should be naturally 
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cautious about taking the texts at face value, this makes them a reasonable 
approximation of the actual grand strategy.  

The documents used also reflect established use in other studies within the literature. 
Studies of American strategy and defence draw from National Security Strategies; 
analysts of British strategy and defence use the long-running white papers and defence 
statements, the more irregular strategic defence reviews and the recent national security 
strategies; research of French strategy and defence are based on the white papers and 
military programming laws; and investigations of German strategy and defence use the 
white papers. However, in spite of fulfilling similar functions within each state, 
differences of length and scope exist between the documents of the different states as 
well as over time. For example, the French military programming laws (though not the 
white papers) are much briefer than the German white papers, even though they fulfil 
similar functions and cover the same dimensions. The length and scope of these texts 
has also increased over time. Even though stating strategy explicitly may well be a ‘very 
modern and rather dubious habit’ (Luttwak 2009, p. 409), there is a definite trend in 
particularly the past two decades for countries to increasingly publish broad and public 
statements on their security and defence policy, and a corresponding convergence in 
style and scope.1  

Some limitations inherent to these documents remain. Due to the security-military focus 
of the texts, a bias against other instruments and goals of grand strategy exists. Still, the 
non-substitutable, and therefore more crucial, dimensions of grand strategy are military 
force and alliances. These, and the linkages between them, are covered in greater detail 
here than elsewhere making these texts effective analytical tools.  

The specific documents of the sample were chosen on the basis of several criteria. The 
first, mentioned above, was established use in other studies. Second, documents widely 
considered as watersheds in policy were incorporated, such as the 1972 French White 
Paper, the 1998 British Strategic Defence Review and the 2002 US National Security 
Strategy. Third, necessity sometimes limited the possible choices. For example, 
(West)Germany produced no white papers before 1969 and since then less regularly 
than most of the other states, yet the high page count and comprehensive nature 
compensate for the lower publication frequency. Where gaps in the coverage of periods 
or administrations existed, other equivalent source documents were sought to ensure as 
much coverage of administrations and strategic eras as possible.  

  

1 See the Military Education Research Library Network (MERLN) site for recent editions - 
http://merln.ndu.edu/whitepapers.html; and the Defense White Papers and National Security 
Strategies EHT Zurich - http://www.isn.ethz.ch/Digital-
Library/Publications/Series/Detail/?lng=en&id=154839. 
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Categories of analysis 
 
The documents were analysed according to the following six categories: (1) expressed 
policy goals; (2) international environment (threats); (3) domestic environment; (4) the 
military instrument (tasks of the armed forces); (5) the diplomatic instrument (alliances 
and international frameworks); and (6) other instruments. Together, these six categories 
give insight into how policymakers develop strategic beliefs on the balance of threat and 
power, alliances, and force posture, and motivate choices into grand strategy.  

 

Content analysis method 
 
There is a variety of methods of content analysis available depending on the unit of 
measurement, whether the analysis is more quantitative or qualitative, issues of 
replicability, if and how software is used, and so on. The approach here is based on 
paragraphs as the units of measurement, by counting in each text the paragraphs that 
contained a statement concerning one of the dimensions (and subcategories). At a 
textual level, paragraphs are syntactical units that are used by authors as separations 
within the text and intended as building blocks in the overall argument (Marthes and 
Kohring 2008). Counts are not exclusive, meaning that paragraphs that contain several 
categories are counted until the possible categories are exhausted. Concepts that did not 
fit in the coding scheme received their own categories and were counted separately, to 
store as much context as possible.  

With content analysis there are general issues concerning the trade-off between valid 
interpretation and replicability. Researchers who use the interpretivist approach run the 
risk of finding frames they are consciously or unconsciously looking for. In contrast, a 
deductive approach that starts from the theoretical level has some crucial prerequisites, 
namely that the frames are established beforehand and that they suit the topic currently 
under investigation (Marthes and Kohring 2008).   

Computer-assisted approaches reflect these trade-offs, having significant advantages in 
terms of replicability, yet disadvantages in terms of conceptual validity. These limits 
matter when it comes to explaining foreign policy. For example, the Verbs in Context 
program shows general trends in the qualifications in word usage by state elites. It has 
been applied to the operational code of Kennedy in public and private during the Cuban 
missile crisis (Marfleet 2000) and the offensive versus defensive nature of Chinese 
policymakers´ beliefs on strategy (Feng 2009). Similarly, the Alceste program, is 
revealing in terms of keywords used by politicians (and other policymakers), as shown in 
Schonhardt-Bailey´s (2005) analysis of Bush (II) and Kerry national security speeches. 
However, computer-assisted programs are still not fully able to understand language in 
all its richness, while a human coder recognizes nuances and ambiguities. Another 
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drawback is that some words or combinations can be quite rare in spite of being central 
to the meaning of the text (Marthes and Kohring 2008). For example, the use of 
analogies to defend policy choices or explicit statements on pre-emptive use of force 
(such as those in the 2002 National Security Strategy) are relatively rare, yet highly 
important for analysis. Software will certainly miss a great many of the referential units, 
such as synonyms and continuance over multiple paragraphs, that cannot be reduced to 
single words. This is especially likely to be a problem in documents from different 
countries from different periods.  

To achieve comparability between documents, both within and between states, the 
scores were normalised. It is not possible to compare percentages of the total text of 
each element because the documents vary in specificity and length (from less than 10 to 
more than 300 pages). The scores of each category were instead standardised through 
an anchored score, where the most used concept within a certain category is used as the 
anchor for the other concepts within the category. This distribution is then scaled from 
0-10 with 10 being the most prominent, and 0 meaning least prominent or absent. 
Example: if proliferation has a score of ten and terrorism a score of five, this means it 
occurs roughly twice as often; if terrorism had the score 1 proliferation occurs ten times 
as often. The advantage of normalizing the scores in this manner is that it makes 
transparent the relative prominence of a category regardless of the length or scope of the 
document it is taken from.  

The data on domestic context and other strategic instruments is not presented through 
scores, but instead by relating the number of paragraphs per document to ranges of low 
(0 <3%), medium (3<6%), and high (>6%), as seen in tables 13 to 18 (other strategic 
instruments) and tables 17-20 (domestic context). 

The chapter has been structured to work from the international environment down to 
the domestic context. The results of the content analysis are presented in the following 
order: (1) the perceptions of the international environment, specifically the prioritisation 
of threats; (2) the preferred alliances and frameworks of international cooperation; (3) 
the preferred tasks for the armed forces (4) the other instruments of states and how they 
relate to diplomacy and force; (5) the expressed policy goals and ambitions; and (6) 
references to domestic politics relations.  
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International environment: threats 
 
The coding scheme for the category international environment consists of: (1) state 
threats; (2) the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; (3) terrorism; and (4) 
various non-state threats.2 After comparing the scores for each dimension, the chapter 
discusses the nationally specific ways of framing the nature of the threats. Analytically, 
the intensity level of the threats is important, because it suggests corresponding tasks for 
the armed forces and alliances. The tendency to type adversaries as inherently 
aggressive and expansionist in nature also suggests a certain worldview. Finally, it 
points to an underlying difference between perceiving a world in which specific threats 
matter, or one in which the general distribution of power does. 

 

Specificity of the threat 
 
The results show that the policymakers of the US, UK, France, and Britain perceived the 
broad trends of threat similarly, as could be expected of states that are highly similar. 
Figures 10 to 13 show that states are the dominant threats during the Cold War, and that 
after the end of the Cold War, the perceived risks and threats become more diverse. As 
can be expected, terrorism, instability, and proliferation increase in importance, as well 
as various other non-state new trends, risks, and threats.  

 

2 These non-state risks and threats are broad and include: extremism, crime and drugs, disease, 
migration, demography, environment, underdevelopment, economic stress, energy scarcity, and 
cyber and communication attacks. 
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Figure 10. Threats. US policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 11. Threats. UK policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 12. Threats. FR policy documents (1960-2010) 

 

229 
 

 

 



 
 

 
Figure 13. Threats. DE policy documents (1960-2010) 
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A clear difference is that state threats (including rogue and failed states) remain 
important in American, British and French texts after the end of the Cold War, but that 
in the German documents the emphasis is placed on political, social, economic, and 
ecological issues. It is one of several empirical findings in the document analysis that 
underlines that policymakers in the US, UK, and France may perceive their global role as 
respectively a superpower, and two great/middle powers, whereas German policymakers 
no longer harbour such ambitions.  

 
Figure 14. State threats. US policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
There is also a marked difference in how specific the texts are about the states that are 
considered threats. Figures 14 to 16 show that the American documents are highly 
explicit about adversaries, the British documents are much less explicit and the French 
rarely are, while the German papers (figure not included) are only so during the Cold 
War.  
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Figure 15. State threats. UK policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The American documents consistently name a series of the peripheral states as threats.3 
A decade before President Bush (43) in his 2002 State of the Union address included all 
three in the ‘Axis of Evil’, the Clinton administration documents focus on Iraq, North 
Korea, and Iran. 4 Moreover, during the Cold War, the states that oppose American 
policies are presented not as acting against the US for their own reasons, but are instead 
as Soviet clients (US 1982, pp. 9-13). After the Cold War, these peripheral states are 
linked to proliferation, terrorism, crime and drugs. This shows a tendency on the part of 
American policymakers to view the separate threats as interlinked threats to the global 

3 In the 1980s these include: Cuba, Iran, Libya, North Korea, Vietnam, and Syria; during the 1990s 
these are: Iraq, North Korea, and Iran (with Libya as a clear fourth priority). 
4 The security strategies published by the Clinton administration focus in their planning for major 
theatre conflicts on Iraq, Iran, and North Korea. These states ‘are capable of fielding sizable 
military forces that can cause serious imbalances in military power within regions important to the 
US’ (US 1995, p. 9), and to fight ‘weapons proliferation, terrorism and the nexus between them’, 
they argue, in the case of Iraq, to ‘bring about a change in regime´ (US 1999, p. iv’). 
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order as a whole that require a comprehensive US response. After 9/11, the Bush (43) 
administration explicitly combines ‘rogue states and their terrorist clients’, and argues 
both must be stopped ‘before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass 
destruction against the US and our allies and friends´ (US 2002, p. 14). This nexus of 
states, terrorism, and proliferation is not unique to the Bush (43) administration. It was 
present in the papers of the previous administrations and in the Obama administration’s 
2010 strategy - ‘there is no greater threat to the American people than weapons of mass 
destruction, particularly the danger posed by the pursuit of nuclear weapons by violent 
extremists and their proliferation to additional states´ (US 2010, p. 4).  

 
Figure 16. State threats. FR policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The British papers also focus on the peripheral states. In many ways, the 1998 British 
strategic defence review is similar to the American papers of the nineties. It presents a 
comprehensive view of the changes in the international system after the end of the Cold 
War, in which instability, rogue states, proliferation and terrorism are interlinked (UK 
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1998, par 9).5 Iraq is used as the example of the dangerous crossroads between rogue 
states and proliferation of WMDs (UK 1998, par 8). The British papers tend to frame 
failed and failing states as ´havens and sources of support´ for threats, rather than as 
active threats (UK 2003, p. 5).  

The French papers are remarkably less specific about which state threats they are 
planning for – even though state threats are the most important threat in all the 
documents during and after the Cold War (see figure 12). The French papers refer to 
powers that seek to influence regional politics, a threat seen as particularly prominent in 
Middle East and Asia (FR 1990) – thereby implicitly referencing the same state threats 
as the US and the UK (Iraq, Iran, and North Korea). The references are more direct in 
the 2008 text, after the Sarkozy-led return of France to the integrated military structures 
of NATO (FR 2008).  

 

Nature of the threat 
 
Despite the view that threats facing the US are interconnected, the American documents 
do not offer a monolithic view of the Communist threat. The 1962 basic national security 
policy states that the Communist Bloc is not ‘monolithic in character’, while still 
presenting it as ‘tyranny‘ (US 1962, p. 6). In the 1968 document, ‘the division within the 
camp of our adversaries’ is acknowledged (US 1968, p. 7), while the 1972 paper 
underlines the Sino-Soviet rivalry (US 1973, p. 40). 6 The 1978 paper points to the 
structural weaknesses of the Soviet Union a decade before the collapse of the Soviet 
Union (US 1978, p. 2)7, and the 1982 strategy points a range of economic and external 
problems for the Soviet Union (US 1982, p. 2).8 On the other hand, the Soviet Union is 
presented as inherently aggressive, and negotiations with the Soviet Union only make 
sense if taken from position of strength (US 1973, p. 31), as long as it is engaged in a 

5 ‘We have seen new and horrifying forms of terrorism and how serious environmental degradation 
can cause not only immediate suffering but also dangerous instabilities. … This requires an 
integrated external policy through which we can pursue our interests using all the instruments at 
our disposal, including diplomatic, developmental and military´(UK 1998, par 9). 
6 ‘Rivalry between the USSR and the PRC has to some extent limited the influence each has been 
able to gain from these efforts. Their inability to project military power and the forces of 
nationalism have also been important constraints’ (US 1973, p. 40). 
7 ‘… the Soviet Union … suffers from major internal handicaps – economic, political, and social – 
and these handicaps will probably increase with the decline already occurring in birth rates and 
about to occur in domestic energy supplies and rates of economic growth’ (US 1978, p.2.).  
8 ‘The Soviets face severe economic problems. Economic growth throughout the 1980s will 
probably be two percent or less per year. … As Soviet citizens perceive a decline in the quality of 
life, productivity growth will also decline unless dramatic economic reforms are introduced – an 
unlikely prospect. … The Soviets have several external problems. …. Moreover, internal unrest and 
insurgency have come to plague a number of Soviet clients; these countries continue to consume 
scarce resources’ (US 1982, p. 2). 
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‘policy of unparalleled global expansionism’ (US 1982 p. 2). Even as the Reagan 
administration was negotiating with the USSR, its 1988 security strategy emphasises 
that the Soviet Union has not abandoned its ‘expansionist aspirations’ (US 1988, p. xii 
foreword). The ideological nature of the language increased over time, rather than 
decreased. The British papers rarely discuss the nature of the Soviet threat. The 
exceptions are those published by the Thatcher government as they present the Soviet 
Union as inherently aggressive, expansionist, and tyrannical to its own population (UK 
1982 pp. 1, 25; UK 1987, pp. 4-6).9  

In contrast, German policymakers had a greater need to convince domestic audiences 
that the USSR was a threat. The German papers reiterate repeatedly that the Soviet 
Union is the only state to perpetrate aggression in Europe since the end of 1945, giving 
examples of Soviet aggressive behaviour since 1945 - the Soviet occupational zone in 
1953; the suppression of the Hungarian uprising in 1956; the intervention in 
Czechoslovakia in 1968; the pressure on Poland in 1980; and the invasion in 
Afghanistan in 1979 (DE 1983, p. 218). The need to present Soviet aggression is clearest 
in the 1983 white paper (DE 1983, p. 6), published in the aftermath of the NATO 
Doubletrack controversy. It is also revealing that German policymakers feel compelled 
to compare the moral nature of NATO to the Warsaw Pact (DE 1976, p. 6).10 

The French documents rarely discuss the nature of threats, instead focusing on the 
balance of power between the two Cold War superpowers (FR 1971 in David 1989, p. 
187). The 1972 white paper refers to France as a middle power caught between the 
superpowers, and the other Cold War French documents underline that France rejects 
Bloc politics, while attempting to balance the line between alliance solidarity and 
autonomy (FR 1983 in David 1989, pp. 197-199). The preoccupation with great power 
relations and apprehension for bloc mentality is also present after the Cold War. It is 
emphasised that the US is now the only superpower (FR 1994, p. 8), and the expansion 
of the European Union is considered beneficial but also potentially provocative to 
Russia, because it might threaten the resurgence of antagonistic blocs between East and 
West (FR 1994, p. 31). 

9 For example: ´The Soviet Union has again displayed its readiness to make use of military power 
both directly and indirectly in pursuit of political objectives. Soviet forces in Afghanistan are 
brutally suppressing popular resistance with complete disregard for international opinion and law´ 
(UK 1982, p. 1). 
10 ´Beide Allianzen haben scheinbar Gemeinsamkeiten. …. Die Führungsrollen der USA und der 
Sowjetunion und die Positionen ihrer Verbündeten sind aber grundlegend verschieden. Die 
Sowjetunion beansprucht gegenüber ihren Verbündeten die bestimmende politische und 
ideologische Führung. Der politische Handlungsspielraum der andere Länder im Warschauer Pakt 
wird dadurch begrenzt.... Die USA sind Führungsmacht in einem Bündnis von Staaten mit 
ausgeprägter innen- und außen politischer Eigenständigkeit, mit demokratischem Wechsel der 
Regierungsmacht durch freie Wahlen – von Staate mit großer politischer Vielfalt´ (DE 1976, p. 6). 
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After the Cold War ends, instability is interpreted in similar ways. The 1991 US strategy 
argues that the enemy it faces is ‘less an expansionist communism than it is instability 
itself’, and the US will ‘increasingly find our military strength a source of reassurance 
and a foundation for security, regionally and globally’ (US 1991, p. 25).The British 
papers argue the same.11 The 1998 review of the new Labour government underlines the 
necessity to act because ‘instability inside Europe as in Bosnia, and now Kosovo, 
threatens [British] security’ and Britain ‘cannot stand aside when it leads to massive 
human suffering’ (UK 1998, par 7). The French 1994 white paper delivers a 
comprehensive threat assessment that includes proliferation, regional instability and 
new non-state threats such as crime, and attacks on information systems (FR 1994, p. 
14).12 The German outlook on the international system changes even more drastically. 
State threats are considered largely irrelevant. 13  Instead, the fear of instability, 
specifically in Central- and Eastern Europe, is perceived as causing other states ‘to think 
increasingly in the old categories of purely military-oriented security’ that may 
‘ultimately escalate into violence ´(DE 1994, par 235). 

After 9/11, the British documents emphasise the link between failed states on the one 
hand and terrorism on the other, where the former create ‘ungoverned territory which 
provide potential havens and sources of support for terrorist groups and criminal 
networks involved in drugs production or the plundering of natural resources´ (UK 
2003, p. 5). This has led to a new situation as the ‘Cold War threat has been replaced by 
a diverse but interconnected set of threats and risks, which affect the UK directly and 
also have the potential to undermine wider international stability’ (UK 2008, p. 3). 
Particularly, rogue state threats armed with nuclear weapons - such as North Korea and 
Iran - are seen as particularly dangerous, because of ‘their attitude to international 
institutions and treaties, and because of the impact of their activities on stability in 
regions crucial to global security’ (UK 2008, p. 12). In the German texts, international 
terrorism ‘threaten the achievements of modern civilization such as freedom and human 
rights, openness, tolerance and diversity´ (DE 2003, p. 6). Similar to the British and 
French papers, the 2006 German paper considers ‘poverty, underdevelopment, poor 
education, shortage of resources, natural disasters, environmental destruction, diseases, 

11 ´… risks of ethnic and territorial conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union. These are compounded by economic and political instability, as the immobility imposed 
after the Second World War dissolves.´ (UK 1992, p. 8); ´During the Cold War, the East/West 
confrontation dominated strategic thinking in a way that produced a misleading impression of 
stability in large parts of the world [and] temporarily suppressed underlying tensions and 
problems.´ (UK 1998, par 6)  
12 ´La prolifération des armes dites de destruction massive n’est pas un phénomène nouveau. Mais 
plusieurs facteurs d’aggravation de ce phénomène et des menaces qu’il fait craindre sont apparus 
ces dernières armées et en font l’un des défis majeurs pour la sécurité internationale et notre 
défense.´(FR 1994, p. 14) 
13 ‘The danger of large-scale aggression threatening our existence has been banished. Germany's 
territorial integrity and that of its allies does not face an existential military threat for the 
foreseeable future. ’(DE 1994, par 202). 
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inequality and human rights violations’, including the ‘threat to cultural identity’ that 
globalisation is often perceived to be, as factors that provide a ‘breeding ground for 
religious extremism’ (DE 2006, p. 17).  

After 9/11 the French papers stress that ‘terrorism crossed an historical threshold and 
underwent a change of scale’ (FR 2008, p. 27). Unlike the American documents, the 
French documents treat the dangers of terrorist groups and the dangers of the regional 
powers that have or seek WMDs as two parallel and possibly concurrent threats. 14 
French papers already in 1994 foresee terrorism as the principal ‘non-military threat to 
French security’ (FR 1994, p. 17), and specifically identify Islamic extremism as a threat - 
´l’extrémisme islamiste représente sans doute la menace la plus inquiétante’, that has 
taken the place of Communism as a unifying ideology for societies in social and 
economic crisis (FR 1994, p. 18). Yet, the French and American papers differ when they 
discuss root causes, insofar as that the French papers acknowledge a broader set of 
drivers of extremism - globalisation the most important -, while the US texts emphasise 
the ideological nature of the threat (see the annex of this chapter). The French 
documents instead emphasise state threats, especially combined with WMD 
capabilities.15 Unlike the American or British texts, they neither specify which states 
these are, nor do they assign them the same role as upsetting the global system as a 
whole. 16 There is also a much clearer and substantiated hierarchy of threats in the 
French texts.17 The 2008 paper explicitly organises its force planning and the expected 
tasks for the armed forces along the lines of the ´arc of crisis´ that stretches from the 

14 ´The most serious currently identified scenario is the combination of a major terrorist attack on 
European soil, using non-conventional nuclear, chemical or biological-type means, together with a 
war situation in one of the strategically important zones for Europe. With that in mind, our 
strategy should allow for the possibility of an outbreak of major conflicts in the Middle East and 
Asia.´(FR 2008, p. 38) 
15 ´The threat of ballistic and cruise missiles to the continent of Europe has grown sharply and 
France and several other European countries will come within range of new ballistic capabilities 
between now and 2025.´ (FR 2008, p. 48) ´But our security is under threat from other sources. 
Considerable nuclear arsenals remain in being, and others continue to expand, notably in Asia. The 
proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons is gathering pace, together with that of 
ballistic and cruise missiles’ (FR 2008, p. 64). 
16 Instead, state threats are simply characterised as regional powers, without attribution of motives. 
These are deemed self-explanatory (a clue to the realpolitik assumptions of the French 
policymakers). 
17 For example, from the 2008 paper: ‘Terrorist attacks (simultaneous and/or major): probability 
high; medium to severe scale; real CRBN risk; cyber-attacks: probability high; small to large scale; 
ballistic threat: originating from major powers, or from newly capable powers, given foreseeable 
missile ranges to 2025; in this second case, probability low to medium; potentially severe scale; 
pandemic: probability medium; medium to severe scale; natural disasters (notably floods in 
metropolitan France) or industrial disasters: probability medium or high; medium to severe scale; 
organised crime (growth in drug trafficking, counterfeited goods, arms, money laundering 
activities); probability high; French Overseas Départements and territories: Caribbean area 
(earthquakes and hurricanes): probability high; threats to French Guyana and the Pacific region; 
probability low’ (FR 2008, p. 54). 
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Atlantic to the Indian Ocean, in which it identifies the terrorist threats and regional 
powers - in this case directly stated as Iran – that impact European, and thus French 
vital and strategic interests.18 In contrast to the documents of the other states, for France 
the threat of the regional powers is seen in terms of upsetting the balance of power, or 
French and European security. 

 

Instruments: alliances and force posture 
 
Alliances and force posture are the two means with which states pursue survival and 
other interests. In this chapter, the analysis covers them, but as part of a broader use of 
diplomatic and military instruments. Diplomacy is defined as frameworks of 
international cooperation, and the military instrument is defined as projected tasks of 
the armed forces. Though the range of instruments that are part of statecraft are broad, 
only a few are covered in the policy documents here – trade policy, development aid, 
democratization. 

  

18 The text emphasises that the region consists of several historically, political, socially, 
economically unique countries, with each part having its own logic, from the Sahel, from 
Mauritania to Somalia, these differ from Mediterranean littoral, the Near East, the Arabian-
Persian Gulf, and from Afghanistan and Pakistan (FR 2008, p. 43). 
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Diplomatic instrument: alliances and frameworks of 
international cooperation  
 
The coding scheme of diplomacy is divided into the following categories: (1) United 
Nations (UN); (2) European Union (EU); (3) North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
(NATO); (4) bilateral agreements; (5) flexible / coalitions of the willing; and (6) 
unspecified calls for international cooperation. 

The US, UK, France, and Germany are highly similar: they are members of the same 
alliance (NATO); they belong to the same international organisations (European Union 
in case of the Europeans); they support the UN – and the documents reflect this 
similarity. Yet, there are clear and enduring differences in their relative preferences.  

 

 
Figure 17. International cooperation. US policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 18. International cooperation. UK policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 19. International cooperation. FR policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 20. International cooperation. DE policy documents (1960-2010) 
 

During the Cold War, the American and European papers are largely similar, as figures 
17 to 20 show. However, in the post-Cold War period they increasingly differ in terms of 
the specificity with which they discuss international cooperation. While the importance 
of international cooperation is continually emphasised, it becomes an increasingly 
noticeable pattern in the American texts to not specify organisations or formalised 
structures, or instead suggest a preference for bilateral (or ad hoc) agreements. This 
correlates with an increasing stress – see final section - on the need for American 
leadership. In contrast, the documents from the European states continue to focus on 
concrete organisations: NATO, the United Nations, and a European defence option (the 
latter obviously not applicable to the US).  
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NATO 
 
During and after the Cold War, in the American, British, and German documents, NATO 
is the central framework, as figure 21 shows. As expected, the French documents plan 
for autonomy rather than alliance. Unexpected is that NATO continues to decrease in 
importance, up to and including the 2008 white paper published as French forces were 
reintegrating into the political-military command. Yet, in the American documents, 
NATO declines in importance after the end of the Cold War to a greater extent than in 
the British or German papers. American papers still present NATO as the core alliance 
to pursue American interests.19 The 1995 strategy even states that NATO ‘has always 
been far more than a transitory response to a temporary threat’, in fact, ‘it has been a 
guarantor of European democracy and a force for European stability’ (US 1995, p. 26). 

 The British defence documents, as figure 21 shows, present NATO as the cornerstone of 
British security in Europe.20 The British documents are even self-aware that NATO is a 
departure from a buck-passing strategy – the 1962 white paper argues that ‘the safety of 
our own country lies in the success of the common defence of the North Atlantic area’, 
and that ‘the Government does not believe that the defence of Europe could be left to 
long-range nuclear weapons alone ´(UK 1962, Survival p. 137). Similar to the American 
papers, the British consider NATO more than strictly a collective defence organisation, 
but as ‘a force for peace in Europe with an important role to play in spreading 
democracy, human rights and the rule of law’ (UK 1992, p. 10).  

The tension between French solidarity with and commitment to the Atlantic Alliance on 
the one hand and its search for autonomy on the other hand is expressed in the 1972 
white paper that stresses that ‘French interests cannot be made subordinate to those of a 

19 ‘A strong NATO is indispensable to protecting western interests.’ (US 1982, p. 23); ‘A system of 
vigorous alliances is essential to deterrence; and the most important of these is NATO.’(US 1988, p. 
52); ‘The NATO alliance will remain the anchor of American engagement in Europe and the 
linchpin of transatlantic security.’ (US 1995, p. 26) and (US 1999, p. 29); ‘There is little of lasting 
consequence that the US can accomplish in the world without the sustained cooperation of its 
allies and friends in Canada and Europe. Europe is also the seat of two of the strongest and most 
able international institutions in the world: [NATO], which has, since its inception, been the 
fulcrum of transatlantic and inter-European security, and the European Union (EU), our partner in 
opening world trade.’ (US 2002, p. 25); ´[NATO] remains a vital pillar of US foreign policy.´ (US 
2006, p. 38); ´[NATO] is the pre-eminent security alliance in the world today’ (US 2010, p. 41). 
20 ´Against the continuing Communist military threat, the corner-stone of the defence of the free 
world in a complex of collective security alliances. ´ (UK 1960, p. 5); ´[NATO] is the foundation of 
this country´s defence and security policy.´ (UK 1987, p. 15); ´NATO will continue to be based on 
the principle that the security of European and North American allies is indivisible.´ (UK 1992, p. 
10); ´NATO will continue as the cornerstone of our defence planning.´ (UK 1998, par 18);´The UK 
recognises the pre-eminence of NATO as the alliance upon which Europe and North America 
depends for collective defence and global crisis management´ (UK 2003, p. 6). 
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superpower’, for doing so will ‘weaken French resolve to protect itself’ (FR 1972, p. 3).21 
The French position is the ‘refusal of the blocs, non-alignment with the great powers’, 
and French policy represents an attempt to defuse the Cold War crisis (FR 1972, p. 3). 
The balancing act between alliance solidarity and autonomy does not change after the 
exit of the Gaullists from power. France will engage on the ‘side of its partners in the 
alliance, if these are the victims of aggression, yet reserves the choice of the moment and 
the manner of its engagement’, as the 1983 paper, published during the Mitterrand 
presidency, spells out (FR 1983 in David 1989, pp. 200-201). NATO continues to decline 
in importance, despite France’s return to NATO´s integrated political-military 
command and statements of support to NATO.22 The 2008 paper still cautions on NATO 
provoking threats as the geographical expansion of the Alliance (meaning towards 
Russia) increases the risk of ‘strategic miscalculation involving the Alliance’ (FR 2008, 
p. 98). French policymakers continue to pay attention to the balance of power, even 
upon their full return to NATO.  

In contrast, German policymakers, practically embrace all the multilateral options on 
the table to ensure stability (DE 1994, par. 107) - NATO, European unification, and the 
United Nations. NATO is crucial for maintaining the peace, both during and after the 
Cold War.23 The German white papers present NATO as a ´community of values´ of 
‘democracy, law, human rights, self-determination and social justice’ that allowed 
‘German democracy to re-establish itself and to prosper’ (DE 1983, p. 120). The 1994 
paper envisions NATO as contributing to the maintenance of stability in Central- and 
Eastern Europe (DE 1994, foreword). NATO remains the central organisation for 
German policymakers, even a decade after unification.24  

 

21 ´Mais la valeur de notre participation à l'Alliance Atlantique, comme la valeur de notre 
coopération à la sécurité européenne imposent une volonté de n'accepter aucune intégration dont 
le résultat serait de subordonner nos intérêts à ceux de la très grande puissance qui dirigerait 
l'intégration et en fin de compte d'affaiblir notre résolution de défense elle-même.´ (FR 1972, p. 3) 
22 ´NATO is the organisation for collective defence that unites North America and Europe. This 
mission is specific to the organisation. It is in the interest of France and its partners that it be 
preserved and adapted. It is as relevant as ever … (FR 2008, p. 96). 
23 ´Die Nordatlantische Allianz ist die Antwort freier Staaten des Westens auf die Bedrohung durch 
die Sowjetunion. … Der Allianz-Vertrag liegt den friedlichen und defensiven Charakter des 
Nordatlantischen Bündnisses fest und definiert den Geltungsbereich der Bündnisverpflichtungen 
sowie die gegenseitigen Sicherheitsgarantien.´ (DE 1969, p. 14); ´ Äußere Sicherheit hat unser 
Land durch seine Mitgliedschaft in der Atlantischen Allianz. Ohne die Allianz wäre der Frieden 
nicht gesichert. Darum ist unsere Sicherheitspolitik vor allem Bündnispolitik. Die Mitgliedschaft in 
der NATO hat erste Priorität.´ (DE 1976, p. 48) 
24 ´The transatlantic partnership remains the bedrock of our security. Now and in future, there can 
be no security in and for Europe without the US of America´(DE 2003, p. 9); ´NATO is, and 
remains, the foundation for the collective defence of its member states. No other organisation is 
able to take on this task in the foreseeable future.´ (DE 2006, p. 40) 
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Figure 21. NATO. US UK FR DE policy documents (1960-2010) 

 

European defence identity 
 
The European defence identity never receives the same prominence that NATO does for 
the UK and Germany, as expected and as figure 22 shows. After the Cold War, in 
contrast to the other states, French documents state that ´Europe has become our main 
political and geographical focus´ (FR 2003, p. 4). The 1994 paper is straightforward on 
the motive for doing so as – in light of France’s ‘relative weight’ in the international 
order – French power can be ‘amplified’ by ‘better alliances’ and membership of 
international organisations (FR 1994, p. 23). Similarly, ’maintaining France’s rank’ will 
depend on ‘her aptitude in influencing the European project’ (FR 1994, p. 26). In 
contrast to the British and German documents, the French papers explicitly argue that 
the European defence project should have a mandate beyond simply that of the civil arm 
of NATO (FR 2003, p. 1). The 2008 paper reiterates that it would be ‘unrealistic’ to 
reserve ‘high intensity operations for NATO’ while leaving ‘so-called low intensity 
conflicts, stabilisation and reconstruction to the European Union’ (FR 2008, p. 95).  
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Though it becomes more important, the European defence identity is not considered an 
alternative for NATO for British and German policymakers. The British papers 
emphasise that in no way the European security identity should threaten or damage the 
Atlantic Alliance through competition or duplication.25 The German texts also frame the 
EU security identity in relation to the Atlantic Alliance, and emphasise the 
complementary civilian capabilities that the European Union can provide.  

 

Figure 22. European option. UK FR DE policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
 
  

25 ´ This [WEU] arrangement lays the foundation for a European defence identity compatible with 
NATO, avoiding the risks and costs implicit in creating rival defence structures, while encouraging 
closer European co-operation developed in a way that complements the Atlantic Alliance.´ (UK 
1992, p. 14); ´The UK is a strong supporter of developing EU military capability to complement 
NATO, rather than competing with it.´ (UK 2003, p. 6). 

246 
 

 

 

                                                           



 
 
Informalisation and formalisation of international cooperation 
 
There is a tension between formalisation and informalisation of international 
cooperation in the documents of all four states, where the former is more legitimate, but 
the latter is considered more effective. In all four states, the UN becomes more 
important after the end of the Cold War (see the annex of this chapter). Simultaneously, 
there is a turn, however, towards more flexible and less formalised frameworks of 
international cooperation. This is shown by the increasing prominence of unspecified 
forms of international cooperation (see figure 23) and bilateral agreements (see figure 
24).  

The security strategies published by the Bush (43) administrations stress flexible, more 
´effective´, and less constraining ´coalitions of the willing’ that ‘can augment these 
permanent institutions’, the latter should be ‘taken seriously’ and are ‘not to be 
undertaken symbolically to rally support for an ideal without furthering its attainment’ 
(US 2002, p. iii). Within these statements of support to multilateralism – and its 
inevitable constraints – are references to the ‘new, productive international 
relationships’ that are forged and ‘existing ones’ that are redefined in ways that meet the 
‘challenges of the twenty-first century’ (US 2002, p. 7). The 2006 security strategy refers 
to new and more flexible forms of ‘results-oriented partnerships’ that are more ‘oriented 
towards action and results rather than legislation or rule-making´ and can respond 
‘more quickly and creatively’ (US 2006, p. 46). After the damage perceived to be done to 
the Transatlantic relationship over the controversy over Iraq, the 2010 strategy 
published by the Obama administration stresses the importance of ‘mutual respect’ in 
international cooperation (US 2010, p. 41), yet it also discusses the inadequacies of an 
international architecture at risk of becoming ‘outdated’, and suggests seizing ´new 
opportunities´(US 2010, p. 40). This continues the trend of the previous post-Cold War 
administrations.  
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Figure 23. Unspecified international cooperation. US UK FR DE policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The French 2003 paper26 responds to this explicit disengagement of multilateralism in 
the American document and reiterates France´s goal of autonomy ‘and to diversify its 
capacity to act within coalitions - European, allied or ad hoc’ vis-à-vis the changing 
context (FR 2003, p. 1).The 2008 British paper states that ‘sometimes the best approach 
will be more flexible alliances, coalitions or bilateral relationships tailored to particular 
issues´ (UK 2008, p. 8).  

The special relationship between the US and the UK is visible in both the American and 
British documents. The 2006 US strategy emphasises the common values the US shares 
with Europe, but specifically found within the ‘special relationship’ with the UK (US 
2006, p. 38). Unsurprisingly, however, the ‘special relationship’ is stressed the most in 
the British documents. They are the most explicit about the importance of the special 
relationship with the US, which is the UK’s ´most important bilateral relationship´ (UK 
2008, p. 8) and its ´pre-eminent security and defence relationship´(UK 2010, p. 60).  

26 Published at the height of the transatlantic controversy, in January of 2003, after the publication 
of the 2002 US security strategy in September, but before the invasion of Iraq in March. 
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Figure 24. Bilateral agreements. US UK FR DE policy documents (1960-2010) 
 
 
The German papers stress the importance of the transatlantic relationship to an even 
greater degree than the British texts. The American commitment to the security of 
NATO Europe and the sacrifices of the US are praised, yet the uneven distribution of 
power between both sides of the Atlantic is also addressed (DE 1969, p. 16), as well as 
the precariousness of the (literal) geographic Atlantic divide (DE 1983, p. 68). There is 
little doubt how important the role of the US is to German policymakers. The 2006 
paper, published after the Iraq controversy, even states that the ‘central goal of German 
foreign and security policy’ continues to be ‘to shape the transatlantic partnership in the 
Alliance with the future in mind, and to cultivate the close and trusting relationship with 
the USA’, because both ‘now and in the future, the fundamental issues of European 
security can be only addressed together with the USA´ (DE 2006, p. 21). The only other 
state for which the German policy papers emphasise the importance of the bilateral 
relationship is France, stressing the ‘historical and political importance’ of the French-
German relationship to Europe (DE 1994, par. 447).  
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Military instrument: tasks for the armed forces 
 
In the coding scheme, the military instrument is divided into the following categories 
(ranging from more intense to less intense): (1) intervention/combat; (2) forward global 
presence; (3) collective defence; (4) national / territorial defence; (5) nuclear deterrence; 
(6) conventional deterrence; (7) crisis management; (8) conflict prevention; (9) 
stabilization and nation-building; (10) peacekeeping; (11) evacuation and humanitarian 
roles; (12) defence diplomacy/joint training and (13) security assistance.27 

The analysis focuses on the tasks the armed forces are expected to perform, in line with 
the approach states themselves increasingly take, as they make the planning 
assumptions for their force posture more explicit. The tasks signal the type of 
adversaries they are expected to face: conventional forces with tasks with a high level of 
intensity suggest a strategic focus on medium to great power states, while a (near) 
exclusive focus on peacekeeping precludes these contingencies. Likewise, the further the 
desired expeditionary or based reach of the armed forces, the larger the geographic 
scope for using military force as a political instrument will be, and the greater the ability 
to exchange force for diplomatic pressure. The conditions on the use of force in turn 
more directly suggest the place and limits of force in a state´s strategy.  

 

Tasks for and geographic scope of the armed forces 
 
A comparison between the American and European expected tasks for the armed forces 
shows several common trends, but also distinctly national features (see figures 25, 26, 
and 27). During the Cold War the armed forces of the US, Britain and Germany were 
predominantly tasked with collective defence and nuclear deterrence. After the end of 
the Cold War, using the armed forces for intervention abroad becomes more prominent 
in the American, but also British and French documents (see the annex of this chapter). 
This makes sense considering the absence of major adversaries after the collapse of the 
Soviet threat, and the perceived need to keep order in the periphery. In line with the 
increasing diversity of risks and threats, the policy documents include a broader array of 
purposes than the more traditional political use against states – such as crisis 
management; conflict prevention; peacekeeping (see the annex of this chapter). In 
contrast, the importance of nuclear deterrence decreases in importance in the post-Cold 
War documents, as could be expected from a state-directed tool.  

27 Concepts also included in this analysis that strictly speaking are not roles and tasks for the 
armed forces: intelligence/knowledge/anticipation; integrated or comprehensive, which refers to 
the integration of the military instrument with other means; and projection/expeditionary 
capabilities refer to the capacity of the armed forces to operate at great distances from territory.  
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Figure 25. Nuclear deterrence. US UK FR DE policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 26. Collective defence. US UK FR DE policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 27. Peacekeeping. US UK FR DE policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The geographic scope of interventions becomes broader after the end of the Cold War, 
specifically for the US, UK, and France, as figures 28 to 31 show.28 The scope in the US 
documents is truly global, encompassing Asia, Europe, the Middle East, and Africa. 
However, in relative terms, the largest change takes place in the British documents 
during the 1990s, where its interventionary focus shifts towards the Middle East first 
and foremost, and Europe secondary, and in the first decade of the century towards 
possible missions in Asia, Europe, and Africa. The French documents are less specific, 
but include a broad range of regions to operate in. These priorities reflect France’s 
European focus, and its Francophone zones of interests that include France´s previous 
colonies and mandates in Africa and the Middle East. In German texts, there is 
practically no focus on out-of-region missions. 

The US has maintained an extraordinarily all-encompassing global posture since the end 
of the Second World War. The presence of American troops is presented as not only 

28 For the sake of clarity, the regions were simplified to Europe, Asia, the Middle East, Africa, the 
Americas, and the category of unspecified other, where it is clear that is out of region. These must 
be seen in the context of each state. Obviously, for the European states Europe is in-region, and the 
Middle East and Africa border it. For the United States all these regions, except the Americas, are 
out of region.  
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crucial for the actual defence of its European and Asian allies, but even more so for US 
credibility, by symbolically demonstrating commitment (US 1968, p. 31; US 1973, p. 89). 
After the Cold War ends, the demonstration of commitment remains the ostensible 
motive for a forward presence, as the US ‘presence can deter aggression, preserve 
regional balances, deflect arms races and prevent the power vacuums that invite 
conflict’. Indeed, the 1991 strategy claims, ‘certain regions – like Europe and East Asia – 
represent such compelling interests to the US that they will demand the permanent 
deployment of some US forces for as long as they are needed’ (US 1991, p. 27). On this 
point, there is no difference between the Bush (41) and Clinton strategy. The 1995 
security strategy, for example, argues that US forward presence promotes ‘an 
international security environment of trust, cooperation, peace and stability, which is 
fundamental to the vitality of developing democracies and free market economies for 
America's own economic well-being and security’ (US 1995, pp. 9-10), or as in the 1999 
security strategy - ‘maintaining our overseas presence promotes regional stability, giving 
substance to our security commitments, helping to prevent the development of power 
vacuums and instability, and contributing to deterrence by demonstrating our 
determination to defend US, allied, and friendly interests in critical regions´ (US 1999, 
p. 11). The Bush (43) 2002 and 2006 security strategies equally argue that the 
‘unparalleled strength of the US armed forces, and their forward presence, have 
maintained the peace in some of the world’s most strategically vital regions’ (US 2002, 
p. 29). The 2002 security strategy argues American military strength helps ‘dissuade 
potential competitors from challenging American power’ (US 2002, p. 29).  

The tension between British global commitments and their financial resources is a 
constant theme throughout the Cold War documents.29 The withdrawal of British forces 
from their remaining global commitments and the redirection towards NATO Europe, is 
the preeminent focus of the 1960, 1962, 1968 and 1975 defence white papers. British 
policymakers perceived their burden as disproportionate to those of the major European 
allies. The paper argues that ‘within NATO Britain was the only European member to 
contribute to all the major areas of the Alliance´ (UK 1975, par. 3), and British 
commitments extend far beyond Europe, with a ´necessary´ global military presence 
that imposes ‘upon Britain an extra burden which none of her European Allies and 
trading competitors was bearing´(UK 1975, par. 4).  

29 ´… our contribution to the NATO shield forces means a deployment of forces overseas and, 
therefore, a heavy burden on our balance of payments.´ (UK 1962, Survival p. 137); ´The present 
government has inherited defence forces which are seriously over-stretched and in some respects 
dangerously under-equipped. … There has been no real attempt to match political commitments to 
military resources, still less […] to the economic circumstances of the nation.´ (UK 1965, Survival 
p. 90); ´… reductions in capability, whether in terms of manpower or equipment, must be 
accompanied by reductions in the tasks imposed by the commitments which we require the 
Services to undertake.´ (UK 1968, par 5) 
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It is therefore remarkable that the scope of British activity again becomes broader, both 
in terms of geographic range and of tasks. The 1998 Strategic Defence Review - the 
major statement on security and defence policy of the first Labour government in nearly 
twenty years – expands the assumptions towards two concurrent medium scale 
operation in Europe and in the Middle East (analogous to Bosnia and Iraq), for in the 
post-Cold War world ‘we must be prepared to go to the crisis, rather than have the crisis 
come to us’ (UK 1998, par 6 introduction).30 The 2003 British paper, in response to the 
events of September 11th, explicitly argues for increased need for power projection 
capabilities, and a global role for the UK´s armed forces (UK 2003, p. 7). 

It is not coincidental that the British papers reflect American themes. The 2003 paper 
stresses that British armed forces must be interoperable with those of the US, because 
the most demanding expeditionary operations, including those against state adversaries, 
can only be plausibly conducted if American forces are engaged. Of equal importance is 
that interoperability with the US is essential if the UK wishes to ‘secure an effective place 
in the political and military decision-making processes´, in order to ‘ influence political 
and military decision making throughout the crisis, including during the post-conflict 
period’, (UK 2003, p. 8). This explicitly makes the British armed forces a political 
instrument to maintain the special relationship with the US. Resource constraints again 
dominate the discussion of the direction of British strategy - after years of British 
engagement in Afghanistan and Iraq took its toll on the British armed forces(UK 2010, 
p. 9). However, the 2010 Defence Planning Assumptions still incorporate global power 
projection and commitments in multiple theatres of standing commitments, 
intervention operations, and stabilisation operations (UK 2010, p. 19). The consistent 
over-extension of British armed forces suggests a fundamental disconnect between the 
resources and the strategic ambitions of the UK. This disconnect does not seem to be as 
present in the US and France, at least not in publically available documents, and it is 
therefore puzzling. 

France is the only other European power with extra-regional ambitions. In the French 
case, as figures 25 to 27 show, intervention/combat tasks as well as nuclear deterrence 
remained central in the policy documents rather than low to medium intensity tasks. 
The geographic scope projected in the 2008 paper follows the arc of crisis that stretches 
from the Atlantic, through the Mediterranean, the Red Sea, to the Indian Ocean. The 
standing commitments, as well as the power projection and interventionary capabilities, 
seem to be prioritised according to the same explicitly hierarchical and geographical 
lines common to the French documents.  

30 One is a relatively short warfighting deployment, the other an enduring non-warfighting 
operation - a full scale operation (UK 1998, par 10 supporting essay). 
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Figure 28. Regional focus: intervention. US policy documents (1960-2010) 

The reach and intensity of the tasks for the German armed forces are by far the most 
limited of the four states, in line with the constitutional constraints laid out in Basic Law 
8a that restricts German forces to defence. They focus exclusively on collective defence 
in Europe during the Cold War (see the annex of this chapter), and predominantly 
concentrate on the low to medium intensity range in Europe afterwards, as figure 27 
shows. It is explicitly stated that the Bundeswehr is an alliance army and will not operate 
outside of NATO, the European Union or the UN. However, the definition of collective 
defence shifts to include a wider range of tasks that ‘includes the prevention of conflicts 
and crises, the common management of crises, and post-crisis rehabilitation’, 
consequently, ‘defence can no longer be narrowed down to geographical boundaries’ 
(DE 2003, p. 3). The 2006 paper argues that the Bundeswehr has been transformed into 
an expeditionary force (DE 2006, p. 6). It stresses that defence remain the 
Bundeswehr´s ‘core function’ (DE 2006, p. 56), and that it is under strict control of 
German Parliament. Germany’s Basic Law ‘affords a wide margin of freedom that makes 
it possible to also respond to changes in the security environment’, however, and 
consequently Germany ‘participates in international conflict prevention and crisis 
management missions, including the fight against international terrorism´ (DE 2006, p. 
56). The reformulation of the constitutional restrictions is the solution to demands on 
Germany to contribute to NATO and maintain its relationship with the US. 
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Figure 29. Regional focus: intervention. UK policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 30. Regional focus: intervention. FR policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Figure 31. Regional focus: intervention. DE policy documents (1960-2010) 
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Deterrence and adversaries 
 
The nuclear deterrent was the foundation of Western Cold War military and grand 
strategy, and the documents (and figure 25) reflect this. In the post-Cold War strategic 
era, it is mainly the French papers in which it remains a central element of strategy. 
Partly, this reflects the Gaullist legacy, but, arguably more importantly, it illustrates the 
French beliefs on the usefulness of these weapons in the contemporary era. These 
differences hinge on the belief whether the new state and non-state threats can be 
deterred, which in turn would depend on assumptions of rationality on the part of rogue 
states and extremist movements.  

The American post-Cold War strategies all express doubt on the ability of nuclear 
weapons to deter rogue states and terrorist groups. Unlike the Soviet Union, these actors 
cannot be considered rational (US 1991, p. 26). Deterrence only gets a single mention in 
the 1995 security strategy, although both the 1995 and 1999 strategies assume that 
nuclear weapons still ‘serve as a guarantee of our security commitments to allies and a 
disincentive to those who would contemplate developing or otherwise acquiring their 
own nuclear weapons´ (US 1999, p. 12). In contrast, the 2002 strategy explicitly states 
that these are incomparable to the Soviet threat during the Cold War, because then 
‘especially following the Cuban missile crisis, we faced a generally status quo, risk-averse 
adversary’, where ‘deterrence was an effective defense’ (US 2002, p. 25). The 2010 
security strategy, published by the Obama administration, makes the same argument, 
namely that the world has radically changed from the Cold War, and that the current 
threats that consists of ‘violent extremists’ may not be deterred by American nuclear 
weapons (US 2010, P. 25). In sum, American documents consistently articulate a sense 
of insecurity and invulnerability. 

The British deterrent is assigned a more minimal role during the Cold War. This is 
reflected both in terms of its low prominence in the papers (see figure 25), as well as in 
the discussion itself. The UK´s conception of the ‘minimum deterrent’ necessary (UK 
1992, p. 132) is vastly different from the central role the deterrent plays in French 
strategy and documents (as figure 25 also shows). In fact, in the 1998 paper, the UK’s 
deterrent receives only a single passing reference until the fourth chapter. The policy of 
the Blair governments was explicitly only to maintain the ‘minimum deterrent remains a 
necessary element of our security´, and ‘to see a safer world in which there is no place 
for nuclear weapons’ UK 1998, par 60). The deterrent becomes more prominent in the 
documents of the second half of the first decade of the twenty-first century, and is 
connected to major threats again.31 The 2010 defence review emphasises the necessity of 

31 ´On defence, in 2006 we decided to maintain our independent nuclear deterrent because, while 
we are strongly committed to multilateral nuclear disarmament and to the global elimination of 
nuclear weapons, we cannot rule out a threat to the UK involving nuclear weapons re-emerging 
over the next 50 years.´ (UK 2008, p. 44) 
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the deterrent as an ‘ultimate insurance policy in this age of uncertainty’ (UK 2010, p. 5), 
although the minimalist approach to nuclear weapons is reiterated (UK 2010, p.37).  

As the only non-nuclear state here, the support for deterrence in the papers of 
(West)Germany is nuanced and the 1969 white paper, for example, takes pains to assure 
its audience that the use of nuclear weapons is carefully considered and not an 
‘automatism’ (DE 1969, p. 17), or run by a computer (DE 1983, p. 219). The 1983 paper 
reiterates that NATO nuclear deterrence is needed to match the overwhelming 
conventional and nuclear Soviet preponderance in Europe (DE 1983, pp. 52-58). After 
the Cold War, deterrence and proliferation receive much less attention in the German 
documents. Unlike the American papers, the German documents consider non-
proliferation institutions the most effective instrument to ‘prevent and contain’ the 
threat (DE 2003, p. 6), and, crucially, they consider ‘credible deterrence, backed up by 
defence, policing and intelligence measures to prevent proliferation, plus effective 
control of exports’ sufficient to deal with the threat of proliferation, especially when 
backed by ‘arms control, disarmament, and contractual agreements on the non-
proliferation of WMD´ (DE 2006, p. 14). 

For France, as expected, the role of the deterrent remains markedly different. It is 
reiterated in each successive French document since 1960 that the national deterrent is 
the only guarantee of French security and strategic autonomy. The perceived limits of 
American deterrence are explicitly outlined in the 1972 French white paper, which states 
that though European security presents a strategic interest to the US, it cannot be 
considered a vital interest to the US. The paper therefore argues that the US nuclear 
deterrent per definition cannot be credibly extended to guarantee European security, to 
believe otherwise is an ‘illusion’ (FR 1972, p. 5). 32 It concludes that deterrence can 
therefore only be considered as exclusively national, and observes, using a somewhat 
characteristic French phrasing, that not being able to rely on American deterrence 
should be considered ‘sans rancœur’- without bitterness.33  

The first French post-Cold War paper stresses that ‘the concept of deterrence remains 
unchanged’ (FR 1994, p. 57), and that the deterrent remains the clear choice to ensure 
French autonomy and security in a changing threat environment (FR 1994, foreword).34 

32 ´C'est d'ailleurs bien ce qui inspire le jeu que mènent ensemble les États-Unis et l'Union 
Soviétique au-dessus des puissances moyennes. S'ils reconnaissent objectivement que le jeu de la 
dissuasion ne peut valoir entre eux que dans le cas où leurs sanctuaires nationaux se trouvent 
directement menacés, il faut bien en conclure - et c'est l'évidence - que la défense de l'Europe 
occidentale ne saurait bénéficier automatiquement de la dissuasion américaine. Depuis fort 
longtemps, les Américains l'ont senti et ont adopté à l'usage de l'Europe leur stratégie de réponse 
graduée (flexible response) qui est un palliatif et pour certains une illusion.´ (FR 1972, p. 5). 
33 ´Il ne faudrait d'ailleurs pas considérer ces faits avec quelque rancœur que ce soit. Ils sont dans 
l'ordre naturel des choses, car la dissuasion est exclusivement nationale.´ (FR 1972, p. 5) 
34 ´La dissuasion nucléaire reste l’un de ses fondements. La France doit s’attendre à ce que ses 
choix dans ce domaine soient toujours contestés par d’autres au plan international, de plus en plus 
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The 1994 white paper includes deterrence among the four major strategic functions of 
the armed forces: dissuasion, action, prevention, protection (FR 1994). Deterrence 
retains this fundamental role in French strategy in both the 1996 and 2003 military 
programming laws, and continues to ensure French strategic autonomy and security in 
an uncertain international environment where regional powers are increasingly 
attempting to gain access to WMDs.35 The 2008 white paper, published by the Sarkozy 
government, purported to offer a second major review of French post-Cold War strategy, 
one that adapted it to the contemporary, post-September 11th world. Yet, deterrence is 
still one of the (now) five major functions of the armed forces - (nuclear) deterrence, 
protection of the national territory, projection, anticipation (intelligence), and 
prevention. Moreover, despite the reintegration of French forces into NATO, the nuclear 
deterrent ‘remains one of the foundations of France’s strategy’, where ‘it is the ultimate 
guarantee of national security and independence’, the ‘sole function’ of which ‘is to pre-
vent a state-originated aggression against the vital interests of the country, from 
whatever direction and in whatever form’. These vital interests include ‘the elements 
constituting [French] identity and existence as a nation-State, and in particular [French] 
territory, our population, and the free exercise of [French] sovereignty´ (FR 2008, p. 
64). 

 

Conditions for the use of force 
 
The conditions for the use of force underline the diverging assumptions on threats and 
allies in the four states. The recurring sense of vulnerability in American documents is 
reflected in these conditions. To European critics, the 2003 controversy over Iraq made 
clear the tendency of the Bush (43) administration towards unilateralist policies and 
pre-emptive use of force. The 2002 strategy exemplifies that tendency, when it states 
that, if necessary, to defend ‘the US, the American people, and our interests at home and 
abroad’, the US will ‘identify and destroy the threat before it reaches our borders’, and 
‘while the US will constantly strive to enlist the support of the international community, 
we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of self-defense by 
acting pre-emptively against such terrorists, to prevent them from doing harm against 
our people and our country’ (US 2002, p. 6). The text states that the ´reasons will be 

peut-être avec la fin de la menace soviétique. Elle ne saurait y revenir, car il y va aujourd’hui de son 
indépendance, et peut-être demain de celle de l’Europe.´ (FR 1994, foreword) 
35 ´La dissuasion reste l’élément fondamental de la stratégie de défense de la France. Elle demeure 
la garantie contre toute menace sur nos intérêts vitaux, quelles qu’en soient l’origine et la forme. ´ 
(FR 1996);´Deterrence is at the heart of the capabilities that guarantee the strategic autonomy 
which is one of the essentials of France's defence policy. It is an important factor of international 
stability and is a fundamental guarantee against threats against our vital interests - threats that 
could come from major military powers driven by hostile intentions and ready to resort to any 
means in order to realize them.’ (FR 2003, p. 6) 
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clear´ and ´the cause just´ of any pre-emptive action (US 2002, p. 16). Specifically, it is 
the perceived inability to deter contemporary threats that is used to justify the need for 
pre-emption in the 2002 NSS (US 2002, p. 25). Pre- emption remained an explicit part 
of the potential use of force in the 2006 security strategy (US 2006, pp. 1, 36).  

However, unilateralism was not a radical policy departure from previous 
administrations by the Bush (43) administration. The Clinton administration was 
equally willing to take unilateral action, because when ‘national security interests are 
threatened, we will, as America always has, use diplomacy when we can, but force if we 
must. We will act with others when we can, but alone when we must’ (US 1995, p. ii); or 
as the 1999 strategy states that ‘as long as terrorists continue to target American citizens, 
we reserve the right to act in self-defense by striking at their bases and those who 
sponsor, assist or actively support them.... We act in alliance or partnership when others 
share our interests, but unilaterally when compelling national interests so demand´ (US 
1999, p. 14). There is no essential difference between the 1995 and 1999 strategies and 
the 2002 or 2006 strategies. Neither is the 2010 strategy that was published by the 
Obama administration substantially different. It states that ‘while the use of force is 
sometimes necessary, we will exhaust other options before war when we can… When 
force is necessary, we will continue to do so in a way that reflects our values and 
strengthens our legitimacy, and we will seek broad international support’, but ‘the US 
reserves the right to act unilaterally if necessary to defend our nation and our interests’ 
(US 2010, p. 22).  

Nor is the unilateral option unique to the American documents. While on the one hand 
the French texts stress the need for international legitimization of force by the United 
Nations Security Council, on the other the 2003 paper is explicit that France must have 
the means ‘to identify and prevent threats as soon as possible’ and that consequently 
‘possible pre-emptive action is not out of the question, where an explicit and confirmed 
threat has been recognized’ (FR 2003, p. 6).36  

Unsurprisingly, the German conditions on the use of force are the most constraining, 
due to the constitutional restrictions on the use of German forces. The Bundeswehr will 
only operate as part of a multinational mission, ‘conscious of its responsibility in the 
eyes of history’ (DE 1994, par 470; DE 2003, p. 10). Though the British and French 
documents also state that they expect the armed forces to operate with allies, they are 
not as categorical as the German texts.  

 

  

36 Generally, the likely uses of force are highly specific and prioritised (FR 1994, pp. 24-26). 
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Other instruments 
 
Instruments other than military force and diplomacy have historically been part of 
grand strategy. Financial inducements and bribes, religious fiat, public communications 
of propaganda, covert operations, trade and other large scale economic transactions are 
classic tools of statecraft. While in some cases they played decisive roles in achieving 
policy goals, they operate at a less fundamental and formalised level than force and 
diplomacy. However, the choice of national security strategies and defence white papers 
could increase a military bias in the results. Other instruments are still referenced, and 
increasingly so over the past two decades. The coding scheme incorporates: (1) 
promotion of democracy; (2) development aid; (3) promotion of free markets, trade and 
other economic policies; (4) comprehensive use of all instruments; (5) intelligence; and 
(6) treaties. What is particularly relevant here is to assess which other instruments are – 
or are not – considered and how they relate to the overall attention to military means. 

Tables 13 to 16 show that after the end of the Cold War, the notion of a comprehensive 
approach that incorporates multiple instruments was advocated in all four states to 
varying degrees, to deal with the various challenges they faced from non-state actors.  

 
United States 
Other Instruments 

60-70 71-80 81-90 91-00 01-10 

      
Trade/free market  Low Medium Medium High 
Development Low Low Low Low High 
Democratic Low Low Medium High High 
Diplomatic   Low   
Integrated / 
comprehensive Low  Low Low Medium 
Intelligence  Low Low Low Low 
Treaties for nuclear 
and conventional arms 
control Low Medium Medium High Low 
Table 13. Other instruments. US policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
Though military force is accorded the highest importance in the American papers, non-
military means are often stressed as crucial for the successful pursuit of American 
power. The 1988 strategy argues against conceptualising American power as exclusively 
military and calls to recognise it ‘is also derived from a nation’s moral legitimacy and 
leadership, as we exemplified by the Marshall Plan after World War II – an act of 
strengthening allies, of enlightened self-interest’ (US 1988, p. 19). The 1995 documents 
argue that the ‘extraordinary diplomatic leverage to reshape existing security and 
economic structures´ relies upon American power, which consists of ‘economic and 
military might, as well as the power of [American] ideals’. Yet, the paper emphasises that 

264 
 

 

 



 
 
‘military force remains an indispensable element of our nation's power’ (US 1995, p. ii). 
Similarly, in spite of 2002 strategy’s emphasis on the universal nature of American 
values, it also states that ‘it is time to reaffirm the essential role of American military 
strength’. In order do so effectively, the US ‘must build and maintain our defenses 
beyond challenge’, so the American military can ‘assure our allies and friends; dissuade 
future military competition; deter threats against US interests, allies, and friends; and 
decisively defeat any adversary if deterrence fails’ (US 2002, 29). The explicit avocation 
of primacy during the Bush administration seems to be rejected in the 2010 document, 
published by the Obama administration, that stresses moral leadership37 and explicitly 
rejects depending on military force alone.38 Moreover, the American texts consistently 
emphasise promotion of free markets and democracy, in line with the values that are 
part of the stated policy goals (see section below). 

 
United Kingdom 
Other Instruments 

60-70 71-80 81-90 91-00 01-10 

      
Trade/free market      
Development    Low Medium 
Democratic      
Diplomatic      
Integrated / 
comprehensive 

   
Low High 

Intelligence    Low Low 
Treaties for nuclear and 
conventional arms control Low  High Medium Medium 
Table 14. Other instruments. UK policy documents (1960-2010) 

  

37 ´ America’s commitment to democracy, human rights, and the rule of law are essential sources of 
our strength and influence in the world. …. America has always been a beacon to the peoples of the 
world when we ensure that the light of America’s example burns bright´ (US 2010, p. 2). 
38 ´But when we overuse our military might, or fail to invest in or deploy complementary tools, or 
act without partners, then our military is overstretched, Americans bear a greater burden, and our 
leadership around the world is too narrowly identified with military force´ (US 2010, p. 18). 
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France 
Other Instruments 

60-70 71-80 81-90 1-00 01-10 

      
Trade/free market      
Development     Low 
Democratic      
Diplomatic     Low 
Integrated / 
comprehensive 

  
 Low Low 

Intelligence    Medium Medium 
Treaties for nuclear and 
conventional arms control 

  
Low Medium Low 

Table 15. Other instruments. FR policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
Germany 
Other Instruments 

60-70 71-80 81-90 91-00 01-10 

      
Trade/free market    Low Low 
Development   Low Low Low 
Democratic     Low 
Diplomatic  Medium Medium Low Low 
Integrated / 
comprehensive 

 
Low Low Low High 

Intelligence     Low 
Treaties for nuclear and 
conventional arms 
control Low Medium 

Very 
High Medium Low 

Table 16. Other instruments. DE policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The British and German post-Cold War documents stress the value of the 
comprehensive approach, specifically at the level of missions, whether stabilisation, 
peace building, or counterinsurgency. The British papers argue that the less-
conventional security challenges require ‘ever more integrated planning of military, 
diplomatic and economic instruments at both national and international levels´ (UK 
2003, p. 1). The 2008 paper argues that the problems that the British forces 
encountered during the conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan should be taken into account 
as ‘building stability out of conflict or state failure is a complex undertaking which 
requires concerted, sustained, and integrated effort across security, politics and 
governance, and economic development’ (UK 2008, p. 37). In the German documents, 
the stress on non-military means has been in place in a consistent manner. Non-military 
means are coherent with the German assessment of the international environment as 
being challenged mainly by non-state threats, by instability itself, and the wider range of 
economic, demographic, environmental, social, and other trends and developments 
driving this instability. The response to these challenges is a comprehensive approach to 
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the root causes of conflict (DE 1994, par 212; DE 2003, p. 8; DE 2006, p. 6). The French 
papers do not stress the comprehensive approach to the same extent as the German or 
British documents, but similar ideas of cohesively integrating instruments appear in the 
French publications (for example: FR 2008, p. 56).  

The difference in emphasis between the German and British documents seems to be that 
the German approach is focused on addressing the root causes of instability, while the 
British application of the comprehensive approach is more attuned to operational 
effectiveness. The latter can also be said about the French policy approach. The 
American papers mostly discuss how the US can use its power comprehensively at the 
national level. These different conceptualisations of both the causes of conflict and the 
efficacy of instruments to deal with conflict indicate differences in perspectives between 
the US and the Europe on the relationship between state and society. The stress in the 
threat assessments of the American texts was mostly on rogue states, which suggests 
that policymakers perceive both active intentions on the part of these states, and 
attribute an important role to ideology. The European states emphasise to a greater 
extent how different stress factors contribute to the absence of responsible governments 
and lead to conflict, and that addressing the ‘root causes’ of conflicts is essential to solve 
them. All the European states seem to share a view that directly connects the nature of 
states to the broader political, cultural, and economical developments within the 
societies of these states, as well as to the relationship of these states to their societies.  
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Policy goals and the domestic environment 
 
The previous sections showed that – as expected – the four states share broad patterns 
in their perception of threats and the manner with which to deal with these threats: from 
the focus on the Soviet Union and the Communist Bloc during the Cold War, to the 
broader array of diverse, non-traditional, non-state threats; the centrality of NATO; and 
the shift from Cold War emphases on collective defence and deterrence to a broader set 
of tasks, including interventions and the use of military force as part of a comprehensive 
set of instruments. 

Yet, differences between the states were also evident, and became more so in the post-
Cold War period. The American documents evidence a broad scope of threats that is 
more diverse but also interconnected that demonstrate a high sense of vulnerability. 
Based on this, the American papers argue that a broad range of alliances and the global 
deployment of forces are required - though one that is more and more flexible and less 
institutionalised - along with the instruments to achieve US national interests. The 
British documents presented a broad range of non-traditional threats that paralleled the 
perception of the American texts, an expanded scope of tasks for the armed forces that is 
beyond the financial means of the UK. The French documents showed a greater 
prominence of deterrence, a more differentiated attitude towards NATO, and a clear 
hierarchy of threats with state threats to national security as the highest priority. The 
French papers specifically pay attention to the distribution of power, as evidenced in 
their emphasis on state threats, and of allies. The papers of reunified Germany still 
evidenced a limited scope – geographically and in terms of range of tasks – for its armed 
forces, along with a broad, but less intensive perception of threats, and strong 
preferences for institutionalised frameworks of international cooperation.  

The section that follows shows how the references to policy goals and the domestic 
environment are even more disparate than the discussions of the international 
environment and the diplomatic and military instruments. 

The expressed policy goals reflect the broad possibilities of theory and consists of the 
following categories: (1) values (such as human rights, democracy, and freedom); (2) 
security (whether expressed in a broad sense or as the state’s territorial integrity); (3) 
economy (including prosperity, open and free markets, and access to resources); (4) 
international commitments (to organisations, alliances, or in bilateral agreements); (5) 
leadership; and (6) autonomy. The policy documents inherently focus more on 
international than domestic factors. However, when present, textual references on (1) 
budget constraints; (2) calls for domestic support; and (3) civil-military relations were 
noted. 
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US: policy goals and domestic environment 
 
In the American documents, two themes dominate the discussions of policy goals that 
are unique to the US. These themes are also defended through historical references. The 
first theme prevalent in the American texts is a stress on a values (freedom, human 
rights and democracy), open economies, and security, as figure 32 shows. This emphasis 
on values increases gradually, from the Carter administration onwards. Unlike the 
documents of the other states, in the US documents these goals are not only emphasised 
as important by themselves, but in fact are presented as mutually constitutive and as 
reinforcing one another.39  

 

Figure 32. Policy goals: values, security, and economy. US policy documents (1960-2010) 

 

39 The emphasis on values is also reflected in the inclusion of democracy and free market 
promotion among the other strategic instruments (see table 13). 
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Figure 33. Policy goals: international commitments and leadership. US policy documents (1960-
2010) 

 

The following excerpts from the 1988, 1991, 1995, and 2010 strategies illustrate this 
worldview, and they use strikingly similar language in spite of the Party or ideological 
differences that are claimed to exist between these administrations: 

From the 1988 NSS, published by the Reagan administration: ‘The survival of 
the US as a free and independent nation, with its fundamental values intact 
and its institutions and people secure; a healthy and growing US economy to 
provide opportunity for individual prosperity and a resource base for our 
national endeavors; a stable and secure world, free of major threats to US 
interests; the growth of human freedom, democratic institutions, and free 
market economies throughout the world, linked by a fair and open 
international trading system; healthy and vigorous alliance relationships.’ 
(US 1988, p. 3); 

From the 1991 NSS, published by the Bush (41) administration: ’The survival of 
the US as a free and independent nation, with its fundamental values intact 
and its institutions and people secure. … A healthy and growing US economy 
to ensure opportunity for individual prosperity and resources for national 
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endeavors at home and abroad. … Healthy, cooperative and politically 
vigorous relations with allies and friendly nations.’ (US 1991, pp. 3-4);  

From the 1995 NSS, published by the Clinton administration: ‘We believe that 
our goals of enhancing our security, bolstering our economic prosperity, and 
promoting democracy are mutually supportive. Secure nations are more likely 
to support free trade and maintain democratic structures. Nations with 
growing economies and strong trade ties are more likely to feel secure and to 
work toward freedom. And democratic states are less likely to threaten our 
interests and more likely to cooperate with the US to meet security threats and 
promote free trade and sustainable development.’ (US 1995, p. i); and  

From the 2010 NSS, published by the Obama administration: ´American 
interests are enduring. They are: the security of the US, its citizens, and US 
allies and partners; a strong, innovative, and growing US economy in an open 
international economic system that promotes opportunity and prosperity; 
respect for universal values at home and around the world; and an 
international order advanced by US leadership that promotes peace, security, 
and opportunity through stronger cooperation to meet global challenges.´ (US 
2010, p. 7). 

The underlying argument of the documents is an assertive liberal internationalism: free 
market democracies do not have motives to threaten the US. The papers that came out 
in the aftermath of the Cold War explicitly make this point. 40  The 1999 strategy 
underlines that ‘the spread of democracy, human rights and respect for the rule of law 
not only reflects American values, it also advances both our security and prosperity’, 
because ‘democratic governments are more likely to cooperate with each other against 
common threats, encourage free trade, promote sustainable economic development, 
uphold the rule of law, and protect the rights of their people’ (US 1999, p. 4). 

The Bush (43) administration was considered an explicitly ideological departure from 
the administrations that preceded it, and the scores do indeed reflect the high 
prominence of ‘values’ (see figure 32). The 2002 strategy, for example, argues that the 
US must ‘help make the world not just safer but better’ (US 2002, p.1), that ‘the US must 
defend liberty and justice because these principles are right and true for all people every-
where’, and that ‘no nation owns these aspirations, and no nation is exempt from them’ 
(US 2002, p. 3). The 2006 document juxtaposes freedom against tyranny, ‘the 
combination of brutality, poverty, instability, corruption, and suffering, forged under the 
rule of despots and despotic systems’, and argues that ‘all tyrannies threaten the world’s 

40 ‘America will continue to support an international economic system as open and inclusive as 
possible, as the best way to strengthen global economic development, political stability and the 
growth of free societies.’ (US 1991, p. 2); ‘The core of our strategy is to help democracy and markets 
expand and survive in other places where we have the strongest security concerns and where we 
can make the greatest difference. This is not a democratic crusade; it is a pragmatic commitment to 
see freedom take hold where that will help us most.’ (US 1995, p. 23). 
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interest in freedom’s expansion, and some tyrannies, in their pursuit of WMD or 
sponsorship of terrorism, threaten our immediate security interests as well´ (US 2006, 
p. 3). The 2002 and 2006 strategies also argue that economic freedoms ward off the 
threat of tyranny, and that ‘economic freedom is a moral imperative’, and is ‘ 
fundamental to human nature and foundational to a free society´ (US 2006, pp. 3, 27). 
The 2010 security strategy published by the Obama administration attempts to distance 
itself from its direct predecessor by using a less ideological tone to the text, which is also 
reflected in the scores for ‘values’ and ‘security’ reversing (see figure 32. Yet, the 2010 
document still stresses that ‘the US believes certain values are universal and will work to 
promote them worldwide’, and also underlines that ‘nations that embrace these values 
for their citizens are ultimately more successful—and friendly to the US—than those that 
do not´ (US 2010, p. 35). 

The second major theme is that all the US papers stress that the US has the 
responsibility to act as a leader in the global order (see figure 33). The documents argue 
that the US must engage and reject isolationism and that it has a specific role to play in 
protecting these freedoms against threats originating from authoritarian states or 
extremist movements. If the US does not act, there is no other state that can. It is also 
part of the same overall worldview shown in the previous sections, with the global 
perception of threats within the American documents and the globally activist 
approaches to frameworks of international cooperation and tasks for the armed forces. 
As figure 33 shows, this theme becomes increasingly prominent from the late 1970s 
onwards. The language used is again largely consistent, regardless of administration: 

From the 1978 defence paper, published by the Carter administration: ‘Our 
power does not permit us a secondary role; our interests do not allow us the 
luxury of passivity. The dedication of the US to the principles of human rights, 
peace, and stability impels us toward goals abroad as well as at home. The 
rest of our coalition would be too weak and fragmented without us; our 
political opponents would be too powerful. If the conditions of US security are 
to be maintained, the US must still take the lead and carry the heaviest load in 
the coalition. There is no else to take our place.’ (US 1978, pp. 16-17);  

From the 1988 NSS, published by the Reagan administration: ‘… we have taken 
up a major role of world leadership, our interests and political values call for a 
deepening partnership with like-minded nations to advance the cause of peace 
and freedom.’ (US 1988, p. 5);  

From the 1991 NSS, published by the Bush (41) administration: ‘For America, 
there can be no retreat from the world’s problems. Within the broader 
community of nations, we see our own role clearly. … We must work with 
others, but we must also be a leader.’ (US 1991, p. v);  
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From the 1995 NSS, published by the Clinton administration: ‘Never has 
American leadership been more essential — to navigate the shoals of the 
world's new dangers and to capitalize on its opportunities.’ (US 1995, p. i); 

From the 1999 NSS, published by the Clinton administration: ´Our strategy is 
founded on continued US engagement and leadership abroad. The US must 
lead abroad if we are to be secure at home.´ (US 1999, p. 3); 

From the 2010 NSS, published by the Obama administration: ´The US must 
renew its leadership in the world by building and cultivating the sources of our 
strength and influence. Our national security depends upon America’s ability 
to leverage our unique national attributes, just as global security depends 
upon strong and responsible American leadership.´ (US 2010, p. 7). 

The costs for this leadership are not entirely unproblematic, as there is a real need to 
maintain a domestic consensus to support expansive US policies, and this consensus is 
often linked to the budget. From the end of the Cold War onwards, there is also an 
increase in praise for the armed forces.  

The grand strategic system of the US thus links together a series of goals and 
instruments in an internally coherent manner. Consistently expressed throughout the 
texts is the need to establish an democratic and open economic international order, and 
that the US has crucial role to play in leading this order. This justifies the broad 
engagement of the US in terms of the use of force abroad, whether through intervention 
or continued presence, and in participation in international organisations and other 
agreements. This is the fundament of the strategic system for the past four decades and 
more. The emphasis on the need for American leadership, the mutually constitutive 
elements of values, security and interests, the globally activist outlooks on cooperation 
and the possible use of force – together these form the central puzzle of American grand 
strategy, raised in the first chapter, discussed and developed in chapters four, five, and 
six, and further shown in the sections above. These elements are puzzling because they 
raise the costs of American grand strategy beyond what it needs to secure itself, and the 
US risks provoking countervailing responses from other states. The need to convince a 
sceptical American public is also apparent (see table 17). 
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United States 
Domestic 
Environment 

60-70 71-80 81-90 91-00 01-10 

      
Budget Low Low Medium Low  
Domestic consensus Low  Medium Low Low 
Civil-military relations      
Praise armed forces    Low Low 
Conscription  Low    
Table 17. Domestic environment. US policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The next chapter shows that two sets of historical references to American history are 
used to validate precisely the elements that are most puzzling. Leadership is justified by 
the American experience with isolationism in the interwar era and leadership in the 
Second World War. The successful struggle against successive authoritarian threats is 
used to underline the strength of American values. 
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UK: policy goals and domestic environment 
 
In the British documents, two sequential themes are apparent with regard to the stated 
policy goals, one during and one after the Cold War (as can been seen from figures 34 
and 35). The first theme is the consistent prominence of security during the Cold War. 
The second is a change from the 1980s - the Thatcher government’s papers - onwards, 
when values and economic interests become more prominent in the papers. Values are 
especially emphasised during Prime Minister Blair’s time in government (1997-2007). 
The 1998 papers state that the goal of British defence is to ‘act as a force for good´ by 
strengthening international peace and stability (UK 1998, par 21). The ´force for good´ 
phrase in fact appears eight different times in the 1998 SDR. The 1998 paper’s ‘vision of 
Britain's role’ is ‘strong in defence; resolute in standing up for [British] interests and as 
an advocate of human rights and democracy the world over; a reliable and powerful ally; 
and a leader in Europe and the international community´(UK 1998, par 13). Moreover, 
the 1998 paper, like its contemporary American counterparts, argues that British 
‘national security and prosperity thus depend on promoting international stability, 
freedom and economic development’. The paper underlines that Britain, as ‘a 
Permanent Member of the UN Security Council and as a country both willing and able to 
play a leading role internationally’, has the ‘responsibility to act as a force for good in the 
world’ (UK1998, par 21).  

 

Figure 34. Policy goals: values, security, and economy. UK policy documents (1960-2010) 
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The expansive view of British international responsibilities was paralleled by the 
expanding scope of tasks for the armed forces, both in terms of the intensity and 
geographic range. The 1998 text dismisses any alternative to this internationalism, 
should Britain ‘as a country, choose to take a narrow view of our role and responsibilities 
which did not require a significant military capability’. Yet, this ‘would mean that we 
would not wish and would not be able to contribute effectively to resolving crises such as 
Bosnia, Kosovo, or the invasion of Kuwait’. This is ‘a real choice, but not one the 
Government could recommend for Britain´ (UK 1998, par 59). The 2008 security 
strategy published by the Brown government, strongly emphasises security (see figure 
34), and, tellingly, its first sentence is: ´Providing security for the nation and for its 
citizens remains the most important responsibility of government.´ (UK 2008, p.3). 
However, the 2008 text still argues that ‘the single biggest positive driver of security 
within and between states is the presence of legitimise, accountable and capable 
government operating by the rule of law’ (UK 2008, p. 20). 

 

Figure 35. Policy goals: international commitments. UK policy documents(1960-2010) 

 
The difficulty for Britain in keeping up with the US is apparent from the constant 
discussions on budgetary shortcomings (see table 18) – during the Cold War as it is 
shedding its colonial possessions (‘the long retreat’) – and during the post-Cold War 
period, when it takes on new ambitious tasks. Consistent over time is also the praise for 
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the armed forces, praise that only becomes more prominent as the budgetary pressures 
increase. The next chapter shows how British responsibilities are rhetorically linked to a 
longer-view of British history. 

 

United Kingdom 
Domestic 
Environment 

60-70 71-80 81-90 91-00 01-10 

      
Budget High Medium High High Medium 
Domestic consensus  Low  Low Low 
Civil-military relations      
Praise armed forces High Low Low Low Low 
Conscription      
Table 18. Domestic environment. UK policy documents (1960-2010) 
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France: policy goals and domestic environment 
 
The French documents strongly emphasise security and strategic autonomy. Figures 36 
and 37 show the high level of continuity of both security and autonomy in the French 
documents, and the relative absence – also after the Cold War – of ‘values’ and 
‘economic interests’ as stated policy goals, unlike the American, British or German 
documents. The documents emphasise security. They also define it narrowly as foremost 
the protection of French population and territory, and only then wider security in 
Europe and the regions bordering Europe. Autonomy is of course emphasised during the 
Gaullist era, 41 but it remains a consistent feature regardless of the party affiliation 
(including the 1981 to 1995 era when Mitterrand, previously one of De Gaulle’s strongest 
critics, was President of France).42 In each instance, autonomy and territorial security 
are used to justify the need for France’s nuclear deterrent. 

The 1994 white paper is the first major restatement of French strategy after the Cold 
War, and also the first new white paper since 1972. Like its predecessors, it defines 
French policy goals as strategic autonomy and defence of its vital interests, and links 
both to the nuclear deterrent (FR 1994, foreword). In fact, the paper explicitly restates 
the motivation for strategic autonomy is to ‘not depend on others for the defence of 
French vital interests,’ in spite of the improved strategic situation, for situations when 
‘French vital interests do not coincide with those of its neighbours’ (FR 1994, p. 26).  

 

41 ´Defender l´indépendance nationale (FR 1960 in David 1989, p. 182); ´… sans rien concéder qui 
compromettre l´indépendance, la sécurité et l´intégrité de la patrie.´ (FR 1965 inDavid 1989, p. 
185); ´L´objectif majeur de la défense nationale est le maintien de l´indépendance de notre pays 
dans la liberté et pour la paix.´ (FR 1971 in David 1989, p. 187). 
42 ´La France doit disposer des moyens de préserver son indépendance et de protéger l´intégrité de 
son territoire ainsi que ses intérêts vitaux, en particulier en Europe. ´ (FR 1987 in David 1989 p. 
216) ; ´ La France, seule puissance nucléaire d’Europe occidentale avec la Grande-Bretagne, 
présente sur cinq océans et quatre continents, a choisi d’assurer elle-même sa défense pour 
garantir son indépendance et maintenir son identité.´ (FR 1990). 
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Figure 36. Policy goals: values, security, and economy. FR policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The removal of the constraints of the Cold War, leads to the US, UK, and Germany, 
albeit in different ways, to explicitly incorporate values as policy goals. Yet, in the French 
papers, values such as human rights, freedom, and democracy remain relatively 
marginal compared to autonomy and security (see figures 36 and 37). The second major 
post-Cold War statement of French strategy came with the 2008 white paper - published 
during the Sarkozy presidency. Despite what was at the time perceived as a policy shift, 
in the foreword to the 2008 document, President Sarkozy reiterates that his ‘ two goals 
are to ensure that France remains a major military and diplomatic power, ready to take 
on the challenges congruent with our international obligations, and that the State has 
the capacity to guarantee the independence of France and the protection of all French 
citizens´ (FR 2008, p. 9). 
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Figure 37. Policy goals: international commitments, and autonomy. FR policy documents (1960-
2010) 

 
The discussion in contemporary French documents has also remained fairly consistent 
in the references to domestic consensus and to praise for the armed forces (see table 19). 
The French policy documents spend less effort on directly addressing the domestic 
audience than the German papers. Compared to the emphasis placed on civil-military 
relations in the German texts is minimal in the French texts, after the 1960s.  

 
France 
Domestic Environment 

60-70 71-80 81-90 91-00 01-10 

      
Budget Medium Low  Low Low 
Domestic consensus Medium   Low Low 
Civil-military relations Low    Low 
Praise armed forces    Low Low 
Conscription  Low Low   
Table 19. Domestic environment. FR policy documents (1960-2010) 
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The stress on security and emphasis on autonomy in the French texts fit the 
preoccupation with power distribution within the international system and the fear of 
dependence on outside powers for security. The focus on interventionary capabilities 
and deterrence fits the hierarchically ordering of vital and strategic interests, and the 
likeliness and impact of threats. The next chapter shows that these themes are 
consistently argued through French historical experiences, specifically the trauma of 
1940. 

 

Germany: policy goals and domestic environment 
 
The German documents consistently emphasise values and international commitments. 
Notably, values substantiate a broad, non-nationally exclusive, definition of security, 
and in the German documents they are generally defined as individual human rights and 
democracy. Security and values are presented in the German papers as mutually 
constitutive. Legitimacy and internal stability of state and armed forces are considered 
to be maintained by membership of NATO, thereby ensuring both external and internal 
German security needs and guaranteeing the continued democratic nature of the 
German state. The government strives for a ‘dignified life for its citizens’ and ‘peoples to 
live together in peace through a consistent policy of peace’, and this is only possible if 
‘external security’ is guaranteed through ‘alliances and military protection’ (DE 1976, 
foreword). The German contribution of armed forces to NATO is then the necessary 
condition to maintain these main objectives (DE 1983, foreword).43 There is a difficult 
rhetorical balance between restraint and commitment to NATO (DE 1983, foreword). 
The strong emphasis in the German Cold War papers on values is nearly absent in the 
British and French security papers of the same period. The emphasis on the citizen as an 
individual in this discussion of values is an obvious response to the total warfare state of 
Germany’s wartime past. 

The relative prominence of security strongly declines after the disappearance of the 
Soviet threat in the 1994 white paper (see figure 38), yet the need for alliances is 
stressed (see figure 39). This underlines the German discomfort with thinking in terms 
of security. Yet, regardless of the decline in threats, which is apparent from the post-
Cold War German paper, the prominence of NATO in the papers increases, as does the 
scope of its mission. In the foreword to the 1994 white paper, Chancellor Kohl argues 
that ´Germany will not enjoy a secure future in peace and freedom’ unless it continues 
to make its ‘contribution, as a member of the Euro-Atlantic community of shared values 
with a common fate’, in order to prevent war and build ‘a just and stable international 

43 ´Frieden in Freiheit ist unser höchstes Gut. Freiheitsicherung ist Friedenspolitik. Dieser innere 
Zusammenhang ist die ethische Grundlage für unseren Verteidigungswillen, zugleicht Maßstab 
und Ziel für unsere Sicherheitspolitik. Nur im Atlantischen Bündnis kann unser Land Schutz und 
Sicherheit finden..´ (DE 1983, foreword). 
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order in which human and minority rights are effectively protected´ (DE 1994, 
foreword). The 1994 paper stresses that ´German policy is committed to peace’ and that 
‘its foremost task is to safeguard, promote and shape peace, both within Germany and in 
the international community’ (DE 1994, par. 303). Revealingly, it argues that ‘peace 
prevails when freedom and justice are realised and the dignity of man is protected’, 
because ‘these supreme values are the universally binding core of human rights, which 
every state, regardless of different religious persuasions and cultural traditions, has to 
respect and protect’, which means that ‘serving peace also means striving for a world in 
which everyone can live in freedom, peace and dignity´(DE 1994, par 303). Peace, it 
seems, is not a matter of security narrowly defined, belonging to states, but is 
comprehensive and personal by nature. 

 

 

Figure 38. Policy goals: values, security, and economy. DE policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The German documents are striking for the attention they pay to the domestic 
environment of policymaking, often spending half of the considerable page counts of the 
white papers discussing specifically civil-military relations and conscription (see table 
20). The manner in which these are discussed are explicitly connected to the German 
legacy of the Second World War. 
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Figure 39. Policy goals: international commitments.DE policy documents (1960-2010) 

 
The next chapter shows that German experiences with war shaped both German beliefs 
towards force and diplomacy, and, specifically, the domestic relations between state, 
society, and the armed forces. 

 

Germany 
Domestic 
Environment 

60-70 71-80 8190 91-00 01-10 

      
Budget Low     
Domestic consensus Low     
Civil-military relations High High Low High Medium 
Praise armed forces    Low  
Conscription Low Low Low Low Low 
Table 20. Domestic environment. DE policy documents(1960-2010) 
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Conclusion 
 
This chapter shows that the policy documents of the US, UK, France, and Germany 
consistently display unique national beliefs on threats, alliances, force, and domestic 
relations, as well as persistently prioritise the same broad policy goals, regardless of 
which party is in power. These beliefs are consistent with the foreign and defence policy 
behaviour discussed in the chapters that preceded this chapter. The American 
documents stress the need for American leadership and values, without which the 
international system, and the US itself, would be less secure. They contrast the necessity 
of US leadership and the global diplomatic and military commitments that the US must 
undertake against the alternative of isolationism. In light of the pervasive and 
interlinked threats that are present globally, the documents make clear that isolationism 
cannot be an option. The British documents in turn approach the international system in 
a similar manner to the US, with a similar appraisal of threats, and with the NATO as 
the key alliance commitment. They emphasise the importance of continental 
commitments, and minimise the role of the British nuclear deterrent. In contrast, the 
French documents underline the need for autonomy and security. To maintain these, 
intervention forces and independent nuclear weapons are placed centrally in French 
strategy, including in the texts published after the Cold War. Threats are prioritised in 
the French texts from those that impact vital interests to those that are more peripheral, 
with significant attention paid to powerful states first and foremost. Finally, the German 
documents relate NATO and the EU not only to prosperity and security from 
international threats, but also as a way to normalise the disturbed relations between 
state, society, and the armed forces. Force is discussed in a cautious manner in the 
German texts, and after the Cold War they deemphasise the seriousness of the 
remaining threats. 

It could be argued that the themes found in the policy texts, such as those mentioned 
above, are not surprising, considering what we know about these four states. The next 
chapter will, however, show that those beliefs and policy choices are also consistently 
framed through the same, nationally particular historical experiences, in policy 
documents, speeches, and interviews throughout the seven decades that followed the 
Second World War. 
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